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The Minnesota Legislature, during the 2009 Session, put forth a vision for creating a statewide Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) in Minnesota.  To assist the Legislature and state agencies in implementing that vision, the Kellogg Foundation provided resources to bring together a working group to develop financial models for several QRIS options, using the experience of Minnesota’s Parent Aware QRIS pilot, as well as several other states’ QRIS as models.  The working group began by identifying a set of principles to guide the development and analysis of options.  Those principles, while not necessarily comprehensive, will provide a helpful framework for policy makers responsible for developing a statewide QRIS.  Those principles include:

1. Focus on outcomes:  Improve children’s school readiness.

2. Empower parents:  Make markets work efficiently by providing parents with meaningful, useful information about program quality.
3. Use the research: Incorporate evidence and best practices into program standards and procedures, including findings from Parent Aware pilot evaluation as they become available.

4. Value cultural relevance: Seek ways to provide parents with information on programs’ cultural relevance, and ways to support culturally-specific providers through the rating process.  

5. Increase quality:  Provide support for providers to improve program quality, allowing all participating providers to compete more effectively for public and private dollars.
6. Link and leverage:  Connect the QRIS with existing systems, such as the Professional Development Registry, child care resource and referral agencies, and align QRIS with existing standards, including Early Childhood Indicators of Progress and K-12 standards.
7. Be dynamic and responsive: Continuously improve the QRIS based on emerging research, parent and provider feedback, evaluation results, and available resources.
An effective statewide QRIS will focus parents, providers and funders on a common outcome and streamline program administration by creating a framework around that common outcome, seeking to align policies, programs and resources for all early care and education providers, regardless of funding stream or program type. An effective statewide QRIS would build and expand upon the unique strengths of the Parent Aware QRIS pilot.

This memo will describe and cost out three potential options for implementing a statewide QRIS in Minnesota.  One is based on the features of the pilot of Parent Aware, one is based on the comprehensive, licensing-based North Carolina approach to QRIS, one is based on the minimalist approach to QRIS taken by Maine. For ease of comparison, the options are presented at scale (i.e., fully implemented) using the following assumptions regarding participation levels:
· 75% overall participation of center-based programs and 50% overall participation of licensed family homes. (This assumption is based on national experience with QRIS.)  This assumes a fully operational QRIS.  The resources available would determine how quickly this participation level could be achieved.

· Participation, by quality level (“stars” in Parent Aware), is estimated at: 20% at Level 1; 30% at Level 2; 30% at Level 3; and 20% at Level 4.  These assumptions are based on Minnesota’s experience with the Parent Aware pilot, although participation and entry levels for a statewide QRIS may differ from the pilot levels. Efforts through and related to the Parent Aware pilot (including increasing awareness of the rating system and various efforts to prepare programs for rating) may result in more programs coming into the rating system with higher ratings. 
· Each option uses Minnesota data for number of homes and center-based programs; while other variables are adjusted.  (In other words, we used the cost inputs and ratios from North Carolina and Maine and applied them to the actual number of providers and projected uptake rate in Minnesota.)  For ease of comparison, the chart below shows the numbers of programs by type among these three states.  

	
	Minnesota
	North Carolina
	Maine

	Regulated homes
	11,940
	87%
	3,772
	43%
	737
	31%

	Regulated centers
	1,737
	13%
	5,048
	57%
	1,633
	69%

	total
	13,677
	
	8,820
	
	2,370
	


There are several options for ramping up to a statewide QRIS, including limiting initial participation to centers only, implementing a lower cost system (such as the Maine model) until more funding becomes available and then adding elements, phasing in with a limited number of participants using a first-come, first-rated approach and/or a geographically phased in approach.  The financial models included here may be modified to reflect other phase-in options.  Any of the options presented here could be phased in over any number of years. 
Each option is briefly described, followed by a description of the assumptions that were used to adjust variables and assign costs, a breakdown of costs as a percentage of the total, and a discussion of key differences among the models. Each option is broken down into 6 major cost categories, which are:  

1. Quality assurance – the methods used to verify, assess and/or monitor programs’ compliance with the standards used to determine program quality, including review and action on applications, conducting and reporting on-site assessments, and general oversight of the QRIS.  Note that none of the QRIS options presented here determine ratings using a validated, specific measure of cultural relevance.  This is a weakness across all QRIS nationally, since no such measure exists at this time.

2. Data system – the information system costs required to collect, store, analyze and report ratings as well as to track and support program technical assistance and link to data in the state’s professional development registry.  Each option assumes the same costs for initial development and ongoing maintenance costs of this information system.  These estimates are based on costs for the Web Early Learning System (WELS), used in Florida and New York, which is a roughly comparable system for purposes of estimating costs.  Our assumption is that the information system developed for the Parent Aware pilot provides a basis for a statewide information system, but would require modifications to integrate with existing data systems and add on modules and functionality to support the statewide QRIS design features.

3. Supports for improvement

a. Professional development for practitioners – costs for training and continuing education of early childhood program staff, to meet QRIS quality standards and linked to the state’s professional development registry.

b. Technical assistance for programs – staff and other resources designed to help programs improve quality.  This may include provider resources specialists, quality improvement reports/plans, coaches, child care resource and referral staff and/or others.

c. Facility improvements – resources to support capital projects as well as non-capital equipment and other one-time improvement costs.  

4. Incentives 

d. Incentives to programs – financial rewards available to early childhood programs, linked to participation in QRIS and to program ratings.  Examples include quality improvement grants and tiered reimbursement linked to rating levels.

e. Incentives to practitioners – financial rewards available to early childhood program staff, linked to their program’s participation in QRIS.

f. Incentives to consumers – funding directed by consumers (i.e., parents), which is designed to encourage the use of high-quality programs and provide incentive for early childhood programs to become rated. Examples include scholarships and Pre-Kindergarten Allowances.

5. Communications and marketing – resources used for outreach to increase parent awareness and use of the QRIS,, program/provider awareness of and participation in the QRIS as well as outreach aimed at engaging other public and private funders in the QRIS.

6. Evaluation – costs associated with evaluating QRIS implementation (process evaluation) and results (outcome evaluation), based in large part on the information contained in the data system.  Evaluation findings could be used by multiple stakeholders, including QRIS program staff and policy makers responsible for allocating new and existing resources.
Costs included for each option are those that are either included in or directly linked to the QRIS option.  For the North Carolina and Maine options, there may be resources from external sources that support the QRIS; those costs are not included here if the amounts are not available.  (This is noted when applicable.)

Additionally, we have included a summary of key pros and cons of each option as a starting point for discussion, with the understanding that key stakeholders will identify other strengths and weaknesses of each option.

Finally, the memo includes an estimate – based on the information available to us – regarding how some existing ECE funding could be re-programmed to support a statewide QRIS. 

The Appendix beginning on page 18 contains the detailed cost model summary for each option.
Option #1: Parent Aware pilot model, taken to scale
Assumptions for cost modeling:

Quality Assurance – Onsite observations at every site (unlike Parent Aware pilot, this includes school-based, Head Start and accredited programs) using the ERS and CLASS assessment tools, with annual review and re-rating of every participating program
. 

Data System -- QRIS will need an automated system to collect/report data. This could include adapting automated systems currently used for Parent Aware or building a new system. Our estimate includes initial development plus on-going costs and is based on information from DHS as well as experience with WELS (Web-based Early Learning System)

Supports: Professional Development– Parent Aware does not currently include funding for scholarships or other professional development supports. Therefore no costs are included for this option. However, the existing professional development system should continue to align requirements and training offerings with QRIS standards, and programs may use QRIS quality grants for professional development.
Supports: Technical Assistance– provider resource specialist for all programs at levels 1-3, assuming $1,500 per program with 90% participation.
Supports: Facility Improvements – Parent Aware does not currently include funding specifically earmarked for facilities. This estimate could be included and, if desired, the asset pool needed would be based on First Children's Finance current supports and experience.
Incentives to Programs – one-time average allocation of $2,400 per program for quality improvements.
Incentives to Practitioners – Parent Aware does not currently include funding to incent practitioners, such as scholarships or retention bonuses. Therefore no practitioner incentive costs are included. 
Incentives to Consumers – $4,000 per eligible preschooler (3 and 4 year olds below 185% of Federal Poverty Level), the same as in the Pre-Kindergarten Allowances pilot but assuming greater funding than the Pilot.  We assume an estimated 45% take-up rate for families and 25% of children are eligible (i.e., live in families with income below 185% FPL).  

Communications and Marketing – Costs estimates were provided by the communication consultant who developed the original communication and outreach strategy for the Parent Aware pilot.
Evaluation – Cost estimates are based on the evaluation costs for the Parent Aware pilot, scaled up to cover the higher number of participating programs.
Total annual cost at scale = $50.284 million
Cost Allocation (as percentage of total):

14% Quality Assurance Monitoring ($7.203m)
 <1% Data System ($200,000)
 0% Professional Development

20% Technical Assistance ($9.818m)
  0% Facility Improvements

  12% Financial Incentives -- Programs ($6.08m)
  0% Financial Incentives -- Practitioners  
42% Incentives to Consumers (Parents) ($21.102m)
 10% Communication ($5m)
  2% Ongoing Evaluation ($881,000)
Discussion

· Quality assurance monitoring costs are higher than other options largely because Parent Aware conducts annual assessments using both CLASS and ERS at all sites. Costs are $7.203m for Option 1 as compared to $4.68M if the North Carolina approach was used in Minnesota (Option 2) or $1.62m if the Maine model was used (Option 3).

· Financial incentives for providers included in this model track what is currently offered in Parent Aware – a one time grant of, on average, $2,400 per provider. This is significantly different from the North Carolina and Maine options, both of which include significant – and on-going – financial supports for providers. 

· This option includes over $21 million (42% of total costs) for consumer incentives--a significant difference from North Carolina and Maine options. The Parent Aware approach assumes a fee-for-service financing structure and is designed to provide consumer incentives (e.g. Pre-K Allowances) to help pay those fees. In contrast, the Maine approach assumes that programs would be financed by a mix of consumer fees and tiered subsidy, and the North Carolina approach uses a financing strategy that includes consumer fees, tiered subsidy to programs, and public wage subsidy to ECE staff that work in QRIS-rated programs. In both the Maine and North Carolina approaches, the percentage of total funding allocated to program and practitioner supports is significantly higher—78% in Maine and almost 91% in North Carolina.
· Parent Aware is very "directive" in terms of technical assistance, and spends considerable resources for this purpose ($9.818 million – or 20% of total costs.) The assumption is that each participating provider needs a QRIS coach (provider resource specialist) as well as targeted supports. The North Carolina and Maine models take a “responsive” approach to technical assistance. In both cases it is assumed that if providers are offered financial incentives for improvement, they will take the initiative to find the technical assistance they need to achieve higher ratings. Thus, additional funding for technical assistance is not included in the QRIS costs for North Carolina and Maine. Instead, existing technical assistance providers (such as child care resource and referral agencies, universities, local ECE coordinating entities, etc.) are expected to provide these supports.
Pros and Cons for Option 1:
PROS:

· Pilot infrastructure was set up to support this model.

· Outreach and marketing have been conducted for this model.

· Information gathered through quality assurance process (on-site observations) is provided to programs as a tool to help them improve and monitor quality at program level.

· Strong evaluation component.

· Process evaluation results have been used to develop strategies for engaging providers.

· Parent-driven incentives are used to promote parents’ use of the system and increase the focus on quality across the system.

· Research-based quality indicators, and processes based on best-practices.  

· Parent focused QRIS, focused on school readiness.

· Significant focus on making rating system culturally relevant.
CONS:

· Expensive to conduct onsite observations annually.
· Requires re-institution of Pre-K Allowances, which didn’t happen during the 2009 Legislative Session.
· Lots of paperwork and lots of indicators being assessed.  System is complex and thus difficult to explain to both providers and parents.

· Levels and indicators have not yet been validated, so it is not yet clear that all are necessary to assess program quality.
Option #2: North Carolina approach, taken to scale in Minnesota

Assumptions for cost modeling:

Quality Assurance – fewer and more streamlined standards.  The North Carolina model is based on a point system with only two areas where points can be earned: staff education and program standards.  Onsite observation using the ERS assessment tool is optional but needed to earn enough points to attain star level 3 and above.  The QRIS does not use the CLASS assessment tool.
Data System -- an automated system is used to collect and report QRIS data. Cost estimate includes initial development + on-going costs and is based on cost of the Web Early Learning System (WELS).
Supports: Professional Development– the North Carolina approach does not specifically include professional development cost variables; a statewide TEACH tuition reimbursement program for early childhood professionals, augmented by other ECE professional development  opportunities, meet this need in North Carolina. 
Supports: Technical Assistance– the North Carolina approach does not include a coach for each participating program.  Technical assistance is available upon request using existing  resources (such as child care resource and referral agencies,  Partners for Inclusion, Smart Start local partnerships, etc.) Thus, technical assistance costs are not included in this estimate.  
Supports: Facility Improvements – the North Carolina approach includes supports for a child care facilities projects from Self-Help, a statewide Community Development Financial Institution similar to First Children’s Finance in Minnesota. Since the exact allocation to Self-Help was unknown, we based the cost estimate on Minnesota’s First Children's Finance data.
Incentives to Programs – the North Carolina approach includes generous tiered subsidy bonuses that average $887 per home & $5,676 per center annually. (For exact levels, see URL below.)
Incentives to Practitioners – the North Carolina approach includes a statewide early care and education practitioner wage subsidy (called WAGE$); bonuses average $50 per home and $5,000 per center. 
Incentives to Consumers  - the North Carolina approach does not include incentives for consumers.
Communications and Marketing – estimated at $15 per program

Evaluation -- 1% of direct program cost

When reviewing these cost estimates it is important to bear in mind that North Carolina currently has 100% participation in its QRIS because it is part of the child care licensing process.  All providers must have at least 1 star and nearly all types of programs must be licensed, including schools. The distribution of center- and home-based providers is also quite different between North Carolina and Minnesota. North Carolina has more centers than homes (about 1/3 more) while Minnesota has 7 times as many homes as centers.  Although we used Minnesota provider data, and Minnesota projected uptake rates, to model costs it is important to underscore that the cost parameters were based on a system that assumes statewide participation, has a different ECE provider population, and strategically leverages all ECE allocations – including those that are not specifically linked to QRIS – to support quality improvement. For more information on the QRIS standards in North Carolina, go to http://ncchildcare.dhhs.state.nc.us/providers/pv_sn2_ov_sr.asp.  For more information on tiered subsidy levels see http://ncchildcare.dhhs.state.nc.us/pdf_forms/center_market_rate_table_effective_100107.pdf .
Total annual cost at scale to implement Option 2 in Minnesota = $60.580 million 
Cost allocation (as percentage of total):

8% Quality Assurance ($4.987m)

<1% Data Systems ($200,000)
 0% Professional Development 
 0% Technical Assistance   
1% Facility Improvements ($525,000)
79% Financial Incentives to Programs ($47.64m)
12% Financial Incentives to Practitioners ($6.994m)

 0% Financial Incentives to Consumers
 <1% Communication ($182,000)
 <1% Ongoing Evaluation ($52,000)
Discussion

· If Minnesota were to adopt the North Carolina approach to quality assurance monitoring, the costs would be significantly lower than Option I because fewer ERS assessments and no CLASS assessments would be conducted.  Licensing staff in North Carolina collect data for the rating procedure, but do not conduct ERS assessments.  ERS are done by contract with the state university and a distinct set of specially trained staff in the licensing unit assign ratings.  

· If Minnesota were to adopt the North Carolina approach to technical assistance these costs would be lower than Option I because a technical assistance coach would not be assigned to each program that participates in the QRIS. In North Carolina these supports are available upon request, and are delivered by a host of technical assistance providers including child care resource and referral agencies, local Smart Start partnerships, early intervention technical assistance providers, universities and others. Additionally, most technical assistance services funded by the state have performance goals based on QRIS participation levels. Minnesota could conduct a statewide scan of available technical assistance providers to identify needs and resources, and develop guidelines and performance measures to ensure that these providers focused delivering technical assistance directly focused on QRIS standards and outcomes.

· Like Parent Aware, the North Carolina approach to QRIS does not specifically include funding for professional development. However, most of the professional development initiatives funded by North Carolina are designed (or have been revised) to ensure that they support QRIS goals. 
· The primary cost driver in the North Carolina approach is financial incentives for programs and practitioners. Ninety-one percent of projected expenditures using the North Carolina approach to QRIS would be allocated to financial supports for providers ($47.64 million in tiered reimbursement rates) and practitioners ($6.994 million in wage subsidy). This is a very significant difference in the approach, and is based on an assumption that multi-faceted financial supports, all linked to QRIS, will help to fundamentally change provider and practitioner behavior (e.g. they will be motivated to improve quality and seek out the technical assistance and/or professional development support they need to succeed.) 

· It is important to note that tiered reimbursement is a particularly effective financing strategy in North Carolina because the state has broad and deep participation in their child care subsidy system. Every month 250,000 children are enrolled in child care programs in the state and 96,000 of them are subsidized (36%). Tiered reimbursement is not as effective in a state without such deep investments in subsidy.

· While not included in this cost estimate, it is important to note that the state prekindergarten program (More at Four) is also linked to QRIS. All ECE programs in North Carolina must be licensed – including those in schools. In order to receive More at Four funding, private, community-based programs must have attained at least a 3 star level and also meet the additional More at Four teacher education requirements.

· Communication expenses are lower in the North Carolina approach than in Options 1 or 3, most likely because participation is mandatory and this is also a more mature initiative that already has statewide participation among providers.
· Evaluation costs are lower than Option I because the Parent Aware evaluation is designed for a pilot project, and thus must be more comprehensive than that required of an already established system.  Evaluation costs also may decrease as a QRIS becomes more established and the connection between children’s school readiness outcomes and the ratings is established.   

Pros and Cons for Option 2:
PROS:

· This option streamlines costs by embedding QRIS in the overall ECE system, linking all monitoring staff, all program and practitioner financing, and all TA supports to the QRIS system.

CONS:

· Unlike North Carolina, school-based programs not included in current licensing process in Minnesota, making it more challenging to include them in the QRIS.

· This approach is a significant shift from Parent Aware pilot and would therefore require a shift in perspective regarding the role of technical assistance (responsive vs. directive), shared monitoring and linked provider/practitioner funding. Implementing this shift could be a challenge.
· Minnesota is lacking the level of resources available in North Carolina for technical assistance and professional development.

Option #3: Maine approach, taken to scale in Minnesota 
Assumptions for cost modeling:

Quality Assurance -- on-line application process with automated link to an ECE professional development registry.  No on-site classroom assessment using the ERS or the CLASS assessment tools (except as part of the evaluation).  Self-guided, automated application process in which providers complete self-assessment/individual portfolio.  The only expense here is for staff to review QRIS applications/documents and designate the quality rating.
Data System -- an automated system is used to collect and report QRIS data. Cost estimate includes initial development + on-going costs and is based on cost of the Web Early Learning System (WELS).
Supports: Professional Development- QRIS is linked to statewide professional development system and professional development registry, which are publicly funded and not included in the cost estimate. 

Supports: Technical Assistance– Maine developed an automated, user-friendly, downloadable handbook to guide providers through the QRIS application, including the self-assessment/portfolio process. Currently funded technical assistance providers are notified of participating providers and asked to offer support in the event that additional assistance is needed. Because existing technical assistance providers are used; no additional expense is budgeted for technical assistance.
Supports: Facility Improvements -- Maine has a dollar-for-dollar child care investment tax credit for proprietary providers who need to make approved quality improvements to participate in QRIS and/or raise quality levels. The credit is not refundable but may be carried forward. (See http://www.maine.gov/dhhs/occhs/businesssupport.htm for more information.) The forgone revenue from the credit was NOT included in the model because it is not included in the Maine QRIS budget and the exact amount spent is not known.
Incentives to Programs – the Maine approach includes tiered subsidy voucher and contract bonuses based on the following percentages: a 10% differential for each subsidized child in Step 4 program; a 5% differential for Step 3; and, a 2% differential for Step 2. 
Incentives to Practitioners -- the Maine approach does not include practitioner incentives linked to QRIS.  Maine does give QRIS participants priority access to an existing, income-eligible scholarship initiative for staff who wish to pursue early childhood education degrees.  The cost of this initiative is not included in the state’s QRIS budget and thus is not included in the costs for Option 3.

Incentives to Consumers  - Maine doubles the state dependent care tax credit for parents who enroll their child in a Step 4 program. The cost of this tax credit was not included in the model because it is forgone revenue, rather than an expenditure that is specifically linked to QRIS, it is currently only available to Step 4 providers, and the exact amount spent is not known. 

Communications and Marketing – estimated at $10 per participating program.
Evaluation – Approximately $200,000 per year, using staff at University of Southern Maine, as well as a federal research grant.
Note: Maine has about twice as many homes as centers, while Minnesota has 7 times as many homes as centers.  
Total annual cost at scale to implement Option 3 in Minnesota = $9.641 million 
Cost allocation (as percentage of total):

17% Quality Assurance ($1.63m)
  2% Data System ($200,000)
   0% Professional Development

   0% Technical Assistance

   0% Facility Improvements

78% Financial Incentives -- Programs ($7,534m)
   0% Financial Incentives -- Practitioners  

   1% Communication ($73,000)
   2% Ongoing Evaluation ($204,000)
Discussion

· Quality assurance costs in the Maine approach to QRIS are the lowest of all three options. Maine has a particularly self-directed QRIS system, and has streamlined administrative costs through automation, a downloadable and self-guided QRIS provider manual, and strong links to its statewide professional development system.
· Technical assistance costs are not included in this option because the Maine approach includes 'responsive' technical assistance. Rather than assigning a technical assistance coach to each program that participates in QRIS, the automated system automatically sends a copy of the QRIS application, along with the provider's initial rating (which is assigned by the automated system based on provider self-report as well as automated links to data that can be verified) to the appropriate regional technical assistance office for follow-up. The regional technical assistance providers are similar to child care resource and referral agencies in other states. 
· In addition to the user-friendly automated system, a unique feature of the Maine approach to QRIS is that it directly links to the statewide professional development system (called Maine Roads to Quality).  All providers that apply for QRIS must be enrolled in the Maine Roads to Quality professional development registry. The QRIS automated system automatically populates screens with data from the registry when the provider goes on line. Providers who participate in QRIS receive priority access to income-eligible professional development scholarships for their staff.  

· Like the North Carolina approach, most expenditures (78%) in the Maine approach to QRIS are allocated to financial supports for providers via tiered reimbursement. Maine maintains a contract system for about half of its child care subsidy funding; for those providers the tiered reimbursement "quality bump" is a significant source of funding because all children covered by the contract are receiving subsidy. [Note: a parallel here is the DHS School Readiness Connections program, which is similar to Maine’s higher-quality child care contract system. If Minnesota were to adopt a “hybrid” financing strategy that included both consumer incentives and provider incentives, the Maine contract approach might provide helpful lessons.]

· Because the Maine approach to QRIS does not require onsite observations using the ERS assessment tool, evaluation is a key component and is being used to test the effectiveness of a streamlined, provider-directed approach. The only providers that receive on-site visits and classroom assessments using the ERS are those that are randomly selected to participate in the evaluation. Multiple evaluations are being conducted, to test the standards, the administrative approach and technical assistance supports.

Pros and Cons for Option 3:
PROS:

· Least expensive option.

· Least arduous process for providers – very automated.

· Parent Aware also requires providers to participate in the professional development registry—so there is a common thread here.

CONS:

· Maine’s approach is embedded in its professional development system which is far more extensive, effective and well-developed than what we have in Minnesota today.  

· This bare-bones QRIS likely requires a much stronger evaluation component to validate that the ratings are linked to school readiness.
Discussion of Minnesota's Existing ECE Quality Resources and How to Use them in QRIS

Approximately $6.5 million of the existing quality improvement dollars now support expenses that could be used to cover some of the above cost estimates (see Table I on page 15 for more detail), bringing the cost down to approximately $43.7 million. This cost could be even lower if a larger percentage of current quality and/or subsidy dollars are linked to QRIS and included in the financing plan—see discussion below.

In estimating current Minnesota ECE funding that could be re-programmed to support QRIS financial incentives, we took a conservative approach. We have only tapped what appeared to be quality grant funding allocated for practitioners and programs. However, Minnesota currently spends significant sums for tiered reimbursement (currently linked to accreditation, not Parent Aware per se), the DHS School Readiness Connections program, as well as smaller sums for TEACH, REETAIN, CDA, the Minnesota Center for Professional Development and several additional training initiatives. The PreK Allowances, had they continued, could reasonably have been re-directed to offset the costs of incentives for consumers in a QRIS.  Moreover, funds that are now supporting direct services such as State Head Start and MDE’s School Readiness program, while they do not directly offset cost of the QRIS options described here, can be re-aligned with QRIS.  Ultimately, it might make sense to think about a hybrid financing model that combines parent-directed incentives with direct provider/practitioner supports and links these existing allocations to QRIS.

The table on the following pages shows current Minnesota expenditures for ECE quality. In the far right columns, we have identified which of these funds could be used to help fund QRIS, using two categories:  1) funds that have high potential to be re-directed to support direct costs of QRIS and 2) funds for activities that could be aligned to the QRIS.  Most funding for grants to regulated providers (which we assume were quality grants of some sort) have been captured and could be re-programmed into provider support grants linked to QRIS. We assumed that 50% of the statewide child care resource and referral funding could be used to help support QRIS technical assistance, and that 50% would cover those agencies’ other responsibilities. This decision, however, was arbitrary and could be revised based on the desired role of the child care resource and referral agencies in the QRIS. Similarly, professional development supports could be captured by giving priority to applicants who work in programs that are participating in QRIS. 

Table I.  Current MN Quality Improvement Investments SFY09

	Early Childhood-Related Budget Items for SFY09 -- Nov 24, 2008
	
	
	

	 
	Programs/Activities
	Federal
	State (GF base)
	State                   (one-time funding)
	 High Potential to Redirect for Direct Support of QRIS 
	 Potential to Realign Activities with QRIS 

	 
	 Infant/Toddler Federal Targeted Funds (previously called earmarks; minimum of $1.3 M required) 
	`

	1
	Provider grants to support I/T care
	 $            600,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                 600,000 
	 

	2
	TEACH program for I/T caregivers
	 $            350,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 $           350,000 

	3
	FFN caregiver outreach through CCR&Rs
	 $            200,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 

	4
	Infant/Todder training initiative 
	 $              54,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 $             54,000 

	5
	CCR&R grants (18 sites + statewide office)
	 $         1,140,671 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                 570,336 
	 

	6
	Subtotal
	 $         2,344,671 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $              1,170,336 
	 $           404,000 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 School Age/CCRR Federal Targeted Funds (previously called earmarks; minimum of $220,000 required) 
	 

	7
	CCR&R grants (18 sites + statewide office)
	 $         3,695,448 
	 $        593,538 
	 $                    -   
	 $              1,847,724 
	 

	8
	Provider grants to support school age care
	 $            400,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 

	9
	Subtotal
	 $         4,095,448 
	 $        593,538 
	 $                    -   
	 $              1,847,724 
	 $                     -   

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 Quality Expansion Federal Targeted Funds and Quality Set-Aside (previously called earmarks; minimum of $2.2 M + 4% of total required) 

	 
	 Professional Development System (does not include CCR&R training delivery) 
	 

	10
	Training for caregivers serving children with special needs
	 $              99,600 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 $             99,600 

	11
	Cultural competence training initiative
	 $            149,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 $           149,000 

	12
	Provider incentives/financial supports for professional development - TEACH, REETAIN, CDA scholarships, career guidance
	 $            495,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 $           495,000 

	13
	MN Center for PD -- training content, training and trainer approval, Registry, mentoring and coaching
	 $            343,957 
	 
	 $          245,910 
	 
	 $           589,867 

	14
	Subtotal
	 $         1,087,557 
	 $                 -   
	 $          245,910 
	 $                          -   
	 $        1,333,467 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 Parent Aware 
	 

	15
	Quality improvement grants for Parent Aware providers
	 $            120,577 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                 120,577 
	 

	16
	Training for Parent Aware providers
	 $              89,286 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                   89,286 
	 

	17
	Child care business development -- First Children's Finance
	 $              75,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                   75,000 
	 

	18
	Environmental Rating Scale consultation project
	 $            218,457 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                 218,457 
	 

	19
	Accreditation facilitation project - MNAEYC
	 $            108,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                 108,000 
	 

	20
	Subtotal
	 $            611,320 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                 611,320 
	 $                     -   

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 Other Grants to Providers 
	 

	21
	Quality improvement grants to providers through CCR&Rs
	 $            575,168 
	 $        370,490 
	 $          245,500 
	 $              1,191,158 
	 

	22
	Accreditation reimbursement for providers
	 $                      -   
	 $          17,398 
	 $                    -   
	 $                   17,398 
	 

	23
	Subtotal
	 $            575,168 
	 $        387,888 
	 $          245,500 
	 $              1,208,556 
	 $                     -   

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 Additional Quality Supports for Special Populations 
	 

	24
	MN Tribal Resources for Early Child Caring -- Leech Lake
	 $            120,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 

	25
	Child care loan fund - First Children's Finance
	 $                      -   
	 $        163,012 
	 $                    -   
	 
	 $           163,012 

	26
	CCR&R language access line - Resources for Child Caring
	 $            165,836 
	 $                 -   
	 $                    -   
	 
	 

	27
	Migrant child care - Tri-Valley Opportunity Council
	 $                      -   
	 $        196,400 
	 $                    -   
	 
	 

	28
	FFN Grant Program
	 $              65,000 
	 $                 -   
	 $          368,252 
	 
	 

	29
	Subtotal
	 $            350,836 
	 $        359,412 
	 $          368,252 
	 $                          -   
	 $           163,012 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Other ECE Funding
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30
	School Readiness Connections
	 
	 $        500,000 
	 
	 $                 500,000 
	 

	31
	Accreditation Bonus
	 
	 $     1,700,000 
	 
	 $              1,700,000 
	 

	32
	School Readiness
	 
	 $   10,095,000 
	 
	 
	 $      10,095,000 

	33
	State Head Start
	 
	 $   20,100,000 
	 
	 
	 $      20,100,000 

	34
	TEACH - through Higher Education
	 
	 $        250,000 
	 
	 
	 

	35
	Pre-K Exploratory Allowances
	 
	 
	 $       3,670,000 
	 
	 

	 
	Subtotal
	 $                      -   
	 $   32,645,000 
	 $       3,670,000 
	 $              1,700,000 
	 $      30,195,000 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	36
	Total
	 $         9,065,000 
	 $   33,985,838 
	 $       4,529,662 
	 $              6,537,936 
	 $      32,095,479 
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	This option is PARENT AWARE
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Any cell highlighted in yellow on this page can be changed and the cost estimate will automatically adjust.
	

	
	CAUTION: These highlighted cells are referenced on the other worksheets in this file, so please change them here NOT on other worksheets.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent
	   For purposes of estimating costs, we include the following elements:
	
	
	
	

	14%
	$7,203,000
	Quality assurance monitoring:
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$235,740 
	1. initial assessor training, materials and hardware
	
	

	
	
	$5,114,715
	2. On-site program assessment: conduct ERS (Percent of center classrooms and all homes) 

	
	
	$222,810
	3. On-site program assessment: conduct CLASS (Percent of center preschool classrooms) 

	
	
	$1,629,501
	4. Review of QRIS applications (documents) and designation of level 
	

	0%
	$200,000
	Data System
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$100,000
	1. initial development
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$100,000
	2. ongoing use and maintenance
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Professional Development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20%
	$9,818,000
	Technical Assistance for program improvement
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Facility Improvements Loan Fund
	
	
	
	
	

	12%
	$6,080,000
	Financial Incentives - programs
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Financial Incentives - practitioners
	
	
	
	
	

	42%
	$21,102,000
	Financial Incentives - consumers
	
	
	
	
	

	10%
	$5,000,000
	Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2%
	$881,000
	Ongoing Evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	100%
	$50,284,000
	= TOTAL all elements
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$6,537,936
	minus current investment in Quality Improvement that can be redirected, see below
	
	

	
	$43,746,065 
	= TOTAL 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	State Facts and Averages 
	
	Source of information
	1,556
	DHS 7/16/2009, incl HS sites

	
	
	Center-based Programs
	
	
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flccc.csv 

	
	892
	= number of licensed centers 
	
	Wilder Asset Review 2008, page 14
	

	
	519
	= number of licensed preschools
	
	Wilder Asset Review 2008, page 14
	

	
	100
	= number of school-based SR sites
	
	338 SDs, # PROGRAMS, # CLASSES TK -- close enough?

	
	
	= number of military centers
	
	
	are we including? If so, need data
	

	
	47
	= number of tribal-licensed centers
	
	Assumes state/countylicensed already counted
	

	
	
	= number of legally exempt centers 
	
	are there any?
	
	36 HS grantees

	
	179
	= number of Head Start/Early Head Start sites
	
	http://www.mnheadstart.org/facts.html
	715 classes

	
	1,737
	 = total number of centers
	
	
	158
	= number of NAEYC accredited centers 

	
	1,303
	= number of centers participating
	
	9%
	= percent accredited
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	http://www.naeyc.org/families/search  
	

	
	4
	= average number of classrooms per center/site/school
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	= number of teachers per center
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5
	= number of assistants per center
	1.25
	staffing factor for full-day programs
	

	
	1
	= number of directors per center
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Home-based Programs
	
	
	
	
	
	July 2009 data

	
	4,633
	= number of regulated family child care (FCC) homes 
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flfcc.csv

	
	7,307
	= number of regulated Group FCC homes 
	
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flfcc.csv

	
	
	= number of legally exempt FCC homes 
	
	are there any?
	
	

	
	11,940
	 = total number of homes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5,970
	= number of homes participating
	
	10
	= number of NAFCC accredited homes

	
	
	
	
	
	0.084%
	= percent accredited
	

	
	1
	= number of providers per FCC home
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	= number of assistants per Group FCC home
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Participation variables
	
	
	
	Estimated Participation by Level
	

	
	75%
	= participation rate of centers in QRIS
	
	
	1 Star
	20%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	2 Star
	30%
	

	
	50%
	= participation rate of homes in QRIS
	
	
	3 Star
	30%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	4 Star
	20%
	100%

	
	Quality Assurance variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Centers
	100%
	= percent of centers Star 1 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of centers Star 2 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of centers Star 3 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	25%
	= percent of centers Star 4 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	33%
	= percent of classrooms per center to be assessed with ERS
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = all; 50% and 33.3% mean random sample with at least one I-T and one preschool classroom
	

	
	33%
	= percent of preschool classrooms [3 & 4 star] per center to be assessed with CLASS
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = all; 50% and 33.3% mean random sample of preschool classrooms
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homes
	100%
	= percent of homes Star 1 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of homes Star 2 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of homes Star 3 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	50%
	= percent of homes Star 4 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PD variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$0
	= annual amount of scholarship per person
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0%
	= percent of staff who need scholarships 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	= number of years on average scholarship will be needed ( to reach staff qualification goals set in QRIS standards)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TA variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$1,500
	= cost per program for outreach, consultation and technical assistance
	
	
	

	
	90%
	= percent of participating programs that need outreach, consultation and technical assistance
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Facility Improvement Loan Fund
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	= number of years to reach full-funding of loan asset pool
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$3,500,000
	= total asset pool needed if desired
	
	
	

	
	To Programs
	
	
	
	
	Per Home
	Per Center
	

	
	$25
	annual per child for Quality Improvement grants (Level 1)
	
	$250
	$1,600
	

	
	$50
	annual per child for Quality Improvement grants (Level 2)
	
	$500
	$3,200
	

	
	$75
	annual per child for Quality Improvement grants (Level 3)
	
	$750
	$4,800
	

	
	$0
	annual per child for Quality Recognition grants (Level 4)
	
	$0
	$0
	

	
	To Practitioners
	
	
	
	Average =
	$375
	$2,400
	

	
	$0
	avg annual per home practitioner Ed&Retention compensation bonus
	$0
	
	

	
	$0
	avg annual per center practitioner Ed&Retention compensation bonuses
	
	$0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	total per average size center

	
	To Consumers (families)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$4,000
	avg Allowance/Scholarship per eligible preschooler (3 and 4 year olds below 185%FPL)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	25%
	= children < 185%FPL 
	
	

	
	Evaluation
	
	
	45%
	= 'take-up' rate by families
	
	

	
	4%
	percent of direct cost for calculating evaluation cost
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Current Quality Improvement Investments (annual)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	High Potential to Redirect for Direct Support of QRIS
	$6,537,936
	
	
	
	

	
	Potential to Realign Activities with QRIS
	
	$32,095,479
	
	
	
	


	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Cost Estimation Tool for Minnesota's Quality Rating Improvement System
	
	rev 10/29/2009

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	This option is NORTH CAROLINA
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Any cell highlighted in yellow on this page can be changed and the cost estimate will automatically adjust.
	

	
	CAUTION: These highlighted cells are referenced on the other worksheets in this file, so please change them here NOT on other worksheets.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent
	   For purposes of estimating costs, we include the following elements:
	
	
	
	

	8%
	$4,987,000
	Quality assurance monitoring:
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$147,600 
	1. initial assessor training, materials and hardware
	
	

	
	
	$3,210,228
	2. On-site program assessment: conduct ERS (Percent of center classrooms and all homes) 

	
	
	$0
	3. On-site program assessment: conduct CLASS (Percent of center preschool classrooms) 

	
	
	$1,629,501
	4. Review of QRIS applications (documents) and designation of level 
	

	0%
	$200,000
	Data System
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$100,000
	1. initial development
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$100,000
	2. ongoing use and maintenance
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Professional Development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Technical Assistance for program improvement
	
	
	
	

	1%
	$525,000
	Facility Improvements Loan Fund
	
	
	
	
	

	79%
	$47,640,000
	Financial Incentives - programs
	
	
	
	
	

	12%
	$6,994,000
	Financial Incentives - practitioners
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Financial Incentives - consumers
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$182,000
	Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$52,000
	Ongoing Evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	100%
	$60,580,000
	= TOTAL all elements
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$6,537,936
	minus current investment in Quality Improvement that can be redirected, see below
	
	

	
	$54,042,065 
	= TOTAL 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	State Facts and Averages 
	
	Source of information
	1,556
	DHS 7/16/2009, incl HS sites

	
	
	Center-based Programs
	
	
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flccc.csv 

	
	892
	= number of licensed centers 
	
	Wilder Asset Review 2008, page 14
	

	
	519
	= number of licensed preschools
	
	Wilder Asset Review 2008, page 14
	

	
	100
	= number of school-based SR sites
	
	338 SDs, # PROGRAMS, # CLASSES TK -- close enough?

	
	
	= number of military centers
	
	
	are we including? If so, need data
	

	
	47
	= number of tribal-licensed centers
	
	Assumes state/countylicensed already counted
	

	
	
	= number of legally exempt centers 
	
	are there any?
	
	36 HS grantees

	
	179
	= number of Head Start/Early Head Start sites
	
	http://www.mnheadstart.org/facts.html
	715 classes

	
	1,737
	 = total number of centers
	
	
	158
	= number of NAEYC accredited centers 

	
	1,303
	= number of centers participating
	
	9%
	= percent accredited
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	http://www.naeyc.org/families/search  
	

	
	4
	= average number of classrooms per center/site/school
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	= number of teachers per center
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5
	= number of assistants per center
	1.25
	staffing factor for full-day programs
	

	
	1
	= number of directors per center
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Home-based Programs
	
	
	
	
	
	July 2009 data

	
	4,633
	= number of regulated family child care (FCC) homes 
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flfcc.csv

	
	7,307
	= number of regulated Group FCC homes 
	
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flfcc.csv

	
	
	= number of legally exempt FCC homes 
	
	are there any?
	
	

	
	11,940
	 = total number of homes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5,970
	= number of homes participating
	
	10
	= number of NAFCC accredited homes

	
	
	
	
	
	0.084%
	= percent accredited
	

	
	1
	= number of providers per FCC home
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	= number of assistants per Group FCC home
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Participation variables
	
	
	
	Estimated Participation by Level
	

	
	75%
	= participation rate of centers in QRIS
	
	
	1 Star
	20%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	2 Star
	30%
	

	
	50%
	= participation rate of homes in QRIS
	
	
	3 Star
	30%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	4 Star
	20%
	100%

	
	Quality Assurance variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Centers
	0%
	= percent of centers Star 1 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of centers Star 2 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of centers Star 3 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of centers Star 4 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	50%
	= percent of classrooms per center to be assessed with ERS
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = all; 50% and 33.3% mean random sample with at least one I-T and one preschool classroom
	

	
	0%
	= percent of preschool classrooms [3 & 4 star] per center to be assessed with CLASS
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = all; 50% and 33.3% mean random sample of preschool classrooms
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homes
	0%
	= percent of homes Star 1 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of homes Star 2 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of homes Star 3 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	100%
	= percent of homes Star 4 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PD variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$0
	= annual amount of scholarship per person
	5,250 TEACH scholarships continue to be funded per year
	

	
	0%
	= percent of staff who need scholarships 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	= number of years on average scholarship will be needed ( to reach staff qualification goals set in QRIS standards)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TA variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$0
	= cost per program for outreach, consultation and technical assistance
	included in Smart Start
	

	
	0%
	= percent of participating programs that need outreach, consultation and technical assistance
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Facility Improvement Loan Fund
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5
	= number of years to reach full-funding of loan asset pool
	via Self-Help, etc.
	
	

	
	
	$3,500,000
	= total asset pool needed if desired
	
	
	

	
	To Programs
	
	assume 15% of children eligible for TR
	Per Home
	Per Center
	

	
	$300
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement  (2 Star)
	$450
	$2,880
	

	
	$2,300
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement (3 Star)
	$3,450
	$22,080
	

	
	$2,700
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement  (4 Star)
	$4,050
	$25,920
	

	
	$3,300
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement  (5 Star)
	$4,950
	$31,680
	

	
	To Practitioners
	
	
	
	Average =
	$3,225
	$20,640
	

	
	$50
	avg annual per home practitioner Ed&Retention compensation bonus
	$50
	
	

	
	$500
	avg annual per center practitioner Ed&Retention compensation bonuses
	
	$5,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	total per average size center

	
	To Consumers (families)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$0
	avg Allowance/Scholarship per eligible preschooler (3 and 4 year olds below 185%FPL)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	0%
	= children < 185%FPL 
	
	

	
	Evaluation
	
	
	0%
	= 'take-up' rate by families
	
	

	
	1%
	percent of direct cost for calculating evaluation cost
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	This option is MAINE
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Any cell highlighted in yellow on this page can be changed and the cost estimate will automatically adjust.
	

	
	CAUTION: These highlighted cells are referenced on the other worksheets in this file, so please change them here NOT on other worksheets.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent
	   For purposes of estimating costs, we include the following elements:
	
	
	
	

	17%
	$1,630,000
	Quality assurance monitoring:
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$0 
	1. initial assessor training, materials and hardware
	
	

	
	
	$0
	2. On-site program assessment: conduct ERS (Percent of center classrooms and all homes) 

	
	
	$0
	3. On-site program assessment: conduct CLASS (Percent of center preschool classrooms) 

	
	
	$1,629,501
	4. Review of QRIS applications (documents) and designation of level 
	

	2%
	$200,000
	Data System
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$100,000
	1. initial development
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$100,000
	2. ongoing use and maintenance
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Professional Development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Technical Assistance for program improvement
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Facility Improvements Loan Fund
	
	
	
	
	

	78%
	$7,534,000
	Financial Incentives - programs
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Financial Incentives - practitioners
	
	
	
	
	

	0%
	$0
	Financial Incentives - consumers
	
	
	
	
	

	1%
	$73,000
	Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2%
	$204,000
	Ongoing Evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	100%
	$9,641,000
	= TOTAL all elements
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$6,537,936
	minus current investment in Quality Improvement that can be redirected, see MN
	
	

	
	$3,103,065 
	= TOTAL 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	State Facts and Averages 
	
	Source of information
	1,556
	DHS 7/16/2009, incl HS sites

	
	
	Center-based Programs
	
	
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flccc.csv 

	
	892
	= number of licensed centers 
	
	Wilder Asset Review 2008, page 14
	

	
	519
	= number of licensed preschools
	
	Wilder Asset Review 2008, page 14
	

	
	100
	= number of school-based SR sites
	
	338 SDs, # PROGRAMS, # CLASSES TK -- close enough?

	
	
	= number of military centers
	
	
	are we including? If so, need data
	

	
	47
	= number of tribal-licensed centers
	
	Assumes state/countylicensed already counted
	

	
	
	= number of legally exempt centers 
	
	are there any?
	
	36 HS grantees

	
	179
	= number of Head Start/Early Head Start sites
	
	http://www.mnheadstart.org/facts.html
	715 classes

	
	1,737
	 = total number of centers
	
	
	158
	= number of NAEYC accredited centers 

	
	1,303
	= number of centers participating
	
	9%
	= percent accredited
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	http://www.naeyc.org/families/search  
	

	
	4
	= average number of classrooms per center/site/school
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	= number of teachers per center
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5
	= number of assistants per center
	1.25
	staffing factor for full-day programs
	

	
	1
	= number of directors per center
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Home-based Programs
	
	
	
	
	
	July 2009 data

	
	4,633
	= number of regulated family child care (FCC) homes 
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flfcc.csv

	
	7,307
	= number of regulated Group FCC homes 
	
	http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/Licensing/ProgramLists/csv/flfcc.csv

	
	
	= number of legally exempt FCC homes 
	
	are there any?
	
	

	
	11,940
	 = total number of homes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5,970
	= number of homes participating
	
	10
	= number of NAFCC accredited homes

	
	
	
	
	
	0.084%
	= percent accredited
	

	
	1
	= number of providers per FCC home
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	= number of assistants per Group FCC home
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Participation variables
	
	
	
	Estimated Participation by Level
	

	
	75%
	= participation rate of centers in QRIS
	
	
	1 Star
	20%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	2 Star
	30%
	

	
	50%
	= participation rate of homes in QRIS
	
	
	3 Star
	30%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	4 Star
	20%
	100%

	
	Quality Assurance variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Centers
	0%
	= percent of centers Star 1 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of centers Star 2 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of centers Star 3 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of centers Star 4 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of classrooms per center to be assessed with ERS
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = all; 50% and 33.3% mean random sample with at least one I-T and one preschool classroom
	

	
	0%
	= percent of preschool classrooms [3 & 4 star] per center to be assessed with CLASS
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = all; 50% and 33.3% mean random sample of preschool classrooms
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homes
	0%
	= percent of homes Star 1 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of homes Star 2 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of homes Star 3 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	0%
	= percent of homes Star 4 to be assessed per year
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Note:  100% = once a year; 50% is once every 2 years; 33% is once every three years; 0% is not assessed
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PD variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$0
	= annual amount of scholarship per person
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0%
	= percent of staff who need scholarships 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	= number of years on average scholarship will be needed ( to reach staff qualification goals set in QRIS standards)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TA variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$0
	= cost per program for outreach, consultation and technical assistance
	
	
	

	
	0%
	= percent of participating programs that need outreach, consultation and technical assistance
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Facility Improvement Loan Fund
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	= number of years to reach full-funding of loan asset pool
	
	
	
	

	
	
	$3,500,000
	= total asset pool needed if desired
	
	
	

	
	To Programs
	
	assume % subsidy enrollment =
	15%
	Per Home
	Per Center
	

	
	$0
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement (Level 1)
	$0
	$0
	

	
	$171
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement (Level 2)
	$257
	$1,644
	

	
	$428
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement (Level 3)
	$642
	$4,110
	

	
	$856
	annual per eligible child for Quality Tiered Reimbursement (Level 4)
	$1,284
	$8,220
	

	
	To Practitioners
	
	
	
	Average =
	$546
	$3,494
	

	
	$0
	avg annual per home practitioner Ed&Retention compensation bonus
	$0
	
	

	
	$0
	avg annual per center practitioner Ed&Retention compensation bonuses
	
	$0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	total per average size center

	
	To Consumers (families)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	$0
	avg Allowance/Scholarship per eligible preschooler (3 and 4 year olds below 185%FPL)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	0%
	= children < 185%FPL 
	
	

	
	Evaluation
	
	
	0%
	= 'take-up' rate by families
	
	

	
	12%
	percent of direct cost for calculating evaluation cost
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