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THANK YOU

Thank you for staying engaged in this work — the pandemic
has highlighted its importance.

Thank you to several of you in this working group who have
been individually on the front lines doing work that has
saved lives.

Thank you to several of you in this working group who have
directed funding in support of essential child care
services, ultimately enabling others to save lives.



What we get to accomplish today

1. Synthesize working group member perspectives on the
definition of equitable access in the Commission's
charge

2. Re-ground in the lessons learned from state and
provider COVID-19 matters of relevance to ECEC
Management & Oversight

3. Re-ground in where we were as a working group before
COVID-19

4. Synthesize working group member perspectives on state
level “coordination” or “centralization” of ECEC
Management & Oversight



How we get to spend our time

Discuss perspectives on Commission survey about

W : ” 10 min
equitable access
Review the lessons from COVID-19 for this working 5 min
group
Review M&O charge, decision process, and what we :
10 min
have done to date
Breakout groups for each capacity that is based on :
. : . 30 min
administration question
Synthesis of break out group discussions 80 min
Next Steps 10 min

Public Comment 5 min



Defining “equitable access”



Commission’s Charge

“The Commission shall study and
make recommendations to
establish funding goals and funding

mechanisms to provide equitable

access to high-quality early
childhood education and care
services for all children birth to age
five and advise the Governor in
planning and implementing these

recommendations.”




Commissioner Survey Results
What factors should determine the availability of state
early childhood funds for families, in the long run?

Income level:
The state...

Child age: The
state should...

Special needs:
The state...

Work status:
The state...

Family
schedule: Th...

Geography: The
state should...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%



Defining Equitable Access
Preliminary Thinking

- Income Level: ECEC services should be free for families
up to 200% FPL, with a sliding scale tied to income for
{)’/alt:r;iges above 200% FPL (perhaps capped at some higher

(0]

- Child Age: All prenatal through 4 years old services
should be included

- Service Level: There should be an assumption of high-
quality services responsive to individual needs

- Program Settings: We should prioritize mixed income
settings

 Provider Access: We must continue to support a mixed
delivery system

How does this align with our guiding principles?

What would you question, change, or add?




Lessons from COVID-19 for our working
group



Impact of COVID-19 crisis on Commission
priorities

 Urgency of Management & Oversight improvement:
creating a streamlined system becomes our biggest priority

- Funding mechanisms cause confusion: multiple
disconnected funding streams have exacerbated provider
decision making challenges

- Financial ramifications: funding increases in future year
budgets are more uncertain

- Adequacy still matters: Poor funding is placing enormous

strains on providers and the IL ECEC system. We must
focus on long-term wins for adequacy.
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Where this working group was before
COVID-19
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The Commission is focusing specifically on the Early
Childhood Education & Care system

Health Care:
Pre- and
Perinatal &
Pediatric

Economic
Supports for
Families

Mental Health
Services for
Parents &

Childhood
Education &

Parks, Libraries
& Basic
Community
Services

— ECEC includes:

« Home visiting

« Child care

* Preschool

« Infrastructure for
these services

Child Welfare
Services
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Management & Oversight Charge

Goal: recommend improved ECEC management structures and

responsibilities, in alignment with Guiding Principles

Aey Questions to Answeh

maintains and updates

in Illinois?

distributes them?

« Who holds recipients

do with funding?

e Who sets the vision and

policies and priorities for
the overall ECEC system

« Who allocates funds and

accountable for what they

/

Monitors
State
Funding
Recipients

Distributes
State
Funding

Sets State-
Wide ECEC
Vision

Sets &

Maintains

State
Funding

Policy

Allocates
State
Funding
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Management & Oversight Working Group
Work Plan and Timeline

Approximate

Timeline

First Meeting « Validate Work Plan and Timeline

(complete) « Understand current structures

« Begin decision framework development
February 28 « Review research available to inform
(complete) recommendations, including other states

« Develop future system requirements
March 23 « Analyze future system options
(continuing
today)
May 4 » Discuss interdependencies with Funding
(some of this Mechanism Working Group and validate potential
today) recommendations
June 8 « Develop initial recommendation package and

implementation considerations

July / August  « Respond to Commission feedback and inquiry 14




Process: How We Get to End State M&O

«—

sl ll 1dentify Capacities Define Objectives
v - “"M&O Done Well”

Other
states/research
informs this

Construct Options

on Where the Determine ®

Approach across [ XIS

Capacities Should a

Live

ages/services

Other
states/research
informs this
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Management & Oversight Capacities
REVISED 3/5/20

What are the state and regional capacities that a successful ECEC management and oversight system must possess?

Policy Leadership

eSet & maintain statewide vision, goals, and priorities

eSet quality and early learning standards and guidelines

eDevelop and implement system policies, rules, and regulations (including budget) based
on family, community, and provider perspectives and needs in response to gaps
eEngage policymakers

ePartner and coordinate with other child- and family-serving state agencies and ECEC
system advisory bodies

Funding & Oversight

eUse data and community perspectives to inform the budgeting process
eMake funding allocation decisions

eAdminister funding distribution

eConduct monitoring and compliance oversight

Infrastructure

eDevelop leadership capacity to implement improvements to the ECEC system
eCollect, analyze, and evaluate systemwide data

eManage system level continuous quality improvement

eAdminister professional development and workforce development

Communications

eReport systemwide data

eProvide stakeholders with clear information and engage stakeholders in the decision-
making process

eCreate opportunities for input from families and providers




Management & Oversight Objectives -@'-

REVISED 3/5/20 —

A management and oversight structure that possesses the previously described capacities will meet the following
objectives:

¢ Unify vision, decision making, communication

e Unify the definition of quality

Plan Cohesively for » Design program models and funding streams to respond to
Sustainable ECEC family and community needs and system gaps and inequities

e Meet regulatory requirements

e Navigate political and administrative changes

) e Ensure sufficient capacity at regional/local level
Improve Access to High o Use data to inform decisions on resource allocation to meet
Quality & Ensure system and community goals, and prioritize resource

Equitable Outcomes distribution to achieve equitable outcomes for children

e Fund and incentivize high quality ECEC services

Improve System « Unify monitoring, data collection & reporting
Transparency, ¢ Send funding allocations to providers with time to plan

Accountability & e Implement systems to support simplified funding distribution
Efficiency and reduce duplication of effort

Respond to Family Need ¢ Unify family engagement and community systems strategies

. e Implement accountability that is focused on family

Reminder: anything we create for recommendations will be assessed using these objectives/



Reminder: Current governance situation across <a* riz
three agencies

1. Early Childhood Block Grant 4. Head Start
2. Child Care Assistance Program 5. Licensing
3. Home Visiting 6. Inclusion

2020 allocations

IL State Board IL Dept. of IL Dept. of Child &
of Education Human Services Family Services
Total Budget: $12.6B Total Budget: $6.8B Total Budget: $1.38
| I [
_____ L ——— I - | - I _____.I._____I I
Q_ $615M 1 S12B 9___57_4_0_|V|____ I_\@ S6B C_S27ML 3 $1.2B
[ Early Childhood Block |“ K-12 Evidence Based| | Child Care Assistance-: : H Early Intervention | Licensing I: Child Protective
N ool for AL | 1 oo |~ BeREr B h Oeanes ——~ — - - 7 Services
1 (PFA) i : Special Bd. | : Family Case Magmt. gd()p;'_on:;_
| | - PreschoolforAll | | Student Assessmen _ ——! High Risk Infant uardiansiip
11 Expansion i : Nutrition ™7 Healthy Families ﬁl } Follow Up Institution and Group
I 1 = Prevention [ 1] Home Services
! mitiative ) 1/ Titlelcagrpy 1, ParentsfeoSoon 1 B pefugee & Immigrant nvestisative Servi
“““““‘-"‘ Schoollunch =~~~ -~ - 77 Services nvestigatve >ervices
1 Early Childhood .
1, Special Education ! SNAP
I\J'h('ECEE‘)"- o T -"-' —’I rFe—c,e—r"lisgt‘,r—'(.ef ———————— l WIC
$380M | TANF
_________________ I3 Ftc.
Head Start & Farly Head Start 1
————————————————— - - = ========
9 EMEEHX ______________ ‘l : :Witm'n ECEC funding scape:

Saures: IL FY 2017 Budpet; assuming funding spread evenly acrass 0-5 y.a., 6-12 y.o. 1 8



Key Conclusion from Funding
Mechanism Working Group

There is value to blending

funding sources upstream at
the system level.
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State-level Management & Oversight:
Coordination vs Centralization

20



State level administration — a framework

A Framework for Choosing a State-
Level Early Childhood Governance
(BUILD 2013):

, 4 N

where administrative authority is Regarding administration of
vested in multiple agencies that ECEC M&O capacities:

are expected to collaborate with

each other At the state level, should

this capacity be
2. Consolidation, in which multiple P y

programs are administered by the or C_entrahZEd
same agency, particularly state for all ECEC services?

education agencies; and /

3. Creation, the creation of a new
agency focused on early education
and care

Hint: use M&O objectives as a guide in your answers @



Management & Oversight Objectives -@'-

REVISED 3/5/20 —

A management and oversight structure that possesses the previously described capacities will meet the following
objectives:

¢ Unify vision, decision making, communication

e Unify the definition of quality

Plan Cohesively for » Design program models and funding streams to respond to
Sustainable ECEC family and community needs and system gaps and inequities

e Meet regulatory requirements

e Navigate political and administrative changes

) e Ensure sufficient capacity at regional/local level
Improve Access to High o Use data to inform decisions on resource allocation to meet
Quality & Ensure system and community goals, and prioritize resource

Equitable Outcomes distribution to achieve equitable outcomes for children

e Fund and incentivize high quality ECEC services

Improve System « Unify monitoring, data collection & reporting
Transparency, ¢ Send funding allocations to providers with time to plan

Accountability & e Implement systems to support simplified funding distribution
Efficiency and reduce duplication of effort

Respond to Family Need ¢ Unify family engagement and community systems strategies

. e Implement accountability that is focused on family

Reminder: anything we create for recommendations will be assessed using these objectives.



Constructing options on where the S22
capacities should live: Policy Leadership

Capacity Guiding Question: At the state level, should this
capacity be coordinated or centralized for all

ECEC services?

Set & maintain statewide vision,
goals, and priorities.

Set quality and early learning
standards and guidelines.

Develop and implement system
policies, rules, and regulations
(including budget) based on
family, community, and provider
perspectives and needs in
response to gaps.

Engage policymakers.

Partner and coordinate with
other child- and family-serving
state agencies and ECEC system
advisory bodies.
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Constructing options on where the 322 h
capacities should live: Funding & Oversight

Guiding Question: At the state level, should this
capacity be coordinated or centralized for all ECEC

services?

Use data and community
perspectives to inform the
budgeting process.

Make funding allocation
decisions.

Administer funding
distribution.

Conduct monitoring and
compliance oversight.

24



Constructing options on where the 28
capacities should live: Infrastructure

Capacity Guiding Question: At the state level, should this
capacity be coordinated or centralized for all ECEC

services?

Develop leadership capacity
to implement improvements
to the ECEC system.

Manage accountability
process to ensure high
quality programs.

Collect, analyze, and
evaluate systemwide data.

Manage system level
continuous quality
improvement.

Administer professional
development and workforce
development.
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Constructing options on where the 28
capacities should live: Communications

Capacity Guiding Question: At the state level, should this

capacity be coordinated or centralized for all ECEC
services?

Report systemwide data
Provide stakeholders with
clear information.

Provide stakeholders with
clear information.

Engage stakeholders in
ongoing work of
management and
oversight.

Create opportunities for
input from families and
providers.

26



Constructing options on where the S22
capacities should live: M&0O Key Questions

Management & Oversight | Guiding Question: At the state level, should this
Key Question capacity be coordinated or centralized for all ECEC

services?

Who sets the vision and
maintains and updates
policies and priorities for the
overall ECEC system in
Illinois?

Who allocates funds and
distributes them?

Who holds recipients
accountable for what they do
with funding?

27



Bringing it all together

1. Each group report out your thoughts on capacities
being coordinated vs. centralized

2. After listening to all perspectives, where do we land
regarding coordination vs. centralization?



Next Steps
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Working Group Member Reflections

« How do you feel about today’s discussions?

 What parts of today do you think should be part
of the Commission meeting update?

 What feels most important to you for this group
to tackle in the next month?

30



Next Steps

Develop update for next Commission meeting

Up next for June 8 Working Group:

Review potential M&O constructs that identify
v Placement of programs at the state level

v How existing infrastructure, councils, coalitions can be
best leveraged

v Short and long term regional considerations

31



Public Comment
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Appendix

33



Commission Guiding Principles

These Guiding Principles reflect the Commission’s values and beliefs, guide
how it operates, and lay a foundation for decision-making.

High Quality ECEC is a Public
Priority

Promote Equity

Embrace Bold System-Level
Changes

Build Upon the Solid Foundation

Prioritize Family Perspectives,
Needs, and Choices

Design for Stability and
Sustainability

Require System Transparency,
Efficiency, and Accountability

Recognize Implementation
Realities

oIt should be invested in as such as this is critical to our State’s
workforce, economy, and welfare of its residents.

eWe will endorse a system that promotes equitable outcomes for
children, with intentional focus on race, ethnicity, culture, language,
income, children’s individual needs, and geography.

eEverything is on the table, including how funding flows, how funding
decisions are made, and who makes them, to better serve all children
and families.

eWe will build upon the successes of Illinois’ past and current system, its
commitment to a prenatal to five system, the lessons from other states,
and the expertise and research in the field.

eWe will prioritize families' perspectives, needs, and choices as we
make recommendations to improve the system.

eWe recognize our system must provide funding stability for providers,
educators, and staff across mixed delivery settings to better serve
families.

e\We see these as necessary conditions for all stakeholders, funding
distributors, and funding recipients for any future ECEC funding
structure.

eWe will plan for meaningful change over a multi-year time horizon.

34



Management & Oversight Charge

Goal: recommend improved ECEC management structures and
responsibilities, in alignment with Guiding Principles

Key Questions to Answer | What could these questions
include?

1. Who sets the vision and Example: Licensing, quality rating and

maintains and updates policies and improvement, reimbursement rates, regulations,
priorities for the overall ECEC research and data analysis, professional

system in lllinois? development, etc.

2. Who allocates funds and Example: Implementing funding mechanism
distributes them? determined by Funding Mechanism Working

Group; Setting funding priorities over time,
setting population priorities over time, funding
allocation for quality improvement and
expanded access, etc.
3. Who holds recipients Example: Implementation of quality and
accountable for what they do with  accountability regulations determined above

funding?
30



2013 BUILD “A Framework for Choosing ass*
State-Level Early Childhood Governance”

VALUES

Governance

model option Coordination Coherence Sustainability Efficiency Accountability

e - Potential to be ]‘-.:.:..f|‘-.'._1.'
o A influenced by
political party T T warcness of issue

budget and R imong policymakers

= _'ILL:Id it II'l'.'lJ OOSEE [0 higher statewide

create entirely

May not have the J
- May lack sufficient

autharity to compel

new office,
standing or power ks E
B e e rconganization of
i '|" to bring about ﬂl' |
- Relie willingness Stall and resources $
\....L:‘! III.1 VLINONCSS l..'"ll'.I'i.'I'i.':'I-.'i. ST and resources action

of agencics to
PRI - Adds another level
cooperate and - i _
: _ of bureaucracy and
collaborate, w.hl;l'. oversight
may be a particular

challenge when one

Within the Governor's Office

OF MOre agencics arc
independent of the

povernor under the

la. Coordination Led By a Formal Structure

state’s constitution

or laws
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2013 BUILD “A Framework for Choosing a
State-Level Early Childhood Governance”

Governance
model option

Coordination

Coherence

VALUES

Sustainability

Efficiency

Accountability

2. Consolidation

- Will lack
cffectiveness if
agency staff treat
carly learning as an
appendage of their

ather than

missior

Core part
I

Other parts of the

SCCK [0 usc

carly childh

funding streams

[0 SUpport agency

infrastructure needs

Potential mission
conflicts with otl

arcas of the ag

- Implementation
costs and short-
term disruptions

rams, staff,

OUNCCS anc

transferred

- May require
sigmificant shifts in

way providers are

traine suppe rted,
I

and rewarded

r agencics
t have a

r mission

L arc pr Wi

a mix of public and

private providers
F I
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2013 BUILD “A Framework for Choosing a
State-Level Early Childhood Governance”

Governance
model option

3. Creation

Coordination

collaborati

Coherence

WITh cnsur ng
centers mect

minimur

VALUES

Sustainability

Efficiency

costs and short-
term l“:-l'lil‘t‘_- s

units

Accountability
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Options for Management &
Oversight across ages/services

Scope of this work

Standalone
. Integrated
Home Child State
Visiting Care Pre-K K-12 Local?
o e o e o e o e o °
Status quo :1 :
Integrated except T |
school-based e I
Integrated school- :‘ _________ |
based : o ___| I
" . v v —— . __ 1
Distinct community- |

based and school-based [ I
Holistic ECEC system | '

Holistic birth through P ]
12th grade system | I

Notes:

» State pre-k includes school-based and community-based programs. Option 2 must consider this.

» Creating distinct community- and school-based systems requires separating community-based Pl, PFA, and PFA-E from school-
based programs.



BCG Report: Options for M&O across

ages / services

Status quo

Integrated except school
based

Integrated school based

Distinct community and
school based

Holistic ECEC system

Holistic birth through 12th
grade system

Pre-K refers to school-based pre-K

Description

Fragmented structure

Child care & home visits
integrated

Pre-K combined into K-12

Child care & home visits
integrated, school-based
pre-K combined into K-12

Child care, home visits, and
school-based pre-K
integrated holistically

Child care, home visits,
school-based pre-K
integrated into K-12

Legend: Do not believe this to be true | Advantage of structure

BCG’s Draft "Must Believes”

No improvements can be achieved through
structural integration; no significant blending &
braiding of funding streams - programs are distinct

No synergies with pre-K and early care or K-12
system; can address pain points significantly
without making changes to pre-K funding
structurally

No significant overlap or synergies to be gained
across home visits and child care

Pre-K integration into K-12 provides more stability and
synergies with K-12 and is feasible to incorporate CBOs;
Home visit integration with child care drives higher child
care uptake

Integration across pre-K, child care, and home visiting
provides most holistic coordination in allocation;
integrating with K-12 too complex and loses ECEC
focus

K-12 system set up to distribute funds directly to families,
CBOs, etc. and serve those needs; Early care and learning
should not have separate focus outside the K-12
system

40



The State's ECEC Actions

Establishment of new
rules for child care
centers and homes

operating during the

emergency

Financial support for
Emergency Child Care
providers

Financial support for
ECEC programs

Communications
across stakeholders

¢ Policies for homes and centers to operate as emergency child care
providers, offering care for children of essential workers

¢ Guidelines for care, including for children with disabilities
e Extensions to training and renewal deadlines

e Stipend to offset some of the additional costs providers may incur
during the emergency

e Increased reimbursement rate for emergency care
e Categorical CCAP eligibility for all Priority Essential Workers

e Simplified waiver process for CCAP 80% attendance requirement
for March & April; Parent co-pays reduced to $1 for April & May

e PFA/PI program funding will not be affected by closure and may
be used to meet the child care needs of non-enrolled children of
essential workers

e Sharing information on federal relief packages and technical
assistance resources

e GOECD webinars on COVID-19 Child Care Business Practices and
Resources

e New websites, guidance, FAQs, etc. all publicly posted and
available

e | etters to families

e Dedicated helpline 41



Challenges highlight the urgency of the
Commission’s charge

« Inconsistency in continued instructional support across ECEC while
settings are closed (Head Start, PFA, child care, etc.)

« Current management and oversight system requires multiple
conversations with many offices before making ECEC decisions, even on
an urgent timeline

« Inconsistent relationships with community entities (like CCR&Rs and INCCRRA)
makes reopening emergency child care confusing

« Providers want to know how to access funding and how to stay afloat — but
wide variation in funding makes this challenging

« Child care is an essential service, yet most ECEC workers would receive
more on expanded unemployment insurance

« Information on policies from multiple agencies makes it challenging to
provide consistent messaging and answer questions uniformly

« Standing the system back up and rebuilding infrastructure and supports
following the pandemic will require even greater effort and
collaboration

42
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