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Abstract of Dissertation

How do Performance Data Inform Design and Management
of Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) Programs in the U.S. States?

This dissertation uses primary data collected through surveys, interviews, and
document analyses to better understand the performance measurement environment of the
Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) federal block grant as fostered by the federal
administrative agency, and implemented by the states. The dissertation examines how
implementation decisions are made at the state level in a networked governance
environment. The study focuses on the structure of the state government, the influence of
nongovernmental organizations in shared (networked) governance, the state’s strategies
to manage networked governance (meta-governance), and how and what performance

data enter into the decision-making process.

| find that most state administrators attempt to balance priorities across federal
CCDF goals, state goals, and collaborative groups, while at the same time grappling with
span of control issues affecting data design and management, and collaboration.
Collaborative groups fall along continua from formal to informal and low to high
engagement in the decision-making process. Types of data collected, analyses
performed, and data use are variable across the states, but all states purport to compare
current data to past data to examine trends over time. The case studies in Arkansas,
Maryland, and North Carolina confirm survey results but reveal additional nuances and
the importance of other factors such as other national influences, the historical
underpinnings of state child care systems, official state promulgation systems, and the

driving force that particular individuals play regardless of their institutional home.



| propose conceptual frameworks for understanding the decision environment and
decision processes. | propose a definition for governance networks, surface the concept
of managing latent groups or managing the environment to foster spontaneous group
formation as an important function of meta-governance, and provide implications for

methodology, theory, and practice.
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Glossary of Terms

Administrator(s): With a capital “A,” Administrator or Administrators represent the
CCDF State Child Care Administrators. There is one individual per state required by the
Office of Child Care to hold this responsibility to serve as the liaison between the federal
government and state government. In this study, Administrators are the respondents to

the national survey.

AR Administrator: The CCDF State Child Care Administrator in Arkansas. In this study,

one of the survey respondents and an interviewee.

AR-DCCECE: Arkansas' Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education: the
state administrative unit that serves as the Lead Agency for the Child Care Development

Fund and is responsible for most of Arkansas' early childhood education system

CCDF: Child Care Development Fund: a federal block grant to the states that comes out
of the Office of Child Care to help states meet their child care licensing, child care

quality/accessibility, and child care subsidy needs for children ages birth to 12 years

Child Care Bureau: The Child Care Bureau is the former name of the federal Office of

Child Care. It was changed by the Obama Administration.

ECAC: Early Childhood Advisory Council, states developed these collaborative bodies in
response to requirements from the Improving School Readiness in Head Start Act federal

legislation



Lead CCDF Agency or lead agency: The state agency that serves as the administrative

home for the CCDF

MD Administrator: The CCDF State Child Care Administrator in Maryland. In this

study, one of the survey respondents and an interviewee.

MD-OCC: Maryland's Office of Child Care: the state administrative unit that serves as
the Lead Agency for the Child Care Development Fund and is responsible for some of

Maryland's early childhood education system

NC Administrator: The CCDF State Child Care Administrator in North Carolina. In this

study, one of the survey respondents and an interviewee.

NC-DCDEE: North Carolina's Division of Child Development and Early Education: the
state administrative unit that serves as the Lead Agency for the Child Care Development

Fund and is responsible for most of North Carolina’s early childhood system

Nongovernmental administrators, nongovernmental interviewees, stakeholders:
Individuals interviewed for this study who work in nonprofit organizations that

collaborate with the state government on CCDF-related issues

Office of Child Care (OCC): The federal Office of Child Care: the federal administrative
unit within the Administration for Children and Families in the Department of Health &

Human Services responsible for oversight of the Child Care Development Fund.

State administrators or state government interviewees: Individuals other than the CCDF
State Child Care Administrator who work for the CCDF Lead Agency and were

interviewed for this study

Xi



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Introduction

Statement of the Problem
A process fundamental to the legitimacy of democratic government is the exercise

of accountability to the citizens. Politicians are elected to represent the people. Public
administrators carry out the decisions of the elected representatives. In this way, the will
of the people is legitimately carried out by its government. Accountability mechanisms
are created to ensure that government actions legitimately represent the citizens. These
statements represent the foundational understanding of the relationship between public
administrators, legislators, and the citizens they serve. When this understanding of
government was developed, accountability to the people meant compliance with the
variety of rules, regulations, and procedures that had been designed to ensure that dollars
appropriated by Congress were spent the way that Congress had intended. When dollars
were not spent as intended, the words waste, fraud, and abuse were typically used to

describe the malfeasance that had occurred.

In the last few decades, a different kind of accountability has taken its place
beside compliance. This type of accountability is based on demonstrating how programs
are performing rather than simply showing that they are obeying the rules, regulations, or
laws which frame them. This type of accountability focuses on performance, not
compliance and is generally discussed using the terms results-oriented management or

results-based accountability.

At the federal level, this performance-based accountability has been

congressionally monitored through the stipulations of the Government Performance and



Results Act (GPRA) since 1993, and updated by the GPRA Modernization Act of 2010
(GPRAMA). The Executive branch has also had a series of performance measurement
initiatives beginning with President Clinton’s National Performance Review in 1993,
replaced by President George W. Bush’s Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) in
2002, and most recently President Obama’s High Priority Performance Goals in 2010.
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) and a number of authors have studied the
effectiveness of the pre-President Obama performance accountability initiatives. These
studies have indicated some progress on behalf of the federal government agencies, but
difficulties persist in fulfilling the goals of these performance initiatives. GAO (2005)
pointed out that because PART focused on the short-term and GPRA focused on the
long-term, the execution of the two performance initiatives created competing priorities
for the federal agencies. Several external authors focused on the challenges of GPRA as
a “top-down, one-size-fits-all approach” (Callahan, 2007) that failed to recognize the role
of state and local government implementation of many federally funded programs

(Metzenbaum, 2003).

Frederickson & Frederickson (2006) found third-party implementation to be “the
factor with the greatest impact on the ability of the five HHS agencies [they] studied to
measure their performance” (p. 181). They conclude “The strength of agency
performance in pursuit of program goals is in reverse ratio to the distances actual
implementation travels and to the characteristics of third-party grantees and contractors”
(p. 181). They further point out that according to GPRA and PART scores, “third-party-
operated federal programs are less accountable and less well-managed .... in terms of

traditional definitions of management” (p. 181) with “block-, formula-, and competitive



grant-based agencies” appearing the least well-managed (p. 183). Reflecting on these
data and on the conundrums of management revealed by their own study, Frederickson &
Frederickson pose three questions in regard to the apparent conclusions that the federal
performance measurement programs yield: Do third-party programs appear less well-
managed because they are more likely to be dealing with more complex social problems?
Is the success of these programs further challenged by implementation through
“American federalism’s unique version of shared power?” “Finally, is it possible that the
federal government is far from mastering the management and accountability issues
associated with federal programs operated through articulated vertical networks of third

parties?” (p. 183).

This dissertation takes the conundrum expressed in Frederickson &
Frederickson’s (2006) reflective questions as its starting point. The importance of
examining these questions now is reflected in the renewed emphasis on performance
measurement expressed by President Obama in his inaugural address (January 20, 2009):
“The question we ask today is not whether our government is too big or too small, but
whether it works — whether it helps families find jobs at a decent wage, care they can
afford, a retirement that is dignified. Where the answer is yes, we intend to move
forward. Where the answer is no, programs will end.” If “no” is defined by the federal
performance measurement system, then it is important to understand the implementation
environment (and by extension the performance measurement environment) that extends
beyond the federal government, the processes within this implementation environment,
and how decisions made in this implementation environment reflect what Frederickson &

Frederickson refer to as the requirements of federalism and third party implementation.



This dissertation research seeks to better understand the performance
measurement environment referenced by Frederickson & Frederickson by focusing on a
federal program they would likely have considered an extreme case in the continuum of
challenges faced by federal officials in managing for performance: the Child Care
Development Fund (CCDF). The CCDF is a block grant implemented by the states and
territories with three broadly defined goal areas: increasing the access, affordability, and
quality of child care. In addition to the federal-to-state intergovernmental
implementation challenge, the federal legislative requirements further charge the states
with collaborating with appropriate governments and nongovernmental organizations in
shaping their program plans and decisions. Thus, this dissertation seeks to better
understand the performance measurement environment fostered by the federal
administrative agency — the Office of Child Care (OCC), the state administrative
environment and how it shapes the framing of issues and decisions, and how performance

data are ultimately used to inform implementation decisions at the state level.

Because this research is focused on exploring “how” the performance
environment is constructed and “how” it works, the research is most appropriately
conducted using a qualitative, mixed methods approach. The study focuses attention on
the three levels of the CCDF performance environment: federal-to-state government,
within state government, and state-to-non-state (local government and nongovernmental)
collaboration. Using Greene’s (2007) terminology, this study uses an integrative design
for the purposes of triangulation, development, and expansion. The design is considered

integrative because the three methods used — a document analysis, survey, and interviews



— build from each other. These methods are further discussed in the Research Approach

section of this chapter.

The rest of this chapter focuses on setting the stage for this study. The research
questions are provided first. An overview of the research approach and data collection
stages follow. Next, the context of the study is examined through an overview of the
federal performance management systems of the recent past and present, state
performance management initiatives, the CCDF, and the intersection of these three
elements which provides the context for this study. The chapter concludes with the
expected contributions of this study to theory and practice, and an outline of the rest of

the dissertation.

Research Questions

Policy formulation and implementation takes place across multiple levels of
government when legislation mandates disbursement of funds through a block grant
program. Any examination of government administration and effectiveness in
intergovernmental programs must examine a multitude of complex institutional
relationships. This study focuses primarily on the role of state governments, but
recognizing the importance of context, it examines the relationship between the federal
administrative agency and the state government (Question 1). At the state level, it
focuses on the configuration of child care-related functions in the state government, the
influence of nongovernmental organizations in shared (networked) governance, and the

state’s strategies to manage networked governance (Questions 2 and 3). Finally, it



examines the influence of performance data on the decisions made in networked state

governance (Question 4).

The research questions and sub-questions addressed in this study are:

1. How does the Office of Child Care (formerly known as the Child Care
Bureau) encourage state alignment with its stated Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF) goals?

2. How do differences in state’s configuration of child care-related
governance structures affect the design and management of the child care
service delivery systems across states?

a. How does the state governance structure contribute to the framing
of issues?

b. How does the state governance structure affect the decision
process?

3. To what extent do the states use evaluation and performance data to
inform design and management of the CCDF-funded programs?

a. What feedback mechanisms exist to funnel measures of success
back into the decision-making process?

b. To what extent do the joint decisions generated in the networked
governance process inform the creation of implementation goals
and measures of success?

4. How are performance data used to inform design and management of child

care systems in networked state governance?



a. How is the feedback about measures of success used in decision-
making to create joint decisions to modify future implementation?

Research Approach

Using Greene’s (2007) terminology to characterize mixed-methods approaches,
this study uses an integrative design for the purposes of triangulation, development, and
expansion. The design is considered integrative because the three methods used --
document analysis, survey, and interviews -- build from each other through an iterative
layering of information. This approach allows for both broad and deep understandings of
the three levels of the performance environment that are of interest in this study: federal-

to-state, within-state, and state-to-non-state (local government and nongovernmental).

The broad perspective, revealing the variations across states in the three levels of
performance, has been gathered by a web-based survey of the 50 states. The deep
perspective on the federal-to-state level was gained through interviews with federal
officials and a document analysis of guidance, reports, and materials publicly available
from the federal agency. The deep perspective on the within-state, state-to-
nongovernmental, and the intertwining of the three performance environment levels has
been developed through case studies in three states. The case studies were developed
through data collected in interviews and through document analysis. Interviews were
conducted with state government officials responsible for CCDF implementation and
with representatives of nongovernmental organizations participating in CCDF-related
groups convened by the state government. Document analysis was performed on
information found on each state’s web-site, documents provided by the state

interviewees, and documents provided by the nongovernmental interviewees



The state government interviews and nongovernmental interviews were conducted
with individuals in three purposively selected states — Arkansas, Maryland, and North
Carolina. ldeally, states would have been selected based on variations in how they
measure their CCDF performance and the extent to which they collaborate with
nongovernmental organizations. These two variables, however, were not observable with
existing information and data. On the advice of content matter experts, state
administrative structure for housing the CCDF was used as a proxy for variation on
performance measurement. Based on the availability of state collaboration information
with some relationship to child care issues, the formation process and prevalence of types
of organizations of state’s Early Childhood Advisory Councils (ECACS) created to
comply with the Head Start Act of 2007 were used as the proxy for collaboration
variation. State government officials were invited to participate in interviews based on
their roles in administering the CCDF and related state-government created early
childhood programs. Nongovernmental interviewees were asked to participate based on
their participation in collaborative groups formed by the state governments to discuss
CCDF-related issues. Additional information about the selection processes and rationale

for states, groups within state, and individual interviewees is provided in Chapter 3.

The analysis of these data was guided by the conceptual framework | created — the
Decision Process Framework (DPF) — presented in Chapter 2. | created the analytic
framework for the purpose of “diagnostic inquiry” where the elements, the relationships
between the elements, and a general list of variables “that should be used to analyze all

types of institutional arrangements” have been provided (Ostrom, 2007). As Ostrom



(2007) indicates, a framework helps in identifying appropriate questions and can lead to

the development of theories about how certain parts of the framework operate.

The DPF draws from both the literature and my professional experience. Its base
in the literature comes from research on institutional design, governance networks, policy
implementation, meta-governance, evaluation utilization/performance management, and
analytic frameworks. This literature base is combined with my professional experience
participating in assorted child care-related governance networks at both the state and
local levels within the state of North Carolina for more than 10 years.

As the conceptual framework, the DPF provided the foundation for integrating
data and information both as the data collection tools were being developed, and when
the data were analyzed. Each question, and therefore the data associated with the
answers to the question, corresponded to particular elements of the framework. Thus, the
framework facilitated the data analysis by providing a structure for creating a rich,
textured, and layered pool of data from which to learn about the three performance
environments and understand how they function using the lenses of governance network
literature, meta-governance literature, and performance measurement/management
literature. | used the framework to identify a priori labels/categories for the initial coding
of the data. The presence of the framework also helped to identify emergent themes in
the data not already represented in the framework. | used a linear-analytic method (Yin,
2003) to integrate the data from the various sources into the framework. Finally, | used a
process-tracing method (George & Bennet, 2005) to illuminate the “how” of the

performance environments. Process-tracing is a particularly helpful technique in



understanding the sequencing of information and how institutions interact within the
environment.

Because this study focuses on understanding the three levels of the performance
environment in which state implementation is occurring, it is important to understand the
federal and state performance initiatives that are and have been driving measures of
performance and success. In addition, programs functioning at the state level are likely to
be influenced by broader state efforts of accountability and performance management.

Thus, the state performance management atmosphere is also explored.

In Chapters 6 and 7, | revisit the definition of governance networks, and the
elements and processes contained in the conceptual framework presented in Chapter 2.
Based on the study findings, | suggest modifications to the definition and modifications

to the framework to better represent the actors and processes as illustrated by this study.

Setting the Context: Understanding Federal Performance Management

The Current Federal Performance Environment

As President Obama’s new Chief Performance Officer, Jeffrey Zients, stated in
testimony to the Senate Budget Committee (10/29/09):

“The test of a performance management system is whether it is used. Despite the

extent and breadth of these historic efforts, the current approach fails this test.

Congress doesn’t use it. Agencies don’t use it. And it doesn’t produce meaningful

information for the public.”

Since that statement was made both the Obama Administration and Congress

have made renewed attempts to create systems where performance will not only be

10



measured, but where the data collected will be used. The Obama Administration’s
initiative has taken the form of High Priority Performance Goals which federal
administrative agencies must announce in their proposed budgets. The latest
Congressional effort is manifested through the GPRA Modernization Act of 2010. Each
of these is described briefly next not only because they frame the current and future
performance environment, but also because they build upon a long history of federal
performance initiatives which laid the foundation for the current environment and dictate
the starting place for the federal agencies and the cascade of third-party implementers.

An overview of these former federal performance efforts are provided next.

Obama’s High Priority Performance Goal Initiative
As described in the 2011 President’s budget in the Analytical Perspectives
section, President Obama’s High Priority Performance Goal Initiative strives to build

upon GPRA Dby creating a performance management approach that does three things:

(1) Use performance information to lead, learn, and improve outcomes,

(2) Communicate performance coherently and concisely for better results and

transparency,

(3) Strengthen problem-solving networks (Office of Management and Budget,
2011, President’s Budget for Fiscal Year 2011, Analytical Perspectives

Supplement, p.73).

This approach emphasizes use of the information that is collected to create more
informed decisions in the future (one of the shortfalls of the previous systems identified
by GAO). Launched in June 2009, this new initiative was phased in first with the largest

11



cabinet agencies and then to smaller agencies and bureaus. Agency leaders were asked to
select a small number of goals that had high value to the public and that could be

achieved within 18 to 24 months without the need for new legislation or resources.

GPRA Modernization Act of 2010 (GPRAMA)

Just as the Obama Administration has decided to refocus performance
management efforts through Executive Order, so has Congress decided to update GPRA
via the GPRA Modernization Act of 2010. Similar to Obama’s High Priority Goals,
GPRA 2010 requires federal agencies to identify a few priority goals among its annual
goals. All agency goals must align with its strategic plan. The Act requires quarterly
(instead of annual) review of data to determine if progress is being made in
accomplishing the goals, and requires transparency of agency goals and results. It has an
assortment of other requirements in regards to the roles of certain positions,
responsibilities to consult with Congress, the role of the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), and requirements to collaborate across agencies where appropriate.

It is not clear that either of these newest federal performance initiatives fully
address third-party implementation challenge discussed previously. GPRAMA appears
to partially acknowledge this challenge saying “(C) an identification of the organizations,
program activities, regulations, policies, and other activities that contribute to each
performance goal, both within and external to the agency;” (Public Law 111-352 § 1115.
Federal Government and agency performance plans, (b) (5)(C), January 4, 2011).
Similarly President Obama’s approach as reflected in the FY 2011 budget cursorily
recognizes each federal government agency’s interdependence with other entities to

achieve its goals:

12



“Every Federal agency and employee depends on and is supported by others—
other Federal offices, other levels of government, for-profit and not-for-profit
organizations, and individuals with expertise or a passion about specific

problems” (President’s Budget 2011, p. 75).

The Historical Federal Performance Environment

When governments say they are measuring their success, they could be talking
about their success in assuring compliance, their success in meeting performance targets,
or their success in developing programs with a demonstrated ability to impact the
problems the government is trying to address. Traditionally, accountability to the public
has been based on assuring that funds have been spent according to the authorizing
legislation. When people talk about this type of accountability, they frequently talk about
compliance to prevent waste, fraud, and abuse. In the context of government, however,
accountability has a variety of meanings some of which have been catalogued by
Callahan (2007), Poister (2004), and Wholey (2001) as indicated in Table 1.1. Because
this study is interested in understanding performance environments, it is important to
recognize the complexity of this history and language in crafting data collection

questions.

As previously discussed, efforts to measure performance and especially to
manage based on the performance information have been mixed. Given that history, it is
no wonder than many inside and outside of government are skeptical about the value of
the performance measurement movement. Metzenbaum points out “What is also

incontrovertible is that any organization that fails to measure progress toward
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organizational objectives cannot possibly manage to them, or even assess if it is making

progress toward them at all” (2003, p. 10).

Metzenbaum (2003) emphasizes the importance of goal-setting and performance
management in government agencies. She indicates that goals can improve both
democratic accountability and improve outcomes because goals: clearly articulate agency
priorities, serve as a motivating factor for individuals within agencies, and form the basis
for internal and external collaborative efforts. Likewise, performance measurement helps
agencies focus on strategies to meet their stated goals especially when annual progress
must be reported, when comparisons over time or to similar agencies are included, and
when standardized measures across programs allow for identification of factors

contributing to stronger or weaker performance.

Previous federal efforts to measure and mange based on performance include the
executive office efforts of President Clinton’s National Performance Review (NPR) in
1993 and George W. Bush’s Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) enacted in 2002
(Lee, Johnson & Joyce, 2008) which continued through 2010. The previous
congressional effort, the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993,
began as part of the reinventing government movement but became institutionalized.

GPRA, PART, and the intersection between the two are discussed next.
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Table 1.1: Government Accountability and Performance

Over-arching | Key Terms Definition
Concept
Government Compliance “efforts to assure conformity with carefully written rules and

Accountability

Accountability

regulations...negative sanctions are targeted at individuals who
break the rules.” (Callahan, 2007, p. 117)

Performance
Accountability

Attempts to prevent abuse and move individuals toward intended
results from the beginning; is a proactive approach (Callahan, 2007)

Capacity-based
Accountability

“creation of organizational competence through people, systems, and
structures that encourages organizations that are staffed, trained,
structured, and equipped to be effective.” (Callahan, 2007, p. 117)

Performance
Accountability

Performance “quantitative indicators of various aspects of the performance of

Measures public or nonprofit programs, agencies, or other entities that can be
observed on a regular basis. Most often they focus on programs or
service delivery...”; may be used to track the performance of
agencies as a whole, entire government jurisdictions, or larger
systems (Poister, 2004, pp. 98-99)

Performance “designed to track selected measures of program, agency, or system

Monitoring performance at regular time intervals and report them to managers

and other specific audiences on an ongoing basis” in order to
“provide objective information to managers and policy-makers in an
effort to improve decision making and thereby strengthen
performance, as well as to provide accountability to a range of
stakeholders...” (Poister, 2004, p. 99)

Results-oriented
Management

“the purposeful use of resources and information in efforts to
achieve and demonstrate measurable progress toward outcome-
related agency and program goals...accomplished through a three-
step process, each of which typically requires a series of iterations:
(1) developing a reasonable level of agreement among key
stakeholders on missions, outcome-oriented goals, and strategies to
achieve the goals; (2) measuring performance (in particular,
outcomes achieved) on a regular basis; and (3) using performance
information in efforts to improve program effectiveness and
strengthen accountability to key stakeholders and the public.”
(Wholey, 2001, p. 344)

Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA)
The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) was enacted by Congress

in 1993 as the result of congressional concern about waste, inefficiency, and an
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inadequate ability to demonstrate program performance. It reflected espoused objectives
of the Reinventing Government movement often discussed as New Public Management.
Federal agencies were required to begin implementation by having strategic planning
processes and plans in place by the end of fiscal year 1997. Plans were required to cover
a five year period, be resubmitted every three years, and articulate the agency’s mission,

strategic goals, and strategies for achieving those goals.

Callahan notes that: “GPRA is a top-down, on-size-fits-all approach to
performance measurement and program improvement” (2007, p. 15). A 2004 report by
the GAO, however, provided an encouraging picture. Despite indicating that certainly
there was more work to be done to create the results-oriented environment envisioned by
GPRA, GAO indicated that government agencies had made significant improvements in
creating outcome-oriented strategic plans, developing appropriate performance measures,
and accountability reporting. GAO reported that surveys and focus groups of federal
executives and managers indicated, “Performance planning and measurement have
slowly yet increasingly become a part of agencies’ cultures” (2004, p. 3). Focus groups
exhibited greater vocabulary on performance measurement and survey respondents
indicated more positive attitudes towards the elements of GPRA. But, increases in

performance were not yet evident.

Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)
Frustrated with perceived lack of performance improvements generated by

GPRA, the Bush administration adopted the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) in
2002. Because GPRA was congressionally mandated, PART became an additional rather

than a replacement performance management tool. As the name implies, PART is not
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simply a way to encourage agencies to act more planfully and communicate their goals.
The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) assigned program ratings based on the
agency’s response to a set of questions: “When a program failed to have approved long-
term and annual performance measures, the program automatically received a rating of
‘results not demonstrated’” (Lee et. al., 2008, p. 163). Both tools and results of the

PART process were posted on ExpectMore.gov to ensure transparency of information.

A 2005 report from GAO focused on the conflicts the GPRA-PART relationship
created for agencies. They note that PART seemed to be refocusing agencies from the
long-term strategic planning efforts of GPRA to the short-term budget planning needs of
the executive. As Table 1.2 demonstrates, GPRA and PART focused performance
attention differently. Because PART was a direct element of the budget process, agency
officials were given significant incentives to focus on it. The 2005 GAO report indicated
that some officials were able to use their PART results to leverage more funds for their

agency, particularly for program evaluation.

The 2005 GAO report also highlighted a number of new expectations around
program evaluation that the PART process introduced to federal agencies. This included
the kinds of programs that should be evaluated, the expected focal point of evaluations,
the information that evaluations should yield, and the methodology that should be used.
The PART tended to convey these dimensions of program evaluation in a monolithic way
rather than considering the varying needs of programs of different size and risk, the worth
of differing kinds of evaluation foci and results, and the diverse methodologies that could
yield useful information. Instead, OMB examiners recommended to agencies that all

programs should be subjected to summative evaluations that would judge program worth
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through a random control trial or experiment. While an important contributor in shaping
how federal agency staff view program performance, PART has not been continued by

the Obama Administration.

Table 1.2: Comparing Key Elements of GPRA and PART

GPRA 1993 PART 2002

Mandated by Congress OMB

Breadth Agency-wide Programmatic

Time Frame Five Years Annual

Planning process Broad stakeholder OMB-Agency agreement
involvement

Purpose Results-Oriented Program assessment and
Government to reduce improvement to improve
waste, improve budget decisions
inefficiency, and
articulate performance
thereby improving the
public’s confidence in
government

Although the federal performance environment is obviously important for any
federally funded program, it only provides one part of the performance environment
picture for programs implemented through state governments. The early 1990°s marked
a parallel performance measurement movement at the state government level. This
movement was spurred by the same Reinventing Government or New Public

Management initiative that lead to the GPRA at the federal level.
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Setting the Context: State Performance Management Initiatives

Moynihan (2007) describes the change in thinking as a shift away from focusing on
strict control of inputs which limits the discretion of managers to a focus on “the
availability of performance information [which] allows the creation of management
systems that control for results rather than inputs” (Moynihan, 2007, pp. 154-5).
Moynihan (2007) also points out that while these may have been “reform” efforts at the
outset, they are now regular ways of doing business and therefore efforts to examine the
effects of the “reform” should not treat the change as a single event. Two key studies
performed in a multi-year period from the late 1990’s to the early 2000’s recognized this
important point when conducting an examination of the performance systems states had
enacted and implemented. Their results are examined below to set the state performance

management context.

Interest in state government performance management is reflected in two key
initiatives to study the phenomenon: the multi-year Government Performance Project
(GPP), which was originally housed at the Maxwell School at Syracuse University and
now resides within the Pew Center on the States, and a multi-year study initiated by the
Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB). Both of these initiatives conducted
surveys of state administrators — the GPP in 1998 and 2000 and the GASB in 2000. The
GASB also examined state laws, mandates, etc. in 2000 and 2004. Both groups were
attempting to assess the performance atmosphere in the states, the staying power of
performance initiatives, and the perceived results of the performance initiatives. While
the GASB interest was focused on performance-based budgeting, the analysis of results

performed by Melkers & Willoughby found that the performance measurement systems
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had impacts beyond the budget process (2004). The Government Performance Project
(GPP), on the other hand, examined the issue of government performance initiatives more
broadly, focusing on financial management, human resource management, information
technology management, capital and infrastructure management, and managing for
results. Findings relevant for illustrating the context of state performance management

initiatives (like managing for results) are explored here.

In 1998, the GASB-sponsored study focused on state laws, pending legislation,
executive mandates, or administrative requirements at the state that required
performance-based budgeting which required “strategic planning regarding agency
missions, goals, and objectives, and a process that requests quantifiable data that provides
meaningful information about program outcomes” (Melkers & Willoughby, 2004, p. 11).
The 1998 study revealed that there were only three states that did not have a
performance-based budgeting (PBB) system meeting the GASB definition, that most of
the states with (PBB) systems had passed legislation or created their requirements in the
early 1990’s, but that each state’s requirements varied considerably and as a whole “were
less than comprehensive, incomplete, or pilot-based, and they laid predominant
responsibility with agencies for performance measurement identification, development,

and reporting” (Melkers & Willoughby, 2004, p. 12).

Examining the data they collected in 2000, Melkers & Willoughby discovered that
while there were some budget effects of performance measurement, there were also
communication and management effects. Management effects included the
administrative activities of planning and management and examination of long-term

variables such as efficiency and effectiveness (Melkers & Willoughby, 2004).
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As indicated previously, the GPP study focused more broadly, but only their findings
in regards to “managing for results” are examined here. The GPP data were gathered
from 1997 through 2002 through interviews, surveys, and document analyses. They rated
states on the quality of their management systems using a criteria-based assessment. The
GPP defined managing for results through four criteria (Ingraham, 2007, p. 236):

e “Government engages in results-oriented strategic planning.

e Government develops indicators and evaluative data that can measure progress

toward results and accomplishments.

e Leaders and managers use results data for policy making, management, and

evaluation of progress.
e Government clearly communicates the results of its activities to stakeholders.”

Following are some results from the GPP as explicated by Moynihan (2007) in In

Pursuit of Performance. The GPP examined stakeholder involvement in setting goals, the

creation and use of state performance information systems, types of planning and
performance reporting, collaboration, and integration. In 2000, the GPP study found that
in terms of setting goals for performance management that the Governor, budget office,
and individual agency tended to be most involved. Citizen advocacy groups tended to be
considerably less involved, but were somewhat more involved than the legislature or
interest groups. The GPP found pervasive use of performance information systems (PIS)
— the types of information collected and the vision, values, and missions in which it is

encased.

The PIS information tended to be produced for government-wide, agency, and/or
budget purposes. The GPP survey indicated most states tended to produce information
for all three purposes but that the offices did not always work together which lead to

conflicting goals. They did note some attempt at vertical integration of goals where the
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highest level of goals were created first and then performance levels for lower level
objectives were created to fit within the goals. The GPP notes mixed levels of success in
creating performance measures that accurately represent the goals. States that used or
created a centralized agency to assist with vertical integration tended to be the most
successful preventing the creation of conflicting goals and ensuring that goals and

measures matched.

Similar to the GAO findings at the federal level, the 2000 GPP study indicated
that in most states there was little evidence the data was being used to inform decisions
although it certainly was being reported out to increase transparency. The 2000 GPP
indicated that one challenge to success was that there had not been many formal human
resources changes that would grant administrators the additional discretion needed to act
on information they acquire. On the other hand, the 2000 GPP indicated that when
administrators perceived a leadership priority for the use of the data, they tended to

utilize it more in their decisions.

The Pew Center on the States took over the Government Performance Project
(GPP). The GPP assessed state performance again in 2005 and 2008 but the categories
were renamed and the criteria significantly refined. The “managing for results”
assessment was renamed “information”. The assessment criteria include five areas:
strategic direction, budgeting for performance, managing for performance, program
evaluation, and electronic government (Government Performance Project, 2005). The
2005 GPP assessments indicated that more states were using their performance
information to inform management decisions. In 2008 the GPP noted improvements in

how states were facilitating web-based transactions, an increase to 4 out of 5 states
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regularly conducting performance audits or evaluations, and an increase to 41 states with
either strategic plans or collections of agency plans (Government Performance Project,

2008).

Thus, efforts to improve government performance have been evident at both the
state and federal levels since the 1990’s, at both levels the efforts stemmed from the
Reinventing Government movement, and at both levels performance management efforts
continue to evolve. Intergovernmental programs, such as the Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF), are subject to the influences of performance management systems at both

levels as they are simultaneously assessed for contributions to federal and state goals.

As a federal program, the CCDF is subject to requirements through every federal
performance initiative. The information about how these federal performance initiatives
shape implementation at the federal level are readily available and discussed next. This
intersection is important as it creates the federal-to-state performance environment. This
performance environment is one of three that are important for the implementation of the
CCDF. Evidence that these other performance environments exist and are important is
the existing implementation variation at the state level within the CCDF. Thus, an
overview of the CCDF, including a brief discussion of the federal-to-state relationship
shaped by the program legislation, and the known information about the intersection of

the CCDF with the federal performance environment are discussed next.

Setting the Context: Understanding the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF)

The fifty states, the District of Columbia, and U.S. Territories received

approximately $5 billion in FY 2011 to administer the CCDF which was established in
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1990 as a federal block grant to assist states in increasing the affordability, accessibility,
and quality of child care. The Office of Child Care (formerly the Child Care Bureau)
within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services provides the block grants with
a few broadly stated specifications about how the money can be used, and leaves it to the
states to design and manage the state child care system. The authority delegated to the

states allows them to use the grants to:

e create redistributive policy through a subsidized child care system;

e design regulatory policies to ensure the safety and well-being of children in child
care;

e define and stimulate the development of high quality child care;

e design a service delivery system;

e monitor delivery of the services;

e establish performance measures and goals; and

e design performance management systems to use data to improve child care
services.

The federal government requires that the states designate a lead agency and
designate the responsibilities of the state child care administrator to someone in that
agency. The federal government has encouraged the states to be collaborative in the
design of their systems both across other government agencies and levels, and within the
larger community. Given the different political cultures and socio-economic conditions
in the states, the manner in which the child care delivery systems have been developed

and are managed varies greatly across the states. Following is a brief overview of states’
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responsibilities under the CCDF for regulating child care programs and providing child

care subsidies to support low income families in accessing child care.

Table 1.3: CCDF Program Components and Requirements

CCDF Program

Federal Requirements/Permissions®

Range of State Decisions®

Components
Regulations Must have requirements to control infectious disease, provide for Systems vary widely
health and safety of children, and ensure structural safety of
buildings
Child Care Must create policies to ensure the following: 31states fund as entitlement
Subsidy
»  Families must have incomes at or below 85% of state median Income cap: 40%-83% of SMI
income (SMI)
»  Must conduct a market rate study (MRS) every two years and Payment rate: gth-100t"
set provider payment rates percentile of MRS
»  Must establish minimum health and safety guidelines for
subsidized child care
Child Care Must spend earmarks and at least 4% of their funds (all kinds CCR&R: 50 comprehensive
Quality except maintenance of effort) on improving quality and consumer education

accessibility:

VVVVVYYVY

Child Care Resource and Referral (CCR&R)
School-Aged Child Care Activities (SA)
Quality Expansion Activities

Infant and Toddler Care (IT)

OCC Goal: States implementing QRIS
OCC Goal: Professional Development Systems (PD)

SA: 15 provide quality
improvement grants

IT: 11 provide quality
improvement grants

QRIS: 19 states are
implementing

PD: 42 states implementing

Good Start, Grow
Smart

(first required to
report on efforts
in FFY 2004)

Strongly encouraged to implement to align with goals of No Child
Left Behind:

>

>
>

Voluntary early learning guidelines for children 3-5 years
(ELG)

Professional Development Plan for child care teachers (PDP)
Coordination plan across early childhood programs and
funding streams (CO)

ELG: 36 implementing
Aligns with QRIS: 5 states

PDP: 18 states implementing

Notes: TACF Guidance for State biennial plans, FFY 04-05 and FFY 08-09, 2Child Care Bureau, FFY 2010-11 CCDF
Report of State and Territory Plans

These responsibilities impact approximately 12 million children across the United

States each year (Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health

and Human Services, 2010). Table 1.3 provides detailed information about the scope of

the program, programmatic requirements of the program, and some of the differences in
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state decision-making. FFY stands for federal fiscal year and is the notation used by the

Office of Child Care.

Child Care Requlation

In the area of regulatory policy, the specifications of the CCDF are very broad,
stipulating only that states must have requirements to control infectious disease, provide
for health and safety of children, and ensure the structural safety of buildings in which
child care is provided. The rules that states create for CCDF implementation apply not
only to the funds awarded to them through CCDF, but also to the state matching and
maintenance of effort funds they must supply, and to any Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) funds that they transfer into the CCDF (they can transfer up to

30% of their TANF allocation to CCDF to help families pay for child care).

Regulations for child care typically segment the provision of child care into four
kinds of care that take place outside of the child’s home: regulated center-based care,
regulated home-based care, exempt non-relative care, and exempt relative care. Exempt
care means that it is unregulated but legally operating. Every state sets its own standards,
but following is an example from North Carolina for illustrative purposes (retrieved from
NC Division of Child Development web-site;

http://ncchildcare.dhhs.state.nc.us/parents/pr_sn2_ov_lr.asp):

“If your provider is caring for more than two children who aren't related and they provide care for more
than four hours a day, they probably should be licensed. In general, there are two types of programs

regulated by the state, family child care homes and child care centers.

Family child care home

A smaller program offered in the provider's residence where three to five preschool children are in care.
They may also provide care for three school age children
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Child care center

A larger program providing care for three or more children, but not in a residential setting. The number of
children in care is based upon the size of individual classrooms and having sufficient staff, equipment and
materials. “

Child Care Subsidy

The child care subsidy to help low income, primarily working families, pay for
child care is another important element of the CCDF. According to the Office of Child
Care FFY 2010 CCDF Data Tables, during an average month in 2010, approximately
1.69 million children (ages birth — 12 years) in about 998,000 families received child care
subsidy support through CCDF funds (Table 1) (Office of Child Care, FFY 2010,
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cch/data/ccdf _data/10acf800_preliminary/tablel.htm).
Eighty-nine percent of the children were served through the use of vouchers or
certificates that their parents could use to pay for all or part of the child care cost at any
qualified program (Table 2) (Office of Child Care, FFY 2010,
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/data/ccdf data/10acf800 preliminary/table2.htm).
In 28 states, 100 percent of the child care subsidy funds were distributed through a

voucher or certificate program (Table 2).

The CCDF has previously emphasized maximum parental choice in the selection
of a child care program, and previously required states to allow families receiving
subsidies to choose any legally operating arrangement regardless of the level of quality.
In 2011, the Office of Child Care clarified their position on this issue to indicate that
states could impose some quality guidelines. Nationwide 19 percent of subsidized

children were in unregulated care, with the proportion ranging from none to 69 percent of
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subsidized children across the states (Table 4) (Office of Child Care, CCDF, Table 4,

http://lwww.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/data/ccdf _data/10acf800_preliminary/table4.htm).

As Table 1.1 indicates, the federal policy governing CCDF provides substantial
flexibility to the states. While the states must create and administer a child care subsidy
system, the states can decide whether or not the program will be an entitlement, can set
income limits within a broad framework, and determine the appropriate payment rate for
child care programs. While states must justify their decision to pay child care programs
at less than the 75th percentile of the current market rate, the ease of doing so is reflected
in widely differing rates, which range from the 8" percentile to the 100™ percentile of
current market rates (Child Care Bureau, FFY 2010-11, CCDF Report of State and

Territory Plans).

Child Care Quality

Child care regulations set minimum standards for child care programs to operate.
Child care quality initiatives build upon that floor, creating standards for child care
workers and environments that focus on child development, not just child safety. There
has been considerable recognition in recent years of the role that high quality early
childhood development programs can play in preparing children for school. Historically,
the child care field has been bifurcated into two avenues — part-day care that emphasizes
child development (often called preschool or prekindergarten programs) and full-day care
that emphasizes support for working parents (often called day care or child care).
Although the CCDF has always espoused child care quality as one of its goals,

previously its focus has been more on supporting the needs of working parents to have a
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safe full-time option for their children, than on the needs of children to have a
stimulating, developmentally appropriate environment. With the new priorities of the
Obama Administration, however, there has been a shift to focusing more on the quality of

the child care.

CCDF regulations require that at least 4% of all CCDF funding streams (except
Maintenance of Effort or MOE) be spent on child care quality initiatives. In addition,
states must also spend child care quality earmarks specifically for infant/toddler
initiatives, school-age initiatives, and child care resource and referral initiatives.
Spending within the 4% quality portion can augment the spending on earmarks or be used
for other quality activities. In FY 2010, states spent 12.5% of their funds on quality
initiatives (Office of Child Care, FY 2010 State Expenditures as of September 30, 2010,

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/data/expenditures/10acf696/overview.htm).

Administrative Responsibilities

In addition to programmatic responsibilities, the CCDF requires certain
administrative responsibilities from the states. These responsibilities include
administrative spending limits, requirements for collaboration, and matching fund
requirements. The relationship between the CCDF and certain other social policy

programs is also defined. Table 1.4 provides detail about these administrative elements.
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Table 1.4: CCDF Administrative Components and Requirements

CCDF Federal Requirements/Permissions® Range of State Decisions?
Administrative

Components

Collaboration Must do in developing state CCDF plan: Entities responsible for

coordination:
»  consult with appropriate representatives of local
government Early childhood advisory council:
»  coordinate the provision of services with other 18 states
Federal, State, and local child care and early
childhood development programs, including such
programs for the benefit of Indian children
» hold at least one public hearing

CCDF Lead Agency in partnership
with another state agency: 17 states

CCDF Lead Agency only: 2 states

Administrative Must spend no more than 5% of funds on administration 2% spent nationally®
Cap including evaluation of program.
State Matching Both MOE and Matching required to draw down entire Minimum state contribution
Funds/MOE federal allocation: required for FY 2008*
> Must meet MOE to access any federal dollars $2.9 — $303 million

o Spending 100% of what was spent in FY 1994
or FY 1995 under the previous AFDC-related
child care programs; 20% may come from
public pre-K funds Pre-K: 12 states used maximum

o CCDF I\_/IOE also counts tc_>ward TANF MOE amount to meet MOE?

»  State matching funds are required to secure the

Federal Matching funds

o Providing funds at the current Federal Medicaid
Assistance Percentage (FMAP); 30% may come
from public pre-K funds

TANF Transfer Up to 30% of TANF Block Grant may be transferred to 37 states transferred $2B°
CCDF

Notes: *ACF Guidance for State biennial plans, FFY 04-05 and FFY 08-09, 2Child Care Bureau, FFY 2010-11 CCDF
Report of State and Territory Plans, * Child Care Bureau, CCDF 06-07 Report to Congress, 42008 US House Ways and
Means Committee Green Book

Federal-to-State Relationships

As illustrated, federal guidelines provide substantial flexibility to states in use of
CCDF funds. This reflects the nature of block grant programs, but also the contentious
political environment that existed at the time the legislation was passed. The structure of

the CCDF was the result of a political battle between child care advocates and legislators
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who wanted to create national child care standards versus states represented by the
National Governor’s Association (NGA), National Council of State Legislatures (NCSL),
and legislators who favored states’ rights and strongly opposed federal regulation of child
care and creation of national standards (Cammisa, 1995; Conlan, 1998). Thus, the CCDF
was created to distribute funds to states to help them deal with problems of affordability,

quality, and accessibility largely on their own terms.

It is this federal-to-state legislated intergovernmental boundary that makes the
CCDF such a provocative selection for studying the implementation within the
performance measurement environment. It is exactly the kind of program that the
federal performance initiatives have been chastised for not recognizing the
implementation complexity of in the past. Next, is a summary of what is known about

the CCDF relationship with the federal performance environment.

CCDF and Federal Performance Management Initiatives

The Child Care Development Fund and PART

In 2004 the CCDF received a PART rating of “Moderately Effective” indicating
that it was well managed and focused on achieving results, but improvements were
needed. Its lowest score was on Program Results/Accountability at 73%. The CCDF
instituted a program performance plan that included addressing the needs for better data
on long-term performance goals and increasing accountability to measure erroneous

payments and increase grantee oversight.
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The Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) and GPRA

To comply with GPRA, the Office of Child Care (then known as the Child Care
Bureau) created six goals against which its performance would be measured (see Table
1.5, Column A); starting in FY 2011 the Office of Child Care updated the goals,
eliminating two, adding a new one, and substantially altering one (see Table 1.5, Column
B). Although these goals reflect the purpose of the legislation to increase the child care
affordability, availability, and quality of child care (CFR 45 Subpart A, sub-section 98.1
(b)) and thus appear to be appropriate, the Office of Child Care cannot compel the states
to create and implement policies that would lead to the accomplishment of these goals
because “(a) the goals of the CCDF are to: (1) Allow each State maximum flexibility in
developing child care programs and policies that best suit the needs of children and
parents within the State...” (CFR 45 Subpart A, sub-section 98.1). As discussed in
Chapter 4, the Office of Child Care does have other means to strongly encourage states to

align with federal goals.

Given such flexibility afforded the states, one may ask: are the goals and
performance measures created by HHS to comply with the GPRA used by the states to
monitor the effectiveness of CCDF? For example, one GPRA goal had been to “Increase
by 10% the number of regulated child care centers and homes nationwide accredited by a
recognized early childhood development professional organization.” Were the states
actually striving to achieve national accreditation of their child care programs and
devoting resources to make that happen? In fact the Child Care and Development Fund
Report of State and Territory Plans FY 2008-09 refers only to 10 states that were

supporting the efforts of school-age care providers to become nationally accredited.
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Table 1.5: GPRA Goals and Performance Measures for CCDF

A. Child Care Bureau

B. Office of Child Care

CCDF GPRA Goals
Prior to FY 2011

CCDF GPRA Goals
Starting in FY 2011

Maintain the proportion of children served
through CCDF, TANF and SSBG as
compared to the number of children in
families with income under 150 percent of
the Federal Poverty Level.

Maintain the proportion of children served through
Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF),
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF), and Social Services Block Grant (SSBG)
child care funding as compared to the number of
children in families with income equal to or less
than 85 percent of State Median Income.

Reduce the percentage of TANF families
with children that are exempt from
employment participation because child care
is unavailable to 1% by FY 20009.

No comparable measure

Increase the proportion of regulated centers
and family child care homes serving families
receiving child care subsidies.

Increase the number or percentage of low-income
children receiving CCDF subsidies who are
enrolled in high quality care settings.

Increase the percentage of young children
(ages 3 to 5 not yet in kindergarten) from
families under 150% of poverty receiving
regular non-parental care showing three or
more school readiness skills.

No comparable measure

Increase the number of States that have
implemented State early learning guidelines
in literacy, language, pre-reading and
numeracy for children ages 3 to 5 that align
with State K-12 standards and are linked to
the education and training of caregivers,
preschool teachers, and administrators.

Increase the number of states that have
implemented state early learning guidelines in
literacy, language, pre-reading, and numeracy for
children ages three to five that align with state K-
12 standards and are linked to the education and
training of caregivers, preschool teachers, and
administrators.

No comparable measure

Increase the number of states that implement
professional development systems that meet
benchmarks for providing a career path for early
care and afterschool educators.

Increase by 10% the number of regulated
child care centers and homes nationwide
accredited by a recognized early childhood
development professional organization.

Increase the number of states that implement
Quality Rating and Improvement Systems (QRIS)
that meet high quality benchmarks.

(Source: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Measures: Child Care and
Development Fund (CCDF) Performance Measures
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/ccdf/gpra/measures.htm)
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The latest iteration of the CCDF GPRA performance measures has updated that
outcome to read “Increase the number of states that implement Quality Rating and
Improvement Systems (QRIS) that meet high quality benchmarks.” The Office of Child
Care has created targeted technical assistance and resource to the states to help them
achieve this goal, and in this case the goal was formed based on what was already
happening in the states. Some states have had QRIS systems in place for nearly a decade,
and research has been conducted to verify best practices on QRIS systems. Similarly, the
new goals also include a quality-related goal around professional development systems
for child care and afterschool educators. The Office of Child Care has most formally
demonstrated its support to these new quality goals by creating two new technical
assistance and training centers as part of its Child Care Technical Assistance Network
(CCTAN) which began in October 2011: the National Center on Child Care Professional
Development Systems and Workforce Initiatives, and the National Center on Child Care

Quality Improvement (Office of Child Care, CCDF Fact Sheet, October, 2011).

The Office of Child Care has also made a number of changes to its biennial report
form to enable it to better report on what the states are doing. Despite the existence of
GPRA for nearly 10 years, the states have never been asked to report on their CCDF
goals, and therefore have never been asked to report on what they have accomplished.
The FY 2012-2013 form requires states to report on the goals they hope to accomplish for
the first time. In FY 2014, the states will be required to report for the first time on what

they actually have accomplished.
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The Child Care Development Fund and High Priority Performance Goals

Per the request of the Obama administration for the cabinet agencies to develop
High Priority Performance Goals, the Department of Health and Human Services put
forth two goals related to child care. These goals cut across child care-related programs
administered within DHHS as stipulated by the High Performance Goals requirements
and therefore are not solely related to the CCDF, but they are clearly connected. The

goals from the President’s Budget FY 2011 (p. 79) state:

e By the end of 2010, increase the number of low-income children receiving Federal support for
access to high quality early care and education settings including an additional 64,000 children in
Head Start and Early Head Start and an average of 10,000 additional children per month through
the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) over the number of children who were enrolled in
2008.

e Take actions in 2010 and 2011 to strengthen the quality of early childhood programs by advancing
recompetition, implementing improved performance standards and improving training and
technical assistance systems in Head Start; promoting community efforts to integrate early
childhood services; and by expanding the number of States with Quality Ratings Improvement
Systems that meet high quality benchmarks for Child Care and other early childhood programs
developed by HHS in coordination with the Department of Education.

In the President’s Budget for FY 2012, DHHS further refined these goals splitting out
separate performance targets for Head Start, Early Head Start, and Child Care. The new
child care goals are a subset of the new GPRA goals reflecting the effort of the Obama
administration to link executively ordered performance measurement initiatives with
congressional performance measurement initiatives to avoid the problems previously
encountered in conflicts between the original GPRA and PART (Administration for
Children and Families, FY 2012 Performance Appendix,

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/olab/budaget/2012/op hipri performancegoals.pdf):

e Increase the average monthly number of children served through the Child Care and Development
Fund (CCDF).
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e Expand the number of states with Quality Rating and Improvement Systems (QRIS) that meet
high quality benchmarks for Child Care and other early childhood programs developed by HHS in
coordination with the Department of Education.

Expected Contributions

Findings from the study will expand current knowledge by enhancing
understanding of (1) how the federal administrative context affects state goal-setting, (2)
the strategies of meta-governance used in complex inter-governmental service delivery
programs, (3) how political and institutional contexts affect performance management,
and (4) how performance data are used in governance networks. While all of this will be
accomplished within the context of the CCDF, it is expected that the findings will be
generalizable to a larger population of inter-governmental grant programs with similar
levels of state flexibility in implementation. In addition, the study contributes to defining
governance networks, and to the meaning of meta-governance. The study will contribute

to literatures in public management, nonprofit management, and program evaluation.

Summary of Dissertation

This dissertation has seven chapters: Introduction, Review of Literature and
Conceptual Framework, Methodology, Institutions and Interested Groups, Relationships
With and Use of Data, Toward a Theory of Meta-Governance, and Findings,

Implications, and Conclusions.

Chapter 2, the Literature Review and Conceptual Framework chapter, focuses on
situating this study within the governance networks, meta-governance (also known as
network management), and evaluation utilization and performance management

literatures. It provides the grounding for and explicates the elements of the conceptual
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framework developed for this study -- the Decision Process Framework. The chapter also

expands on the expected contribution of the dissertation to these literatures.

Chapter 3, the methodology chapter, provides a detailed explanation of the mixed
methods research design. It explicates the design of the survey and interview research
instruments, discusses informed consent procedures, and provides a detailed account of
the data collection stages including the processes for selecting states, groups, and
interviewees to participate in the case study. It provides an overview of data analysis
techniques. It discusses the limitations of the study, and it includes a reflexivity

statement regarding my relationship to the data.

The presentation of findings has been divided into Chapters 4, 5, and 6. In
Chapters 4 and 5 survey and state-level case study data are integrated together. Chapter 4
presents findings related to Research Questions 1 and 2 focusing on the federal-to-state
implementation environment, the within-state implementation environment, and the state-
nongovernmental implementation environment, especially as it relates to how the CCDF-
related functions are organized, the priorities Administrators must balance, and the
relationships the Administrators must manage as they implement the CCDF in their
states. Chapter 5 presents findings related to Research Questions 3 and 4 focusing on the
within-state and state-nongovernmental implementation environments, especially as it

relates to setting goals, measuring success, and managing program performance.

In Chapter 6, findings are presented from the eight group cross-case analyses.
These findings focus on understanding the extent to which the groups analyzed function

as governance networks, and how the actions of meta-governance work. The analysis
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provides thoughts on theory-building for meta-governance, including adjustments to

definitions of governance networks and the concept of meta-governance.

In Chapter 7, | return to the research questions, aligning the findings, and deriving
implications of these findings for theory, practice, and methodology. In light of the
findings, | propose modifications to the original conceptual framework developed for the

study. | provide conclusions, and suggestions for further research.

This study has been designed to follow a method of thick description, thus all
interview protocols and questions (Appendix A, D, E, and F), the survey instrument and
frequency tables (Appendix B and C), document collection and analysis protocols and
items (Appendix G), and case study survey summaries (Appendix H) have been provided
to ensure transparency in the steps and elements of this mixed methods process.

Appendix | provides additional information on the case selection processes.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

Despite the daily news on the failure of our governments to meet the needs of
citizens, to solve problems, and to spend money wisely, policy analysts and program
evaluators maintain confidence that government can do better if only equipped with the
knowledge of how to improve. Likewise, the administration of government and
production of policy have changed partly in an attempt to address the wicked problems of
our society and, partly in response to ideological priorities (Agranoff &McGuire, 2001;
McGuire, 2006; O’Toole, 1997). The Reinventing Government movement discussed in
Chapter 1 not only changed how government programs were evaluated, but often how
programs were run. Governments were encouraged to draw upon resources in the private
sector and to collaborate across sectors. These changes in how government was
administered led to changes in how it was studied, and to new theoretical perspectives
about how it should be studied. Some of these changes are explored here and provide the

basis for this research.

This research examines the policy stages of the CCDF from the time it enters the
federal administrative agency (Office of Child Care) through the evaluation feedback
process. To focus on the processes within the policy co-formation stage, | provide an
analytical framework which is presented later in this chapter. First, I discuss policy co-
formation, then | provide a review of the governance network literature, the meta-
governance/network management literature, and the evaluation utilization and

performance management literatures.
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Policy Formulation and Implementation

The traditional public administration paradigm referred to as Old Public
Administration espouses a clear separation of the political legislative branch which
makes policy, and the neutral, technical executive branch that implements it. It would
have us believe that the policy process should take place in two stages: policy is created
by the legislative branch and policy is implemented by the executive branch. If there are
disputes, these will be mediated by the judicial branch. These sentiments are expressed
by authors such as Wilson (1887 in Shafritz, Hyde & Parke, 2004), Goodnow (1900 in
Shafritz, Hyde & Parke, 2004) and Lowi (1969), and have formed the basis for continual
debate in the field of public administration. Much analysis in the fields of public
administration, policy studies, and political science has used this politics-administration
dichotomy as a starting place. It is relatively common to see this dichotomy expressed by
authors creating models of the policy process, where significant emphasis is placed on

what happens in the legislative branch.

The Policy Stages Process as presented by Ripley is one of these representations
(Ripley, 1985 in McCool, 1995). Ripley identifies five stages of the federal policy
process: (1) agenda setting, (2) formulation and legitimation of goals, (3) program
implementation, (4) evaluation of implementation, performance, and impacts, and (5)
decisions about the future of the policy or program. Ripley’s description indicates that he
views stages (1) and (2) as occurring solely in the legislative process — consistent with the
Old Public Administration paradigm. Stage (3) is in the administrative realm, while stage
(4) may crossover between administrative and legislative realms. Action taken on the

information generated in (4) may occur through either the policy formulation process
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(legislative) or policy implementation process, representing (5). He acknowledges that
his model is a simplification of the policy process for analytical purposes, and when he
discusses policy implementation he notes that it is not a straightforward process: “The
law needs to be interpreted, usually in written regulations and then in elaborations of
those regulations. A variety of planning activities...organizing routines...Finally, the
payoff...the tangible manifestation of the program” (Ripley, 1985 in McCool, 1995, p.
160). Although he clearly indicates that policy-making is in the legislative realm, he does
acknowledge that implementation is not simply “the tangible manifestation of the

program” as the Old Public Administration paradigm would lead us to believe.

Ripley acknowledges that the outcome of stage (2) may be goals that lack the
specificity needed for clear implementation, and that “Congress has gotten into the habit
of delegating administrative power to the president and/or the agencies and secretaries
concerned to flesh out rudimentary program designs” (Ripley, 1985 in McCool, 1995, p.
160). He does not address, however, the issue of Congress specifically enacting a
program in which policy decisions are to be left to the state governments, as federal block
grants clearly do. Building on Ripley’s Policy Stages Model, I illustrate the Policy

Stages for Federal Block Grants in Figure 2.1.

Federal block grants begin where any other policy begins — in the federal
legislative branch. For simplicity, I combine Ripley’s policy stages (1) and (2) into a
single stage representing this complex federal legislative policy-formulation process,
where congress creates a vision and goals. One of those goals, however, is to give states
flexibility to make their own decisions (policies) within the parameters set by the

legislation. This creates three stages within Ripley’s policy implementation stage.
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Figure 2.1: Policy Stages for Federal Block Grants

Fe_de@ Federal State Governments Policy
Leglslatl've Agency Engage in Policy Implementation
Lawmaking Creates Co-formation (Ripley 3

. Administrative Ripley
(Ripley stages Context (absent from
1,2&5) i
) Ripley)
(Ripley 3 & 5)

v, 3 4

Evaluation of implementation, performance, and impacts

(Ripley 4)

First, the federal agency charged with oversight of the policy creates an
administrative context in which the on-going policy formulation process will be carried
out, and distributes the resources and responsibilities for policy formulation to the states.
Hill & Hupe identify this expanded implementation role as the practice of policy co-
formation (2009). This is broader than the interpretation and rule-making that Ripley
identifies as part of the policy implementation process. During the policy co-formation
process, the state government performs a mix of legislative and administrative functions
resulting in new policies and programs such that the results of the federal block grant are
different in each state. Then, these processes and decisions result in policy
implementation or as Ripley says “tangible manifestation of the program” (Ripley, 1985

in McCool, 1995, p. 160).

As Ripley indicates, the stages do not stop with implementation. There must be
some type of evaluation of the program so that decisions can be made about whether or
not to continue along the same policy path. The representation of evaluation in Figure
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2.1 mirrors Ripley’s policy stage (4). The feedback of the evaluation results is indicated
by the dashed arrows leading back to the three policy-formulation stages — the federal
legislative stage, the federal administrative stage, and the state policy co-formation stage.
The process mirrors Ripley’s stages, but reflects the expanded number of policy-
formulation locations where changes may be made that may affect how policy

implementation occurs.

This expanded policy formulation process has clear implications for policy
implementation research, which has grounding in the same principles as the traditional
public administration literature. Early implementation research pre-supposed a top-down
approach to government program implementation: (1) policy goals are set legislatively
and (2) the policy may be judged as “successful” if those policy goals have been met

through the implementation process, wherever that implementation took place.

Many authors have critiqued this top-down approach to implementation research
over the years on a variety of grounds. Some of the critics propose instead a bottom-up
approach to policy implementation research, or what Elmore has called “backward
mapping” (Elmore, 1979; Lipsky, 1980; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973). The bottom-up
approach, however, pre-supposes the existence of federal goals that the programs
implemented by the bottom rung of government are trying to reach. For
intergovernmental block grant programs like the CCDF, however, this framework is still
not sufficiently realistic, because the state governments implementing the program can

create their own goals, which may or may not align with the federal goals.
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While the CCDF exists in an environment of vertical relationships like those
identified in Old Public Administration and traditional policy implementation research
paradigms, it also exists within an environment of horizontal relationships. The state
government is required by the block grant to engage in policy co-formation, as one of the
federal requirements of the CCDF is that the state governments form collaborative
(horizontal) relationships with other public and private organizations in their state as they

engage in the policy-making and implementation.

The combination of horizontal and vertical relationships that the state agencies
must form across government boundaries constitutes a network. Hill and Hupe (2009)
indicate that traditional implementation theorists would have viewed this situation as a
deficit or disability caused by an imperfect federalist design. They herald Stoker’s (1991)
rejection of the “disability thesis” as a bridge to a new way of thinking about the
federalist relationship not only between states and the federal government in the United
States but as a concept that can be applied more broadly. Hill and Hupe (2009) highlight
Stoker’s 1991 work as part of the evolution of new theories of implementation that more
fully address how the work of government gets done, such as theories of governance

networks.

In fact, Stoker posits “...policy must evolve as it moves through the
implementation process. This evolution, though not completely predictable in its effect
upon the outcome, can be expected to reflect the interests and priorities of those
positioned to express their desires” (1991, p. 91). He indicates that governmental
agencies frequently join with nongovernmental organizations to tap into their

information, resources, and authority. Government sets a regime type to structure the
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relationship. He articulates eight regime types. The pluralist regime appears to foretell

the growth of governance networks.

Governance Network Literature

Theoretical Origins of Governance Network Literature

Sorenson and Torfing succinctly describe the complex origins and nature of

governance network research:

The new and rapidly growing field of governance network research is cross-
disciplinary, problem-driven, multi-level, comparative, and stimulates interactive
research. Political studies of institutions, power and decision making are
articulated with sociological studies of culture, communication and social control
and organizational studies of cognitive frames, learning and resource exchange
(Sorenson and Torfing, 2008, p. 6).

Berry et. al. (2004) and O’Toole (1997) agree with Sorenson and Torfing that network
research is cross-disciplinary, but the three sets of authors are not in complete agreement
on the theoretical streams as shown in Table 2.1. They all agree that sociology forms one
part of the theoretical base, although they do not identify the sociological roots the same
way. Political science, public administration/management, and implementation research
are each identified by two of the authors as foundational to network research. O’Toole
(1997) is the only author identifying economics as an origin, but some of the research
areas he notes, such as transaction costs and public choice, are evident in the political
science underpinnings noted by Berry et. al. (2004). Sorenson and Torfing (2008) are the

only ones who identify organization theory roots for network research.
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Table 2.1: Theoretical Origins of Network Research

Fields of Study | Berry et. al. (2004) O’Toole (1997) | Sorenson & Torfing
(2008)

Political Science | Policy innovation, policy Policy networks,
change and agenda setting, institutions, power, and
Ostrom’s institutional decision-making
analysis, transactions cost
and collective action
problems
(since 1970s)

Public Identifying public Service

Administration management networks, implementation

and network management networks

Public behavior, network

Management performance and outcomes

(since 1980s)

Implementation

Bottom up and

Backward mapping

Research game theory
Organization Open systems, cognitive
Theory frames, learning, and
resource exchange
Sociology Social network analysis, Research Culture, communication,
including Sociometry, the dependence and social control
Manchester anthropologists, | and exchange
and the Harvard perspective
structuralists
(since 1930s)
Economics Game theory,

transaction cost
economics, and
public choice

This dissertation integrates network theory that has emerged in political science

research, implementation research, and public management studies.
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Defining Governance Networks

Given the varied theoretical perspectives contributing to the rise of network
research, there is little wonder that no single definition of a governance network exists,
nor is there a single term to describe each type of network. For example, Heclo (1978 in
McCool 1995) speaks of issue networks. He indicates that these issue networks are
looser and more fluid than iron triangles, but tend to consist of policy activists who are
mutually dependent and have shared knowledge. It isn’t quite clear from his description
if these issue networks are involved in the policy formulation or policy implementation
processes. Sorenson and Torfing (2008) describe policy networks using similar terms,
but indicate that the policy networks tend to be less fluid and more closed than the issue
networks. The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) also presents a network approach
to policy-making (Sabatier & Weible, 2007) recognizing the collaboration of specialists
in particular policy areas — inside and outside of government — working together to make
policy change. Discussions of these issue networks, policy networks, and ACF networks
tend to focus on efforts to make major policy changes. Not all networks of
governmental/non-governmental organizations, however, are focused on major policy

changes.

Koliba and Meek (2008) describe governance networks as: “inter-organizational
networks comprised of multiple actors, often spanning sectors and scale working together
to influence the creation, implementation and/or monitoring of public policies” (Koliba &
Meek, 2008, p. 7). Are issue networks, policy networks, and ACF networks also

governance networks? According to Koliba and Meek’s definition the answer could be
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“yes”. Thus, researchers must clearly specify the object they are studying, and clarify

what they mean by the term “network.”

The issue networks, policy networks, ACF networks, and governance networks
described above, however, all concern parts of the policy-making process or decisions
about how to take actions in government. Milward and Provan (2006) classify what they
call public management networks into four types: service implementation networks,
information diffusion networks, problem solving networks, and community capacity-
building networks. Their descriptions of these four types of networks indicate that what
they call problem-solving networks are probably similar to the issue, policy, and
governance networks discussed earlier, but that the other three networks they describe

refer to a different part of the administrative process.

Information diffusion networks, in fact, differ significantly from the other
networks in that they occur across departments within the same organization. As such a
network does not cut across organizations, it is the most dissimilar from those previously
discussed. The service implementation networks and the community capacity-building
networks are really two ways of delivering government services through an inter-
organizational, networked approach. While CCDF programs may be accomplished
through networked service delivery systems in the states, these kinds of networks are not

the focal point of this research.

Sorenson and Torfing (2008) indicate that some of the dueling definitions and
ambiguities in the network governance research are the result of authors not identifying

the theoretical basis on which their discussions are built. Sorenson and Torfing attempt
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to create some order in what they call “the eclectic and confusing theoretical landscape”
(2008, p. 7) by clearly defining governance network and classifying democratic network
governance research into four theoretical bases. Their definition of governance network

is longer and more detailed than most:

“1. A relatively stable horizontal articulation of interdependent, but operationally
autonomous actors; 2. who interact through negotiations; 3. which take place
within a regulative, normative, cognitive and imaginary framework; 4. that is self-
regulating within limits set by external agencies; and 5. which contributes to the
production of public purpose” (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008, p. 9).

While much of the Sorenson & Torfing definition restates what is found in many
governance network definitions, two phrases need further clarification: ‘imaginary
framework’ and ‘production of public purpose.’” Sorenson and Torfing (2008) further
explicate item “3” of the definition as an institutionalized framework. The imaginary part
of the framework “produces identities, ideologies, and common hopes” (p. 10). They
further explicate item “5” of the definition as “an expression of visions, values, plans,
policies and regulations that are valid for and directed towards the general public”

(Sorenson & Torfing, 2008, p. 10).

According to Sorenson & Torfing's definitions, the previously discussed issue
network and policy networks appear to be classifiable as governance networks. Koliba
and Meek’s governance network definition would appear to measure up as well. Not all
of the network types described by Milward and Provan, however, would appear to be

covered by this description.
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Despite the differences across definitions of networks, they do tend to have some

similarities. Most of these definitions indicate that the members of the network span

across organizations and across sectors — that is, while the government is part of the

network, other network members are in the for profit and/or nonprofit arenas. A key

feature of nearly all network definitions is the description of the relationship among

members. Most authors indicate that a nonhierarchical relationship is an essential

feature, frequently using the word “horizontal” to describe the relationships. Finally, the

purpose is a collective one — the organizations have come together to solve problems that

they cannot solve alone.

Table 2.2: Elements of Governance Network Definitions

Elements Defined as (by whom)
Number of Multiple organizations or parts of organizations (O’Toole Jr., 1997)
members At least two (Hall & O’Toole Jr., 2004), At least three (Provan & Kenis,
2007)
Types of Spanning sectors (Keast et. al., 2004; Koliba & Meek, 2008; O’Toole Jr.,
members 1997)
Legally autonomous (Provan & Kenis, 2007; Sorenson & Torfing, 2008)
Relationship Not hierarchical (O’Toole Jr., 1997)

between members

Vertical and horizontal (Hill & Hupe, 2009; Koliba & Meek, 2008)
Equal partners (Keast et. al., 2004)

Interdependent (Keast et. al., 2004; Sorenson & Torfing, 2008)
Horizontal, but not equal (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008)

Institutional Authority bonds, exchange relations, and common interest (O’ Toole Jr.,
framework 1997)

Regulative, normative, cognitive, and imaginary (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008)
Purpose of Achieve collective goals (Keast et. al., 2004; Provan & Kenis, 2007)
network Creation, implementation and/or monitoring of public policies (Koliba &

Meek, 2008)
Production of public purpose (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008)

Despite some similarities in definitions of networks, all governance network

articles and books examined here begin with a sentence that reads “In this study, we have

defined network as.....” Although many create their own definition (as evidenced in
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Table 2.2), the ones who do not generally use O’Toole’s definition: “Networks are
structures of interdependence involving multiple organizations or parts thereof, where
one unit is not merely the formal subordinate of the others in some larger hierarchical
arrangement” (O’Toole Jr., 1997, p. 45). Following in the network governance research
tradition, | specify the definition of governance network used for the dissertation later in

this chapter. First, I explore the units of analysis for network governance research.

Units of Analysis in Network Governance Research

Provan and Kenis (2007) classify network research into two types: network
analytical and network as a form of governance. They indicate that the network
analytical approach tends to focus on the relational characteristics of the network (such as
density, holes, and nodes), with the unit of analysis as particular nodes in the network.
The network as a form of governance approach, on the other hand, tends to focus on
mechanisms of coordination, with the network itself as the unit of analysis. They
indicate, however, that there is a third important way that networks should be studied:
“...not on networks as a means of governance, but on the governance and management of
networks themselves” (Proven and Kenis, 2007, p. 233). This third unit of analysis has in
fact grown into a field of its own called network management or meta-governance and is

explored below.

Using the distinctions that Proven and Kenis (2007) make, this research does not
take a network analytical approach, but rather a network as a form of governance
approach and an examination of the management of those networks, called meta-

governance, by Sorenson and Torfing (2008). Below I explicate the types of
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collaborations that are considered network governance in this dissertation and | provide

an example of what one looks like based on my experience in North Carolina.

Situating the Dissertation in the Network Governance Research

In the literature, governance refers to any part of the governing process, whether it
is legislative, judicial, or administrative, decision-making or execution. This research
focuses specifically on governing processes that are part of the administrative decision-
making of the 50 U.S. state governments in regards to the CCDF. Because the CCDF
strongly encourages collaborative relationships between the state administrators and
representatives of other public, nonprofit, and private organizations, there is no doubt that
these collaborative relationships will be evidenced in the data (my experience in North
Carolina would indicate that many states will have more than one set of collaborative
relationships). For the purposes of this study, these collaborative relationships will be
deemed as reaching the level of a governance network if they meet the following criteria:
(1) must include the state government and at least two other organizations, (2) the
organizations must be engaging together to make decisions about the design, goals,
management, and/or performance of part of the CCDF, and (3) all participating entities
must engage with each other (the state cannot simply be consulting with multiple entities

that do not interact with each other).

It is important to note that this decision-making (governance) network is different
than a network formed as a service delivery strategy. Following is an example from my
professional work experience in the field to illustrate the difference. In North Carolina,

one of the governance networks formed by the state child care administrator and other
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state administrators (NC administrators) responsible for the implementing the CCDF
specifically made policy decisions about how the CCDF child care resource and referral
funding and some portions of the child care quality funds would be spent, what standards
would be met, and how performance would be managed. The NC administrators invited
four nonprofit organizations and various internal members from the North Carolina
Division of Child Development to participate in the governance network (CCRR

governance network).

Three of the nonprofit organizations were part of a virtual agency that the NC
administrators had formed to manage the service delivery of child care resource and
referral services across the state. They were a virtual agency as each had its own board of
directors, its own mission, its own 501(c)(3), its own staff, its own service delivery area,
etc. They were independent of each other when not acting in the capacity of the virtual
agency, but when in that role they were referred to as the NC Child Care Resource and
Referral Council (NC Council). The Executive Director/President of each agency plus
one senior manager specializing in the area of child care resource and referral services
were the NC Council and attended the governance network meetings. | was one of the
senior managers participating in the NC Council for three years, including the year it was

first formed.

The other nonprofit organization was formed by the legislative action of the North
Carolina General Assembly to administer state funding (called Smart Start) for children
ages birth to five years old to prepare them for school. The President and some senior

managers from that organization participated in the governance network.
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During the three years that | participated, the group met every few months to
discuss goals, strategies, resources, relationships, roles, and performance regarding child
care resource and referral services across the state which included child care education
and referral for families, community outreach and awareness about the importance of
child care, analysis of community child care needs and stimulation of care to meet those
needs, and services for child care operators to improve the quality of the care they
offered. These decisions set the context and expectations for the state-wide service
delivery of child care resource and referral services through the network of nearly 70

organizations providing the services.

Thus, the governance network was comprised of four nonprofit organizations in
addition to state government representatives. The service delivery network was
comprised of nearly 70 nonprofit and public organizations. Three of the nonprofit
organizations participating in the governance network also participated in the service
delivery network. While there was overlap, the functions performed in the governance

network were clearly different than those performed in the service delivery network.

While governance networks have been characterized as self-regulating, the
literature also indicates that they must be managed. In the example above, the
governance network was managed by the state child care administrator who convened the
network, facilitated the meetings, and translated decisions of the network into official
state government actions. She both participated in the governance network and managed
it as well. The network management/meta-governance literature recognizes these actions
as those of a network manager. Below I explore the origins of meta-governance literature

and the elements of meta-governance/network management. While both the terms
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“network management” and “meta-governance” are found in the literature, I use the term
meta-governance throughout this research. When talking about the individual

responsible for managing the network, however, | use the term Network Manager.

Meta-Governance Literature

Origins of Meta-Governance Literature

Traditional public administration literature focuses on hierarchical arrangements
where managers exert power over staff that they directly supervise to accomplish the
objectives of government. Governance networks differ from this traditional scenario in
three important ways. First, the actors in the governance network represent autonomous
organizations. Not only do these actors not report directly to the public administrator, but
the actors report to someone else in their own organization. Thus, the relationship
between the public administrator and the network members is not hierarchical. Network

authors typically describe the relationship as horizontal, although not always equal.

Second, the members of the network participate because the goals of their
organization match the objectives of the government in some way. Thus, they are not
necessarily trying to achieve the government’s objectives, but rather they are
participating in a collaborative process to achieve common objectives which are difficult,

if not impossible to achieve on their own.

Finally, in the case of federal block grant implementation at the state level (as
examined here), the members of the governance network are not simply participating in
decisions about how to carry out established policies. Instead, they are engaged with the

state in the policy co-formation process discussed earlier in this chapter (see Figure 2.1).
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As policy co-formation was not a function of public administrators in the traditional

literature, there is no discussion of the manager’s role in that process.

In the traditional public administration literature, Gulick (1937 in Shafritz et. al.
2004) developed the acronym POSDCORB to represent the set of key administrative
tasks faced by every public manager. These tasks are: planning, organizing, staffing,
directing, co-ordinating, reporting, and budgeting. Agranoff and McGuire asked, “Is
there a POSDCORB equivalent set of tasks that replaces the standard planning,
organizing, and so forth?” (1999, p. 298) in network management. Their answer is ‘yes’
and they identify the four required managing actions for networks as: activation, framing,
mobilizing, and synthesizing. Authors writing more recently about network governance
have added a fifth dimension — anchoring — referring to the need to ensure that network
governance supports democratic principles. Finally, | add a sixth dimension | call
“transferring” to represent the new knowledge produced in the network and the process
by which that new knowledge is distributed to and enriches the network organizations
and other government functions. Essentially this can be seen as the mechanism for

distributing the product of the network.

Elements of Meta-Governance

Anchoring, activating, framing, mobilizing, synthesizing, and transferring thus
constitute the necessary “strategic attempts to manage (not control!) on-going interaction
processes between the actors in networks” (Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008, p. 200). While

authors studying the issue of meta-governance do not always use these terms specifically,
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their descriptions of meta-governance functions can be aligned with these terms as

illustrated in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Elements of Meta-Governance

Elements

Description (Authors)

Anchoring

-democratic (Mathur & Skelcher, 2007; Sorenson & Torfing, 2008)

- facilitating participatory governance or deliberative democracy to increase
citizen involvement (Koliba & Meek, 2008)

-creating internal processes that build a learning democracy (Hansen, 2008) or
discursive democracy (Dryzek, 2008)

-building external legitimacy (Provan & Kenis, 2007)

-creating accountability (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004)

Activating

-activation (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999; Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004)
-identifying stakeholders and potential participants (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001;
Provan & Kenis, 2007)

-identifying their skills, knowledge, and resources (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001;
Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008; McGuire, 2006)

-identifying their competencies (Provan & Kenis, 2007)

-building coalitions (Keast et. al, 2004; Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008)

-buffering from external shocks (Provan & Kenis, 2007)

Framing

-framing (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999; Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004)
-establishing rules, values, and norms (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999; McGuire,
2006)

-balancing efficiency and inclusive decision-making (Provan & Kenis, 2007)

Mobilizing

-mobilizing (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999)

-developing a set of common objectives based on the strategic whole (Agranoff
& McGuire, 1999; McGuire, 2006)

-creating goal consensus (Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008; Provan & Kenis, 2007)
-aligning values and creating incentives (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004)
-increasing self-regulating capacity (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008)

Synthesizing

-synthesizing (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999)

-lowering interaction costs between network participants by creating an
environment that reduces conflict (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999)
-spanning boundaries (McGuire, 2006)

-building trust (Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008; Provan & Kenis, 2007)
-building relationships (Keast et. al, 2004; Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008)

Transferring

-capturing innovation and sharing knowledge (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004)
-producing knowledge jointly (Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008)

57




Anchoring
The focus of this meta-governance action is to ensure that the network has a

secure democratic anchoring. Authors focusing on this aspect of meta-governance
(Dryzek, 2008; Hansen, 2008; Koliba & Meek, 2008; Sorenson & Torfing, 2008) remind
us that networks may or may not contribute to a stronger democracy depending on how
they operate. Provan and Kenis (2007) indicate that in addition to building legitimate
processes within the network, the network manager must also ensure that externally the
work of the group is seen as legitimate. Finally, Goldsmith and Eggers (2004) focus on
ensuring the legitimacy of the network through measures of accountability. Each of these

concepts is discussed below.

On the one hand, networked governance can be seen as impeding democracy or
even compromising the legitimacy of government. Sorenson and Torfing (2008) point
out that from the perspective of pure liberal democratic theories, network governance is a
threat to democracy because it blurs the border between the state and the public sphere
and does not ensure equality of representation. Dryzek (2008) and Hansen (2008) concur
that from a purist perspective governance networks cannot be seen as legitimate
democratic mechanisms. They both point to a flip side, however, where governance
networks have the potential to promote democratic ideals through greater citizen
participation in government decision-making (participatory governance), by creating an
environment where individuals from diverse backgrounds listen to each other’s points of
view and learn from each other (deliberative democracy), or simply by creating more
rounds of discussion by more individuals about the issues at hand (discursive
democracy). As Dryzek (2008) concludes, the discourse in networks can either

contribute to discursive democracy through engagement that “proceeds according to
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principles of respect, reciprocity, and equality in the capacity to raise and challenge
points” or it can undermine democracy “if it proceeds in terms of propaganda,

manipulation, spin, and public relations” (p. 273).

Provan and Kenis (2007) remind us that while internal legitimacy is important,
external legitimacy is equally so. They indicate that the network must have a single
“face” that entities outside the network perceive as a representative of the whole.
Without this single representative, those outside of the network will doubt that the group
really is working together in a unified manner. Provan and Kenis identify the tension
created between internal and external legitimacy as a significant tension for network
managers because the network members may not feel adequately represented by a single
face or they may feel that the power balance within the network is tilted toward that

representative. Provan and Kenis identify this as a challenge with no easy solution.

As discussed in Chapter 1, accountability is a key cornerstone in the legitimacy of
government. Governance networks muddy the accountability waters by introducing
nongovernmental organizations into government decision-making. Goldsmith and
Eggers (2004) note an inherent tension between the typical accountability mechanisms
and the strength in flexibility that networks are said to provide: “traditional accountability
mechanisms, which rely on process standardization, clash with the very purpose of the
network: to provide a decentralized, flexible, individualized, and creative response to a
public problem” (p. 123). Goldsmith and Eggers identify a number of meta-governance
strategies that are key to ensuring accountability: setting goals, aligning values, building

trust, structuring incentives and sharing risk, measuring network performance, and
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managing change. Each of these is discussed within the Agranoff and McGuire meta-

governance categories discussed next.

Thus, when governance networks have been formed in democracies, mechanisms
must exist that ensure the development and operation of the network supports, rather than
undermines, democracy. Anchoring actions create a foundational expectation upon
which all the other meta-governance actions function. Strategies used within each of the
other meta-governance actions to develop and support the governance network may

either enrich or impede democracy.

The elements of activating, framing, mobilizing, and synthesizing have been
under study for more than ten years. They all focus on both the formation of the network
and on-going management strategies to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the
network. Provan and Kennis (2007) identify an inherent tension between the legitimacy
functions and efficiency, which if not managed well can diminish network effectiveness.
While all four functions of activating, framing, mobilizing, and synthesizing are part of
the on-going management of networks, only activating and framing are identified by

Agranoff and McGuire (2001) as facilitating network formation.

Activating
Activating is essentially the process of identifying which organizations have the

needed resources for an effective network and helping those organizations come together
in a productive way. This includes the identification of: the stakeholders and potential
participants (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Provan & Kenis, 2007), their skills, knowledge
and resources (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008; McGuire, 2006),

and their competencies (Provan & Kenis, 2007). Identification of the organizations and
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their capacities helps the network manager understand what she must do to assist in the
building of coalitions (Keast et. al., 2004; Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008). It also reveals
where the network may be susceptible to external shocks which could destabilize it.
Buffering against these external shocks (Provan & Kenis, 2007) is another role of the
network manager. Goldsmith and Eggers (2004) indicate that network activation also
includes the identification and application of government resources such as money,
rhetoric, people, technology, and authority. They indicate that most networks fail
because the resources needed, including the appropriate groups, were not properly

identified at the outset.

Framing
Framing involves influencing and establishing the rules, values, and norms that

govern network interactions and decision-making processes (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001,
McGuire, 2006). Goldsmith and Eggers (2004) indicate that appropriate government
expression of these expectations helps organizations understand if they are culturally and
operationally compatible with the network being formed. Organizations may either opt
out if they perceive the incompatibility to be too great or form coalitions to increase
compatibility. Provan and Kenis (2007) indicate that in establishing the rules, values, and
norms the network manager must be cognizant in balancing the need for administrative
efficiency with the need for inclusiveness. This may include who gets to participate in

the discussion and how the decision-process is structured.
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Mobilizing
Mobilizing is the process by which the network manager induces “individuals to

make a commitment to the joint undertaking—and to keep that commitment” (Agranoff
& McGuire, 2001, p. 300). Given that networks are formed precisely because
organizations need to work together to achieve a common purpose that they could not
achieve by themselves, it may seem odd that it is a role of the network manager to assure
that this actually happens. In reality, however, the participating organizations will
continue to face unilateral pressures to achieve their own goals and thus a facilitator is
needed to help them create goal consensus (Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008; Provan & Kenis,
2007) and develop common objectives based on a view of the whole (Agranoff &
McGuire, 1999; McGuire, 2006). The process helps the network actors to align values
(Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004) and may involved incentives (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004).
Ultimately mobilizing helps the network members increase their self-regulating capacity
(Sorenson & Torfing, 2008).
Synthesizing

Agranoff and McGuire (2001) characterize the synthesizing function as lowering
interaction costs between network participants by creating an environment that reduces
conflict. McGuire (2006) indicates that this often requires a network manager who is a
boundary spanner. That is, the network manager needs to understand the languages and
cultures of the many different kinds of organizations participating in the network and
help each organization understand the others better. This process builds relationships
between organizations (Keast et. al, 2004; Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008) which leads to

increased trust among network members (Klijn & Edelenbos, 2008; Provan & Kenis,
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2007). Trust among network members is identified as a key element of network success

by virtually every network governance author.

Transferring
The term “transferring” originates in the knowledge transfer literature which

indicates that: “Transfer is a mechanism for getting knowledge in the form of learning,
research discoveries, technology, or policy to a point where it can be used. It is a bridge
between where the knowledge originates and where it will be applied” (Oliver, 2009, p.
64). Such a bridge is needed to connect the policy answers developed by networks to the
actions of governments and partner agencies.

This element of meta-governance is not discussed much in the literature. Two
authors in the meta-governance literature address two different stages of this process.
Klijn and Edelenbos (2008) identify the need to help network members jointly produce
knowledge. This involves helping the members decide what counts as knowledge.
Because members may come from different fields, this can be a significant issue. Once
the group has agreed upon the new knowledge or innovation, there is a need to
disseminate this information across the network and to infuse it into the practices of

relevant organizations, including the government (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004).

Situating this Study within the Meta-Governance Literature

Much of the meta-governance literature discusses the issue in terms of roles of the
network manager and this dissertation reflects that angle in its presentation of the issue.
This study focuses on these meta-governance roles not as they relate to a specific person
and the skill sets of that person, but as part of an institutional process. Sorenson and

Torfing (2008) identify this view of meta-governance as part of Integration Theory.
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Integration Theory focuses meta-governance on the building of the identities and
capacities of individuals in the network. Identities are reinforced “through the shaping of
institutional rules, norms and logics of appropriateness within the self-governing
networks; through the production of specific forms of knowledge; through story telling
about ‘best practices’; through a forceful campaigning of specific frames of meaning; and
through the construction of symbols and rituals” (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008, p. 175).
Capabilities of network participants are built up and balanced through “the strategic
shaping and transformation of political rights” (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008, p. 176). The
goal of these efforts is to create the values of a democratic political system within the
network where network members respect each other, experience reciprocity and
community, feel interdependent, are able to influence but not dominate, and feel a
responsibility to “mobilize all their powers to withstand the illegitimate use of public
power” (Sorenson & Torfing, 2008, p. 177). Thus, this study attempts to understand
what mechanisms have been built into the government systems to guide the meta-

governance functions present in CCDF policy co-formation at the state level.

Utilization of Evaluation and Performance Data

As discussed in Chapter 1, while the 1990s brought lasting “reform” movements
introducing formal “managing for results” initiatives to both the federal and state
governments, government use of performance information is not guaranteed. Research
on the GPRA and the Government Performance Project (GPP) both note an increase in
transparency and accountability as performance information is reported out. This
research also indicates, however, that results are mixed on whether governments use the

performance information to actually manage program performance or inform future

64



decisions. Encouragingly the GPP research has shown an increase in the number of state

governments managing for results from 2000 to 2005 to 2008 (Moynihan, 2007).

While “managing for results” has become the catch-phrase since the 1990s, the
concern about use of data to improve program performance long predates this movement.
Since the 1970s, professionals in the evaluation field have been studying the utilization of
evaluation. Early studies were focused on instrumental utilization — evidence of direct
use of evaluations in decision-making. Most of these researchers were disappointed with
the level of utilization found. As the field progressed, however, the study of utilization
became more nuanced, including different types of utilization and different
methodologies for uncovering use. Although talking about performance management,
Hatry et. al. (2005) identify a common problem in uncovering use — managers use some
information unconsciously and sometimes they simply cannot recall what information

they have used in making a particular decision.

With these caveats in mind, this section explores the utilization of performance
data through the evaluation utilization and performance management literatures.
Definitions of utilization, types of data and use, factors affecting utilization, the
relationship between governance networks and performance data use, utilization by state
child care administrators, and situating the dissertation in the utilization literature are

discussed.

Defining Utilization

Defining evaluation utilization began about four decades ago and has been

continually shaped through reflection, synthesis, analysis, and reworking of conceptions
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of both evaluators and scholars. Defining utilization requires first an agreement of what
constitutes use. Then, the nuances of use must be explored for different categories or
kinds. A brief summary of the evolution of “use” is provided here.

Leviton and Hughes (1981) are frequently cited as the first authors to
systematically classify use. They summarize and synthesize evaluation utilization
research done before them to create criteria for what counts as “use” and then categorize
it into three groups: instrumental, conceptual, and persuasive. They caution, however,
against trying to categorize a particular evaluation into a particular kind of “use.” They
indicate that an evaluation should be thought of as a “reference work” that may be used a

variety of different ways at different times.

First, they indicate that an evaluation can only be considered as “used” if two
criteria are met: (1) there has been serious discussion about the evaluation findings and an
attempt to relate them to a policy or program issue and (2) there is evidence that
individuals engaged in policy or program activities would have acted differently in the
absence of the information received. They indicate that reading of an evaluation report is

not “use.”

Leviton and Hughes go on to define instrumental, conceptual, and persuasive use.
Instrumental use involves the action of decision-making and requires documentation.
Conceptual use may also inform decision-making, but is not documented. Leviton and
Hughes indicate that operationalizing instrumental vs. conceptual use in practice is
problematic and the line between them is often blurred. Persuasive use is the legitimation
of intended actions with evaluation findings. Some scholars have criticized this as

political ammunition while others consider it a legitimate use.
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In 1998 Johnson evaluated a number of studies and created what he calls a meta-
model of evaluation utilization which reconceptualizes the Leviton and Hughes
categories of use into instrumental, conceptual (enlightenment), symbolic, and process
use. Instrumental remains essentially the same as in the Leviton and Hughes definition,
except that users may now claim use without being able to document it. Conceptual use
has now been transformed to the concept of enlightenment advocated by Weiss which
refers to an accretion of knowledge over time where evaluation findings influence a
decision-maker’s conceptual processing of the issue. Symbolic use replaces the term
persuasive, but represents essentially the same concept — use for political self-interest.
Finally, process use is added to the categories to reflect the experiential learning of
participants engaged in the evaluation process. It represents behavioral and cognitive

changes that result from the process of evaluation.

A review of Patton’s 2008 book Utilization-Focused Evaluation indicates that the

definition of use has not changed in the decade that has passed since Johnson’s
reconceptualization. Instrumental, conceptual/enlightenment, symbolic, and process uses
all continue to be the most recognized categories. Patton does, however, add two more
categories of use to the list: imposed use and mechanical use. He presents these types of
use as less than desirable, but none-the-less types of observed use. Imposed use occurs
when one organization or level of government requires another organization or level of
government to use evaluation findings in the implementation of a program. Typically
these evaluation findings are from a different, but related, program. Patton discusses the
proliferation of “evidence-based practices” as one such imposed use. Patton indicates

that mechanical use has emerged from compliance activities requiring evaluation and
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then use. Here, the issue is that the organization for which the evaluation is conducted is
not interested in improving their program, but rather only complying with the external
requirements of a funder. While the results may be used, they are implemented without

the careful consideration that would accompany instrumental use.

Patton (2008) also provides a discussion of misuse and nonuse. In regards to
nonuse, Patton indicates that there are instances in which nonuse is justified “because of
weak evidence, a late report, poor evaluator performance, or other failures of the
evaluator to adhere to the profession’s standards and principles” (p. 106). On the other
hand, political nonuse and “calculated resistance” or “aggressive nonuse” (p.106) are
inappropriate. Essentially these two types of nonuse represent intentionally ignoring and
sometimes attempting to discredit the evaluation work because it does not support a
preferred action. Intentional misuse is similar to this second kind of nonuse. Intentional
misuse occurs when the findings are misrepresented or selectively used to pursue
particular opportunities. Unintentional misuse is unfortunate, and Patton indicates largely

preventable, but it can have damaging results none-the-less.

The preceding body of work focuses on the use of evaluations rather than the use
of performance measurement data, but both evaluations and performance measurement
systems are intended to produce information to improve programs. Performance
measurement data is designed primary for instrumental use. Thus discussions of use in
the performance arena focus on specific types of instrumental use. Types of performance
data and use identified by Hatry et. al. (2005), Moynihan (2007), Poister (2004), and

Wholey (2001) are examined next.
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Types of Performance Data and Types of Instrumental Use

Hatry et. al. (2005), Moynihan (2007), and Wholey (2001) provide similar
descriptions of instrumental utilization in government administrative agencies and
nonprofit organizations although they classify them differently. Table 2.4 groups their
classifications of instrumental use into seven categories borrowing descriptors from each
of the authors. Hatry et. al.’s descriptions derive from case studies of outcome use in
sixteen federal programs. Moynihan’s descriptions, on the other hand, derive from a
Government Performance Project (GPP) study of how state and local governments collect
and use performance data. Wholey’s descriptions are not gleaned from a specific study,
but rather an accumulation of observations across studies of government and nonprofit
organizations.

While not included in the table, Poister (2004) also contributes to the discussion
but rather than explicitly examining uses, he examines the types of data that could be
collected. 1 situate his eight types of data by implied use within the seven types of
performance measure use. These data are: resources (inputs), outputs, productivity,
efficiency, service quality, outcomes, cost-effectiveness, and customer satisfaction. Each

data type is described in the text below.
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Table 2.4: Types of Performance Data Use

Types Moynihan (2007) Hatry et. al. (2005) Wholey (2001)
Improve Service Create process Fix programmatic Improve service delivery
Delivery improvements and problems and effectiveness

reveal productivity

Develop corrective actions

Provide Motivation

Performance
contracting — tie
incentives to
performance

Create rewards and
punishments for program
managers and grantees

Create incentives

Increase Capacity

Modify structures and
rules

Fix operational problems

Develop training and
technical assistance

Modify goals and strategies

Generate questions for
deeper exploration through
evaluation

Support Resource

Demonstrate program

Set priorities, allocate

End unproductive activities

Allocation distress resources, set targets,
justify funds, determine
grant awards, terminate
programs

Identify Best Identify effective

Practices strategies and promote

their use

Increase Public
Accountability

Increase transparency to
public and elected
officials

Public accountability

Increase stakeholder and
public confidence

Create Systemic
Change

Recommend policy or
regulatory changes

Support policy-making

Improve Service Delivery
Performance indicators may reveal problems in program design or processes

which managers can fix. They may also reveal implementation problems such as low

productivity or low program effectiveness. If managers are sure that the problems do not

reside in design, they can require the creation of corrective action plans to ameliorate the

problems.

Process problems are typically revealed through data that capture what Poister

calls dimensions of service quality: “timeliness, turnaround time, accuracy, thoroughness,
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accessibility, convenience, courtesy, and safety” (2004, p. 100). These data are
frequently compared to standards that reflect agency or program expectations for how
customers will be treated, the rights that customers have, and the expectation that the
service will be performed well. Customer satisfaction measures provide the same kinds

of data except results are measured against the customers’ expectations.

Program design or implementation problems may be revealed by comparing
resources, output, outcome, and service quality measures. Resources are the number and
kinds of inputs required to produce results. Outputs provide information on the number
of service units provided, while outcomes answer the “so what?” question by
demonstrating desired results. Logic models are used to indicate the resources (inputs),
processes and strategies needed to produce the desired results. If the desired results are
not being achieved, measures of resources, outputs, and program quality (processes) can
help to determine either where there are problems in the logic model, i.e. the theory of

change does not work as expected, or where there are problems of implementation.

Program design and implementation problems may also be revealed through a
comparison of resources, productivity, and cost-effectiveness. Poister describes
productivity as the rate of output per specific unit of resource. For example, the
expectation may be that one person can provide services to a caseload of 300 customers.
This rate of service assumes an average amount of time spent with each customer. If the
time spent with each customer is greater than expected, fewer customers per staff
member will be served. Cost-effectiveness is a similar measure but it compares outcomes
to overall costs creating a cost per outcome. When productivity and cost-effectiveness do

not meet expectations, the question is whether this is because the resources are not being
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used appropriately (implementation issues) or because there is a flaw in the design of the
program. Perhaps the clients have more needs or a lower skill level than anticipated
requiring a larger investment of time — this would indicate a needed alteration of program
design rather than additional staff training or creation of incentives. If the problems are
deemed to be at the implementation level, then actions can be taken to build capacity or

create better incentives for performance.

Provide Motivation
Outcomes that demonstrate performance may provide the transparency needed to

recognize and celebrate that high performance or to create incentives. Hatry et. al. (2005)
found that some federal programs create rewards or punishments based on outcome
indicators. Examples indicate that this use can be applied to both the main administrative
agency and agencies receiving grant/contract funding to implement services. In fact,
Moynihan (2007) found that states and local governments used performance-based
contracting to create incentives to meet particular service benchmarks or targets.

While the end result (outcome) is always important, the way that those services
are provided are frequently important as well, especially when we are talking about how
governments provide services to their citizens. Incentives are likely to be based on per
unit measures such as productivity, cost-effectiveness, and efficiency, but measures of
service quality and/or customer service may also be important to ensure service
philosophies are met. Poister describes efficiency as the ratio of outputs to the collective
monetary costs of production. Essentially it is similar to cost-effectiveness except it

focuses on outputs instead of outcomes.
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Increase Capacity
This category refers to the identification of problems at a deeper level than service

delivery. The identification of these deeper problems helps the organization increase its
capacity both to measure performance and deliver improved services. Wholey indicates
that performance indicators may reveal that a modification of goals or strategies is
needed to achieve the desired outcome. On the other hand he notes that while the
performance indicators may be able to identify the problem, more data may be needed to
inform the solution. Such data may be collected through a program evaluation. Hatry et.
al. and Moynihan indicate that the problems may be situated structurally requiring
operational, structural, or rule changes to improve performance. Hatry et. al. also note
that staff may require technical assistance or training to improve performance.

As described under Improve Service Delivery, a comparison across resources,
output, outcome, and service quality measures or resources, productivity, and cost-
effectiveness can reveal implementation problems which may require a capacity-building
solution. They may also indicate program design problems which require fundamental
changes to goals and strategies. Finally, they may suggest the need for additional data

gathering to better inform a solution.

Support Resource Allocation
Considering that federal agencies are supposed to use performance data to inform

their planning and budgeting, it would be a surprise if this category did not appear.
Nonetheless, the study by Hatry et al. (2005) does reveal that agencies vary in how
performance data inform their budgeting process. Some use it to set priorities and
allocate resources, some to set targets, some to justify funds, and some to determine grant

awards. Moynihan (2007) indicates that while there is frequently much discussion about
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using performance data to reward programs with more funding, this rarely happens in
practice. Instead, government respondents in the GPP study indicated that the primary
role of performance data in the budget process was to demonstrate program distress and
thus the need for more funding.

When agencies or programs compete for resources, they often attempt to
demonstrate their “bang for the buck” especially in terms that can be easily compared to
other programs. Data demonstrating productivity, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness do
this best because they are per unit measures. On the other hand, if the resource allocation
process is a results-based system, then whether or not funding is received may be based

on the program outcomes/desired results — the data that answers the “so what?”” question.

Identify Best Practices
This category focuses on programs that have many different implementers such as

grantees or lower levels of government. Here, the outcomes reveal where particular
strategies are more or less effective. This information can then be used by the primary
administrative agency to promote particular practices across grantees. Outcomes are the
primary guide for selecting the programs representing “best practices,” but measures of
resources, outputs, and service quality are also needed to ensure accurate replication of

the program.

Increase Public Accountability
As discussed in Chapter 1, performance data developed in response to the

reinventing government movements at both the federal and state levels frequently
resulted in regular accountability reports to the public. While these reports increase
transparency and public trust in government, they do not by themselves alter any

government processes or improve program performance. These reports may include any
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or all of the seven types of data that Poister (2004) describes depending on the

importance stakeholders have placed on these measures.

Create Systemic Change
This category indicates that it is beyond the power of the administrative agency to

make the change needed to improve program performance. The manager can still take
action, but that action is to recommend a policy change or regulatory change that would
enable the program to attain the desired outcomes. While outcome data are important,
the other six types of data described by Poister would be useful in guiding the discussions
as well.

Thus, performance data have many powerful potential uses. The question

remains, however, what determines if the data are actually used?

Factors Affecting Utilization

As in the preceding section, two bodies of literature are examined to determine
what factors encourage use of performance improving research — performance
management research and evaluation utilization research. Like efforts to define
evaluation utilization, efforts to assess reasons for use have been in place since the
1970’s. Performance management literature, however, has emerged primarily in the last
ten years as initiators of managing for results began to assess the extent to which these
new strategies actually resulted in programmatic change. The performance management

literature is explored first.
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Performance Management

The literature on the barriers to use of performance data in administrative
agencies focuses on characteristics of the potential users, characteristics of the data and
data systems (called performance information systems), and characteristics of the
environment. Hatry et. al. (2005), Poister (2004), and Wholey (2001) provide insights
into these challenges based on their respective research and practice. Hatry et. al. are
focused on use by managers in federal agencies, while Poister and Wholey are focused on
use by managers in nonprofit agencies and government at all levels.

Characteristics of the Potential Users. Hatry et. al. and Wholey indicate that

managers do not always know how to translate what they have learned from performance
indicators into action, because they may be unsure what kinds of changes the results
imply. Wholey indicates that the managers may need training. Hatry et. al. point out that
even when managers do know what kinds of changes should happen, they may not have
either the authority or the motivation to make the changes. Poister, on the other hand,
points to problems caused by unrealistic expectations about what performance

management systems can deliver.

Characteristics of the Data and Data Systems. Collecting valid, meaningful data

can be a challenging enterprise. Poister points out that data sources are often constrained.
Much of the data the government collects regularly is administrative data inputted to
support direct service delivery. This data may not provide the answers that the managers
are seeking. These data may not be of the quality desired as the front line staff inputting
the data are focused on delivery a service rather than data quality. If rigorous quality

assurance procedures -- like staff training and regular review of data -- are not in place,
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the data can suffer from serious flaws and significant data may be missing. Gathering the
additional data needed may require investment of more resources that could otherwise be

directed to service delivery.

Hatry et. al. indicate that the existing data may not be at the level of detail needed.
This may result from data systems that cannot capture the detail through the inputting
process or cannot cross-reference the data when exported from the system. In some cases
the data system may permit extracting information in great detail but with the sacrifice of
time, producing information long past the time that it could have been useful (Hatry et.
al., 2005). Poister calls these issues problems with data processing capacity. The

technology may be outdated or simply inappropriate for the task at hand.

Finally, Wholey notes that inappropriate data is often the result of inappropriate
measures. Sometimes the measures do not answer the needed questions and therefore the
data collected to support them could be timely and of high quality, but still useless for
informing management decisions. These inappropriate measures are sometimes the result
of lack of knowledge, but other times they are the result of disagreements about goals,
theories of change, or appropriate strategies for delivery of services. The disagreement

creates an environment of ambiguity making measure creation difficult.

Characteristics of the Environment. Finally, every manager works in a broader

environment and is influenced by what is going on around him. Hatry et. al. indicate that
the manager may not act on performance data because he fears reprisal for highlighting
program weaknesses. This fear may result from the politics surrounding the organization

or the politics within it (Wholey, 2001).
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It is perhaps not surprising to note that performance management research and
evaluation utilization research reveal some similarities in factors that encourage or
discourage use of data to improve performance. The characteristics of potential users,
characteristics of data and data systems, and characteristics of the environment discussed
in the performance management literature appear under the guise of decision context and
evaluation implementation in the evaluation utilization literature. This topic is explored

next.

Evaluation Utilization

Cousins and Leithwood (1986) provide the seminal study of evaluation utilization
through their classification of fifteen years of empirical research into twelve factors
affecting use — six factors associated with evaluation implementation and six factors
associated with the decision environment. These twelve factors are discussed below.

The six factors associated with evaluation implementation affecting use are:
evaluation quality, credibility, relevance, communication quality, findings, and
timeliness. Evaluation quality refers to the methods and rigor of the evaluation.
Credibility refers to the appropriateness of the evaluation criteria and believability of the
evaluator. Relevance references how well the evaluation meets the information needs of
the decision-makers. Communication quality encompasses both the clarity of the report
and the breadth of dissemination. Findings may influence use depending on whether they
are positive or negative, consistent with expectations, and whether they are viewed as
valuable for decision-making. Timeliness indicates that the results were received when

decision-makers needed them.
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The six factors associated with the decision environment encompass
characteristics of the organization, characteristics of the individual, and other contextual
characteristics both inside and outside of the organization. These six factors are:
information needs, decision characteristics, political climate, competing information,
personal characteristics, and commitment and/or receptiveness to evaluation.
Information needs pertains to the number of intended audiences, their pressures, and the
type of information they are seeking. Decision characteristics refer to the types,
significance, and program area of the decisions the evaluation is intended to inform.
Political climate encompasses the relationship between the commissioner of the
evaluation and the evaluand, the dependence of the evaluand on external sponsors, and
other power struggles. Competing information refers to the extent to which other data or
observations provide insight beyond the evaluation. Personal characteristics include
aspects of the decision-maker’s information processing style, role in the organization,
experience, etc. Commitment and/or receptiveness to evaluation reflects the attitudes

toward evaluation of the decision-maker and the organization in which he resides.

Nearly twenty years later, Johnson, Greenseid, Toal, King, Lawrenz and VVolkov
(2005) replicated the Cousins and Leithwood classifications using the empirical research
that picks up where the earlier authors left off. Thus, these two studies classify the
findings of more than 100 empirical studies between 1971 and 2005. Johnson et. al.
(2005) found that the Cousins and Leithwood classification largely withstands the test of
time. They added one characteristic (evaluator competence) to the evaluation

implementation category. They indicate that this characteristic is different than evaluator
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credibility in that it focuses specifically on the evaluator’s leadership style in the

evaluation rather than the choices the evaluator makes.

Johnson et. al. also found it necessary to create one new category — stakeholder
involvement. More than half of the empirical studies in the Johnson et. al. examination
focused on issues of stakeholder involvement demonstrating growth in the
conceptualization of factors affecting use over the years. They created nine
characteristics of stakeholder involvement which largely mirror the characteristics of the

original two Cousins and Leithwood categories.

Evidence presented in the two studies of factors affecting utilization is compared
in Table 2.5. The categories and characteristics are drawn directly from the
classifications provided in each study. | characterize the effects the authors found of each
characteristic based on their textual descriptions. Because each characteristic actually
represents multiple constructs, it is difficult to represent the relationships found with one
or two words particularly where the sub-relationships go in opposite directions. This
scenario is represented as Relationship Exists. For example, under Decision
Characteristics Cousins and Leithwood report that evaluation use was high for certain
kinds of programmatic decisions and low for certain others. They also found that certain
kinds of schools tended to use evaluation results, while other kinds of schools did not.
All of these findings indicate that a relationship exists between decision characteristics

and use, but the direction of the relationship varies based on the particular characteristics.
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Table 2.5: Factors Affecting Evaluation Utilization

Categories Cousins and Leithwood Johnson et. al. (2005)
Characteristics (1986)

# of Effects # of Effects

Studies Studies

Evaluation Implementation
Evaluation Quality 27 Mixed 6 Mostly Positive
Credibility 18 Mostly positive 4 Mixed
Relevance 18 Mostly positive 6 Mixed
Communication Quality 22 Inconclusive 11 Mostly Positive
Findings 19 Mostly Positive 6 Mixed
Timeliness 8 Mostly Positive 7 Mostly Positive
Evaluator Competence (NA) (NA) 6 Positive
Decision Environment
Information Needs 12 Relationship Exists 2 Positive
Decision Characteristics 24 Relationship Exists 5 Relationship Exists
Political Climate 10 Mostly Positive 6 Positive
Competing Information 14 Mostly Negative 3 Mixed
Personal Characteristics 23 Inconclusive 9 Relationship Exists
Commitment/Receptiveness to 15 Mostly Positive 8 Mostly Positive
Evaluation
Stakeholder Involvement
Involvement with Commitment/ 14 Positive
Receptiveness to Evaluation
Involvement with Communication 5 Positive
Quality
Direct Stakeholder Involvement 4 Positive
Involvement w!th C-I’ed-lbl|l'[y i B o Ts Saudy 4 Mostly Pos!t!ve
Involvement with Findings 4 Mostly Positive
Involvement with Relevance 4 Mostly Positive
Involvement with Personal 2 Inconclusive
Characteristics
Involvement with Decision 1 Positive
Characteristics
Involvement with Information Needs 1 Positive

The relationship is characterized as Mixed when some of the sub-variables

demonstrate a relationship but others yield conflicting findings or no relationship. On the

other hand, the relationship is characterized as Inconclusive when conflicting findings

exist on all sub-variables. Many characteristics demonstrated positive relationships to

use where more of the variable was associated with more use. The characteristics labeled
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as Positive were represented by studies that all indicated a positive relationship, while
those labeled as Mostly Positive were represented primarily by studies that indicated a
positive relationship, but also by studies that indicated a negative relationship or no
relationship. Finally, the label Mostly Negative was assigned to one characteristic where
the research tended to indicate that the characteristic and use moved in opposite

directions but not all studies confirmed this direction.

Cousins and Leithwood found that the strongest evidence of evaluation use was
indicated when six factors were present. These include an appropriate methodological
approach, decisions were significant, evaluation findings mirrored expectations, users
participated in the evaluation process, data was deemed relevant by users, and there was
minimal conflicting information from other sources. Johnson et. al., on the other hand,
found that stakeholder involvement was a key facilitator for evaluation use. They state:
“More than just involvement by stakeholders or decision-makers alone, however, the
findings from this literature review suggest that engagement, interaction, and
communication between evaluation clients and evaluators is key to maximizing the use of

the evaluation in the long run” (Johnson et. al., 2005, p. 389).

Patton (2008) reiterates the importance of engaging stakeholders —who he calls

primary intended users-- in the evaluation process:

“In essence, research and my own experience indicate that intended users are
more likely to use evaluation if they understand and feel ownership of the
evaluation process and findings; they are more likely to understand and feel
ownership if they’ve been actively involved; and by actively involving primary
intended users, the evaluator is training users in use, preparing the ground-work
for use, and reinforcing the intended utility of the evaluation every step along the
way” (p. 38).
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Given these strong words about the power of engaged stakeholders in utilization
facilitation, it begs the question how networked governance could affect evaluation use or
performance management in governments? Although research in this area is limited, it is

explored next.

Governance Networks and Performance Data Usage

While there is a growing body of governance network literature regarding the
measurement of outcomes of governance networks, there is not much research focusing
on the relationship between governance networks and performance management systems

or performance data usage. Research from Imperial (2005) is presented here.

Imperial (2005) specifically examines the relationship between governance
networks and performance management through his study of three environmental
watershed networks. His 100 interviews lead him to conclude that governance networks
and performance management are mutually reinforcing activities. He found that the
collaboration inherent in governance networks contributes to performance management
by generating information, enhancing performance management systems, and promoting
information sharing and encouraging performance management. Essentially the network
brings more resources to the table than a single organization possesses — more
comprehensive information and more technical resources. In addition, as a collaborative
team the organizations jointly produce outcomes that they could not produce alone.
Alone they may have resisted being measured on a particular outcome because their

service only partially contributed to success. Together, however, they are willing to
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acknowledge that their joint efforts largely contribute to change and thus can and should

be measured together.

Similarly, Imperial (2005) identifies performance management as a meta-
governance tool for promoting collaboration in a governance network: “Performance
management serves a steering function by improving communication among actions,
coordinating actors, and integrating policies such that each organization advances
common shared goals and objectives” (p. 402). Although he does not use these terms, his
descriptions of performance management in networks indicate that they contribute to the

meta-governance actions of framing, mobilizing, synthesizing, and transferring.

Performance management contributes to these functions primarily by increasing
communication. The process of deciding on which performance measures are
appropriate can highlight conflicting values, understandings, and priorities, but also
points of convergence. This discussion ensures that network participants explicitly agree
upon goals and understand their roles in working toward those goals. The repeated
interactions to produce performance measures and the transparency of monitoring
progress toward the measures help the organizations build trust. Performance monitoring
can also lead to peer pressure between organizations that helps to move activities
forward. To the extent that the measures create a shared sense of purpose, they can also
motivate joint action. Performance management provides a source of group
accountability by explicitly articulating shared risks and shared benefits. It also provides
a source of information for celebrating successes and pointing toward areas for

improvement.
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It is easy to see how these governance network interactions could produce
programs that are more “evaluable” according to Wholey’s (2004) standards. That is,
program goals and information needs are well defined, the goals are feasible, data can be
obtained at reasonable cost, and the intended users have agreed on how the information
will be used (Wholey, 2004). Because the governance network creates conversation
among participating parties, they must come to agreement on these issues sooner rather

than later in the life of the program.

Likewise, the processes noted by Imperial (2005) appear to encompass many of
the strategies noted by Poister (2004) for developing effective performance measurement
systems. Many of Poister’s recommendations involve increased communication and
stakeholder participation, which are built-in components of the governance network. If
the governance network is party to the decision-making on the performance measurement
system, then their conversations should result in realistic expectations about the system,
measures appropriate to their needs, and an understanding of why the particular measures

have been chosen.

Having explored the broad literatures of performance management and evaluation
utilization, it is time to look at research specific to the population under examination in

this proposal — the state child care administrators.

Research Utilization by State Child Care Administrators

While there is no reason to believe that state child care administrators or the
departments in which they reside would be more or less inclined to use evaluation or

performance data, it is none-the-less comforting to find a study that situates their usage.

85



In 1998, the Child Care Bureau commissioned the Oregon Child Care Research
Partnership (OCCRP) to study the research utilization of state child care administrators in
regard to their decision-making for the CCDF. OCCRP collected data through surveys
and focus groups, obtaining 47 responses from 38 identified states and territories and 8
unidentified states/territories. The survey asked “To what extent do you think the child
care policy decisions in your job as child care administrator are influenced by...research
conducted by your own agency, research conducted by independent organizations,
advocacy efforts conducted by early childhood organizations, practical experience from
past and current programs, political realities, and other” (Elliot, Emlen, Tvedt & Weber,
1999). Respondents could indicate one of three levels of use: “not very much,” “to some
extent,” or “a great deal.” Respondents were also asked to indicate the barriers to use of

research.

At 67% and 64%, respectively, political realities and practical experience were
indicated as providing “a great deal” of influence by the highest percentage of
respondents. Research conducted by the respondent’s own agency (31%) nudged out
information provided by advocates (26%), while only 11% indicated that research
conducted by independent organizations had a great deal of influence. Thus, of the
research available, respondents indicated that they found the research from their own
organization to be preferable, but in their response to barriers more than half indicated
that their organization frequently had neither the time nor the capacity to conduct the
research needed. Other barriers included research that was not relevant (32%) and time

to review research (40%).
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While this study is not specific to performance measures and performance
management, it does indicate that there is cross-state variation in the use of performance
data consistent with broader studies such as the Government Performance Project. In
addition, the barriers listed are common to those found in the performance management

literature as explored above.

Situating the Dissertation within the Utilization Literature

This dissertation builds on the work of Imperial (2005) to further explore the
mutuality of governance networks and performance management. It also builds on the
performance management literature to further understand the nuances of how state
administrative agencies define their goals, measure their success, and use their

performance data to inform future decisions.

Theoretical Framework: Governance Decision Process

Grounding for the Framework

The Decision Process Framework (DPF) draws from both the literature and my
professional experience. Its base in the literature comes from research on institutional
design, governance networks, policy implementation, meta-governance, evaluation
utilization/performance management, and analytic frameworks, but the work of Hill &
Hupe (2009) and Ostrom (2007) are most influential. This literature base is combined
with my professional experience participating in assorted child care-related governance
networks at both the state and local levels within the state of North Carolina for more

than 10 years.
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I created the analytic framework for the purpose of “diagnostic inquiry” where the
elements, the relationships between the elements, and a general list of variables “that
should be used to analyze all types of institutional arrangements” have been provided
(Ostrom, 2007). As Ostrom (2007) indicates, a framework helps in identifying
appropriate questions and can lead to the development of theories about how certain parts

of the framework operate.

Based on these principles, Ostrom and her colleagues created and have been
refining what they call the institutional analysis and design (IAD) framework since the
1970s. Their primary purpose in designing the framework was to analyze institutional
design and decision-making around issues of common pool resources. The institutional
perspective focuses significantly on the individual actors in government and their
incentives to take action in what Ostrom and her colleagues have termed the “action
arena” which is the core of the framework. Ostrom (2007) indicates that the action arena
contains both actors and the situation in which they must act. The situation has “seven
clusters of variables: (1) participants, (2) positions, (3) outcomes, (4) action-outcome
linkages, (5) the control that participants exercise, (6) information, and (7) the costs and
benefits assigned to outcomes” (Ostrom, 2007, p. 28). These action arenas take place in
any one of four levels: metaconstitutional, constitutional, collective choice, and
operational. There is an additive nesting effect of the levels each of which comes with its

own set of rules for how actors participate in the action arena.

The 1AD framework provides a useful outline of how to examine the influence of
networked governance on the use of performance information within the context of the

CCDF. As Figure 2.2 demonstrates, the IAD played a significant role in the construction
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of my framework. It differs, however, in three important ways. First, the IAD focuses on
individual incentives and individual choices in how decisions will be made: “The most
fully developed, explicit theories of individual choice compatible with the IAD
framework — game theory and neoclassical economic theory—involve extreme
assumptions such as unlimited computational capability and full maximization of net
benefits” (Ostrom, 2007, p. 31). Although Ostrom indicates that such theories are not
appropriate for all settings, she does focus on various economically-based theories of
human action. The Decision Process Framework instead assumes a social decision-
making process whereby groups of individuals must together decide on what is
important, assign meaning, and make decisions. Obviously individuals are involved but

the focus is on the group process.

Second, while there is nothing that precludes the use of the IAD framework to
investigate networked governance or meta-governance, the configuration of the
framework makes it difficult to see the government as separate from the public-private
partnerships that form in networked governance. All parties would appear to be in the
action arena together. Since this analysis is designed to specifically examine networked

governance, more detail within the Action Arena is needed.

Third, the IAD framework suggests that we should evaluate the outcomes and
processes of the Action Arena through lenses such as economic efficiency, equity,
accountability, morality, and adaptability. The purpose of this study, and hence the
framework, is not to evaluate the decisions made but rather to understand how the
decisions were made, especially the interplay of meta-governance features with the

formation of networked governance and the use of performance data.
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Thus the Decision Process Framework (DPF) builds upon many of the elements
of the IAD framework. It also draws upon the work of Hill & Hupe (2009) who take the
IAD framework as their starting place as well. They propose the Multiple Governance
Framework (MGF) as an improvement on the IAD framework because they feel it does
not sufficiently address: governance systems that include more than the legally defined
government entities, the roles individuals play as members of governance structures, and

the more complicated nature of implementation that includes policy co-formation.

Hill & Hupe pose what they call a meta-question to guide the empirical study of
governance research: “Who acts where, doing what, on which scale and how?”” (2009, p.
124). The “who” in the MGF are the same as the actors in the IAD — individuals or
organizations who take action. The “where” in the MGF is an “action situation” similar
to the IAD’s action arena but it is not bound by the legally defined formal units found in
the IAD. Instead it represents units of governance — combinations of public and private
organizations that participate in government decision-making together. The “what” in the
MGEF refers to an “action level” which is similar to the IAD’s three worlds of governance.
The MGF action levels refer to three different kinds of decisions made in government
that range from high level policy decisions to operational decisions made in day to day
operations. The “which scale” in the MGF refers to the types of interactions taking place
— between individuals, between organizations, or within systems. Finally, the “how” in

the MGF returns back to the actor and their particular skill set in navigating the process.
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A New Decision Process Framework

In creating the Decision Process Framework (Figure 2.2) | asked myself the
implicit questions posed by Hill & Hupe’s (2009) meta-question and MGF. In answering
“who?” I conceptualized the implementation at the state government level, the
collaboration requirements, and the answers supplied in the state plans. There are four
different types of “who” in the framework. First, the federal administering agency (the
Office of Child Care in this study) sets the context through their rules, regulations, and
requirements. The federal agency is represented as “1. Federal Policy and Agency
Management” because as Stoker illuminates: “Among the most important aspects of
design for federalist regimes are: (1) the conditions for participation in federal programs;
(2) the rationing system applied to distribute federal resources; (3) federal programmatic
requirements and constraints; and (4) the distribution of costs” (Stoker, 1991, pp. 100-

101).

Second, the state government institutions are represented in a box on the left-hand
side of the framework. They have the legal responsibility for carrying out the program.
Although the State Child Care Administrator is charged with serving as the liaison to the
Office of Child Care, the legal responsibilities cross over the legislative and executive
branches of the state government because regulations and policies must be enacted,

budgets must be allocated, and services must be delivered.

Third, “interested groups” are represented in a circle at the bottom of the

framework. The “interested groups” circle is flanked by arrows from and to the “decision
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process.” This represents the possibility for a continuous flow of groups in and out of the

governance networks.

Fourth, public-private decision-making groups are represented in the middle of
the framework inside “5. Decision Process.” This is where networked governance takes
place. There may be a single group here or there may be multiple groups. The groups
consist of a subset of representatives of the state government institutions (which may or
may not include the State Child Care Administrator), local government representatives,
business representatives, nonprofit organizations, faith-based organizations, and
interested individuals who do not claim to be representing a formal group. Importantly,
however, these participating groups are not likely to represent all interested groups and
they are not a stagnant set of groups. Those interested groups who do not make it into the
official networked governance process at a particular point in time still have the potential

to influence the decisions that are made.
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Other Contextual Factors

. Stote 9@;1 itical ﬂfﬁﬁ*‘e

| Figure 2.2: Decision Process Framework

1. Federal Policy and Agency Management

Pc@mmc P"@ a&am;

Climate

2. State
Government

4. FRAMING

Institutions

(Includes people,
structures,
standardized
processes, and
interpretations)

Anchoring
Activating
Framing

Mobilizing

Synthesizing

*ff@

m

5. DECISION
PROCESS

Networked
Governance takes
place here.

Interested Groups
move in and out.

—‘I.

History

IMPLEMENTATION

7a. Goals
Policies
Regulations
Service Delivery Systems
7b. Measuring
Success

Resource Allocation

93




This configuration recognizes two important things. First, there may be many
interested groups — some of whom have influence through the networked governance
process and some of whom may exert influence from outside the process. Both the
groups inside the process and the groups outside the process are likely to change, partly
because of the nature of groups and partly because different kinds of decisions are likely
to draw the interest of different groups. Through whichever avenue they participate,
however, the groups have the power to shape the decision-making process. In the
framework, | call them interested groups rather than interest groups because they may or
may not be formal organizations and they may or may not have formed for the purpose of
influencing political action. As Truman (1971) indicates, “A disturbance in established
relationships and expectations anywhere in the society may produce new patterns of
interaction aimed at restricting or eliminating the disturbance. Sometimes it may be this
possibility of organization that alone gives the potential group a minimum of influence in
the political process” (p. 37). The Decision Process Framework does not attempt to
fully capture why some groups participate within the networked governance process and
why other groups are outside the process. As the framework indicates, however, the state
government institutions do have some ability to shape this through Framing (discussed

below).

Second, the configuration recognizes that networked governance (joint public-
private decision-making) does not actually replace legally mandated government
(McGuire, 2006). Just because the state government invites other groups to share in the
decision-making, it does not mean that the state government gives up its power

differential entirely, nor that it abdicates its responsibility. Flyvbjerg (2001) emphasizes

94



the importance of not ignoring the element of power in social science research. Although
not directly depicted in the framework, power exists within each of the processes
represented. As Flyvbjerg (2001) indicates power can be both productive and restrictive,
it resides in “a dense set of omnipresent relations” (p. 131), power is dynamic, power and
knowledge have a symbiotic relationship, and power resides not only in structures but in

processes (pp. 131-132).

The answer to “where” is really about this specific analysis of the implementation
of CCDF. Thus, “where” for this context is each of the state governments in the 50
American states where the legal responsibility for implementing the federal block grant
lies. This is why State Government Institutions appear to exert the most power in the
framework. This is also why the U.S. Territories and the District of Columbia are not

included in this analysis even though they also receive CCDF funds.

In answering “doing what”, the focus is on decision-making represented in the
framework by the middle section called Decision Process. The IAD and the MGF also
focus on decision-making; the IAD calls this the “action arena”. In the Decision Process
Framework decision-making is a set of intervening variables between the institutions and
what they implement. It falls at the collective choice level in Ostrom’s IAD framework.
It is the most dynamic part of the model as demonstrated by the arrows entering it from
both directions — Framing and Feedback — and the arrow leaving it — Transferring. Its
permeable frame emphasizes the dynamic nature of participants and information engaged
in the decision-process. It is changed by both intentional actions of the state government
institutions (like the collective choice level in Ostrom’s framework) and by the

environment in which it sits (like the constitutional level in Ostrom’s framework). The
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Decision Process, Framing, Feedback, and Transferring parts of the framework are
derived largely from the meta-governance and knowledge utilization literatures. Based
on the meta-governance and knowledge utilization literatures, this conception of “doing
what” resulted in the central section of the DPF (Figure 2.2) which most clearly

distinguishes it from the other two frameworks.

In this study I use the definition of meta-governance provided by Klijn &
Edelenbos (2008): “strategic attempts to manage (not control!) ongoing interaction
processes between the actors in networks” (p. 200). The Framing, Transferring, and
Feedback arrows represent various functions of meta-governance in the DPF. The
Framing arrow represents the meta-governance functions of anchoring, activating,
framing, mobilizing, and synthesizing (discussed earlier in the chapter), which shape the
network formation, contribute to its effective operating, and anchor it democratically.
The Transferring arrow represents the meta-governance function of transferring, which
provides a knowledge-to-action bridge between the Decision-Making Group and the
implementation agencies. The Feedback arrow represents the process of looping the
results of decisions back into the Decision Process so that adaptations can be considered
and Decision-Making Groups (governing networks) do not become stagnant. This

feedback includes performance results.

As the arrows entering and leaving the Decision Process indicate, meta-
governance functions shape the environment in which decisions are made, and ultimately
the decisions that jointly produce implementation. Through the meta-governance
function the state government has some influence on what information or data become

part of the Decision Process. As noted before, however, the permeable frame of the
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Decision Process means that other information or data are likely to enter as well through
the outside influences noted in the dashed boxes in the framework (economic climate,
media, values, culture, and political climate, and perhaps directly from the federal
administrative agency. Hill & Hupe (2009) reference these outside influences as “macro-
parameters” while Ostrom (2007) refers to them as “attributes of the states of the world”
and “attributes of the community.” Just because the data and information have entered the
Decision Process, however, does not mean that they will be used to make the decisions

immediately or in the future.

An important question is: How does the network influence what information is
deemed important and how it is used? Drawing on the empirical work of Imperial (2005)
discussed earlier in the chapter, it appears that governance networks can help overcome
some of the traditional barriers to use of performance data — characteristics of the
potential users, characteristics of the data and data systems, and characteristics of the
environment (Hatry et. al., 2005; Poister, 2004; Wholey, 2001). In large part the
governance network encourages the use of performance data through increased
communication, increased participation of stakeholders, increased human and technical
resources, and creating an environment of shared risks and rewards. Imperial’s work
demonstrated that the public managers were supported in their efforts to develop and use
performance data through the governance network. This study further explores the
nuances of Imperial’s findings through a different lens and at a different level of

government.

“On which scale” in the MGF refers to three possible loci: “the locus of

individuals, organizations, and composed systems” (Hill & Hupe, 2009, p. 127). In this
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study, the locus is of composed systems — the systems used at the state government level
to implement the CCDF. This locus is reflected on the right side of the Decision Process
Framework by the scope of the Implementation box. As the box indicates, this is
implementation at the systems level. It requires creation of goals, policy co-formation,
creation of regulations, construction of entire service delivery systems, resource

allocation, and ways of measuring success.

Finally, the MGF question of “How” is not directly represented in the DPF. In
the MGF, “How” refers to the skills of the particular public administrators who are

responsible for managing the decision process. That simply is not a focus of this study.

Conclusion

In this chapter | reviewed, discussed, and traced the emergence of a number of
literatures relevant to studying the implementation and policy co-formation of
intergovernmental, networked government programs. This discussion featured the
emergence of policy co-formation and governance networks from implementation
research. The influences of public management research on the foundation of
governance networks, meta-governance, and performance management research were
also explored. The exploration included a synthesis of definitions, strategies,
philosophies, and influences emerging from and important to research within governance

networks, meta-governance, and performance management.

While researchers frequently study in these fields without consideration for the
interlocking influences and implications, | attempt to weave the fields together through

the creation of an analytic framework that guides data collection and analysis in this
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dissertation. 1 explicate the foundations of the framework, the elements of the

framework, and the expectations of the Decision Process Framework.

In Chapter 3, | expound upon my research questions, methodology, data
collection strategies, and analytical techniques. Considerations of validity,

generalizability, and ethical handling of data are explored.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

In their performance management study of five federal programs within the
Department of Health and Human Services, Frederickson & Frederickson (2006)
concluded “The strength of agency performance in pursuit of program goals is in reverse
ratio to the distances actual implementation travels and to the characteristics of third-
party grantees and contractors” (p. 181). They further pointed out that according to
GPRA and PART scores, “third-party-operated federal programs are less accountable and
less well-managed .... in terms of traditional definitions of management” (p. 181) with
“block-, formula-, and competitive grant-based agencies” appearing the least well-
managed (p. 183). Reflecting on these data and on the conundrums of management
revealed by their own study, Frederickson & Frederickson posed three questions in
regard to the apparent conclusions that the federal performance measurement programs
yield: Do third-party programs appear less well-managed because they are more likely to
be dealing with more complex social problems? Is the success of these programs further
challenged by implementation through “American federalism’s unique version of shared
power?” “Finally, is it possible that the federal government is far from mastering the
management and accountability issues associated with federal programs operated through

articulated vertical networks of third parties?” (p. 183).

This dissertation takes the conundrum expressed in Frederickson &
Frederickson’s (2006) reflective questions as its starting point. If federal programs

extend beyond the bounds of the federal performance measurement system, then it is
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important to understand the implementation environment (and by extension the
performance measurement environment) that extends beyond the federal government, the
processes within this implementation environment, and how decisions made in this
implementation environment reflect what Frederickson & Frederickson refer to as the
requirements of federalism and third party implementation. This dissertation seeks to
understand these performance and implementation environments, and the decision
processes happening within them. It uses the context of CCDF federal block grant and
the lens created by the Decision Process Framework to explore “how” these performance

and implementation environments operate in the 50 American states.

| undertook primary data collection through a multi-method, iterative research
approach. This approach is sometimes called an abductive approach because it moves
back and forth between the deductive and inductive methods by starting with a literature
review and other prior knowledge to create an analytic framework through which to
collect data (deductive) that then leads to an explanatory grounded theory to explain the
findings (inductive) and provide a foundation for future research (Mason, 2002; Coffey &
Atkinson, 1996; Creswell, 2007; Crotty, 1998). I utilized document analyses in multiple
stages (Appendix G), federal interviews (Appendix A), a survey of the 50 American
states (Appendix B), interviews with state government officials (Appendices D & E) and
nongovernmental state partners (Appendix F) in three states, and eight groups within
those states — to collect the data needed to answer the research questions. Individually,
the sources provided particular perspectives and insights, but blended together they
allowed for cross-case analyses that provided a deep understanding of the key elements

of the decision-making processes within state implementation environments. Process-
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tracing (George & Bennett, 2005) was a particularly important analytical technique in
providing insights into the sequencing and actions in the within-state and state-

nongovernmental performance/implementation environments.

Case study analyses were performed at both the state level and group level. Case
selection at the state level was done to purposively select states based on variation in their
performance management and collaboration in order to better understand the elements
contributing to these variations (explored in Chapters 4 and 5). Case selection at the
group level was done to explore the possibility of the groups serving in the capacity of
governance networks, to study the meta-governance functions as identified in the
literature, and to serve as the basis for forming a heuristic theory of meta-governance

(explored in Chapter 6).

I built in a number of strategies to address potential threats to the credibility,
dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Trochim, 1999) of the data
including the use of multiple data collection strategies and sources, the use of key
informants, thick description of processes undertaken, and reflexivity regarding my
personal influence on the data. In addition, I collected data to properly understand the
contexts in which these findings occur and therefore to which they will be most

transferable or generalizable.

In this chapter are detailed discussions of the research questions, mixed methods
study design, instrument development, data collection techniques, data analysis

techniques, challenges encountered, and limitations of the data.
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Research Questions

Policy formulation and implementation take place across multiple levels of
government when legislation mandates disbursement of funds through a block grant
program. Any examination of government administration and effectiveness in
intergovernmental programs must examine a multitude of complex institutional
relationships. This study focuses primarily on the role of state governments, but
recognizing the importance of context, it examines the relationship between the federal
administrative agency and the state government. At the state level, it focuses on the
configuration of child care-related functions in the state government, the influence of
nongovernmental organizations in shared (networked) governance, and the state’s
strategies to manage networked governance. Finally, it examines the influence of
performance data on the decisions made in networked state governance. The research

questions and sub-questions addressed in this study are:

1. How does the Office of Child Care (formerly known as the Child Care
Bureau) encourage state alignment with its stated Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF) goals?

2. How do differences in state’s configuration of child care-related
governance structures affect the design and management of the child care
service delivery systems across states?

a. How does the state governance structure contribute to the framing
of issues?
b. How does the state governance structure affect the decision

process?
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3. To what extent do the states use evaluation and performance data to
inform design and management of the CCDF-funded programs?

a. What feedback mechanisms exist to funnel measures of success
back into the decision-making process?

b. To what extent do the joint decisions generated in the networked
governance process inform the creation of implementation goals
and measures of success?

4. How are performance data used to inform design and management of child
care systems in networked state governance?

a. How is the feedback about measures of success used in decision-
making to create joint decisions to modify future implementation?

To enhance the credibility of findings, each question was addressed through more
than one phase of data collection and analysis. Data were collected in five overlapping
and iterative phases: Phase 1 — Document Collection and Analysis; Phase 2 — Expert
Assessment; Phase 3 — Federal Interviews; Phase 4 — State Stakeholder Interviews; and
Phase 5 — State Survey. Table 3.1 provides information about which questions were
answered through which data collection phases. In addition to the five phases,

consultation with three key informants was a key part of the research process.
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Table 3.1: Research Question Matrix

Research Question Phase 1: Phase 2: Phase 3: Phase 4: Phase 5:
Document Expert Federal State Stakeholder | State Survey
Collection and Assessment Interviews Interviews
Analysis
1. How does the Office of Child
Care (formerly known as the Child
Care Bureau) encourage state X X X
alignment with its stated Child Care
Development Fund (CCDF) goals?
2. How do differences in state’s
configuration of child care-related
governance structures affect the
design and management of the child X X X X
care service delivery systems?
3. To what extent do the states use
evaluation and performance data to
inform design and management of X X X X
the CCDF funded programs?
4. How are performance data used
to inform design and management X X X X

of child care systems in networked
state governance?
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Mixed Methods Design

This study is a qualitative, mixed-methods study. Using Greene’s (2007)
terminology to characterize mixed-methods approaches, this study uses an integrative
design for the purposes of triangulation, development, and expansion. The design is
considered integrative because the three data collection methods: document analysis,
survey, and interviews build from each other, rather than simply co-existing in the same

study together.

For example, a primary goal of the study is to describe the extent to which
performance data are used to inform future decision-making. An analysis of the state
plans that are submitted to the Office of Child Care did not show much evidence of
performance data use, but the reports were not specifically designed to reflect this. Thus,
more information was needed. The survey of the 50 states was constructed to include
self-reported information on performance data use to capture how often the data were
reportedly used, and in what ways. The self-reported survey information and analysis of
additional state documents (like budget documents) were then used to develop probes
used during the state official and nongovernmental representative interview questions. In
turn, the interviews frequently yielded more documents that states and stakeholders

produced as evidence of their collection of and/or use of performance data.

The document analysis laid the foundation for both the broad and deep
perspectives by providing a source for history, highlighting important elements, and
pointing out individuals and groups that may be important to examine further. The

documents provided the initial sources for developing the data collection instruments.
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Later in the study, they provided evidence of the self-reported actions of the groups, and

a source for triangulation.

The primary purpose of the survey was to provide nation-wide information on the
collaboration and performance measurement/management landscape within the CCDF.
The survey data depicts the variation across the states in the administrative structure of
the state governments; types of stakeholder involvement; the frequency of stakeholder
involvement; the types of data collected, analyzed, and reported; the frequency of data
collection, analysis, and reporting; the roles of the state and stakeholders in data
collection, analysis, and reporting; and the ways that data are used for accountability and

decision-making purposes.

The primary purpose of the interviews was to deeply explore the CCDF
implementation decision-making processes in a few states to better understand how
interested groups become part of the decision-making processes; how agendas are set in
the decision-making groups; the representational roles the group members play; the
extent to which the discussions in the groups contributes to decision-making; what kinds
of information the groups consider in making their decisions and how that enters the
decision-making arena; and the roles of the groups in developing, analyzing, and using

performance data.

The interviews in the case study process provided an avenue for seeking evidence
of information listed in documents or indicated in the survey. The survey and interview
methods used together expand the scope of the study by allowing an examination of the

broad variation across states of the elements of the decision-making process, and a deep
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exploration within states of the processes for bringing those elements together to actually

make the decisions.

The ultimate goal of this case study approach is not simply to answer the research
questions, but to develop what George & Bennett (2005) refer to as heuristic theory-
building on the actions of meta-governance. To build theory it is not sufficient to sort
data into categories and describe them. Theory-building requires that potential variables,
causal paths, and mechanisms be explored. | use a process-tracing method (George &
Bennett, 2005) to uncover these potential causal paths and mechanisms as | explore how
each of the eight groups selected for case study were formed, how they engage members,
how the state facilitates the groups, how the groups generate and transfer knowledge or

decisions, and how data enter the decision-making processes.

Thus, the integrated use of document analysis, surveys, and interviews provided a
rich, textured, and layered pool of data from which to learn about the nuances of the three
performance environments, the sequencing of events, and decision-process mechanisms.
Case studies at the state level focused on understanding the state environments and key
elements within those environments. Case studies at the group level focused on
exploring the existence of governance networks and studying the actions of meta-
governance to inform theory. The instrument and protocol design processes are

discussed next.

Designing the Instruments and Protocols

The survey and the interview questions were grounded in the literature, guided by

document analysis, constructed to conform to the language of the participants, and
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ultimately selected to align with the Decision Process Framework. Five instruments
were created: a national, web-based survey; a federal interview guide; semi-structured
interview guides for the state child care administrator, other state administrators
identified as having roles related to CCDF implementation, and nongovernmental
representatives affiliated with the CCDF implementation process. Table 3.2 crosswalks
each survey and interview question with the Decision Process Framework as depicted in
Figure 3.2. The overall process of designing the instruments is discussed. The next

section explores the specifics of the data collection process.

Data Collection Instrument Construction

The process for constructing the instruments and instrument protocols followed
the steps outlined in Figure 3.1. In each case, the document analysis (Stages 1 and 2 as
indicated in Appendix G) provided background information on what data were available
already (no need to cover it in the instruments), what language was familiar to intended
respondents and the types and breadth of information appropriate for instruments to
solicit data about the CCDF, and recent changes to the structure of CCDF services and
requirements which may be appropriate for probing further in interviews. The documents
also provided information about where intended state respondents were likely to be
getting information to guide their CCDF decisions. The literature review informed the
types of questions appropriate to glean a performance measurement/performance
management perspective, and the kinds of questions that needed to be asked to align with
the conceptual framework (Shown in Table 3.2). The methodological consultation
formed the basis for the actual construction of the instruments, and protocols for

administering them.
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Thus, the document review, literature review, and methodological review were
combined to create initial drafts of the data collection instruments. Those initial drafts
were shared with key informants who reviewed, tested, and provided feedback on the
appropriateness of the scope, language, and format for the intended population. Based on
that feedback adjustments were made to the instruments while still ensuring their

soundness methodologically and in relation to the conceptual framework.

Figure 3.1: Data Collection Instrument Construction Process

Document
Analysis —
Literature Draft Ke_y Informa_mt Final
Review Instrument Review, Testing, Instrument
and Feedback

Methodological
Consultation

Key informant review, testing and feedback conformed to the methodological
admonitions of Maxwell (2005) who suggests pilot-testing with people as much like your
interviewees as possible, and Dillman (2007) who emphasizes that the format of the
survey in the test should mirror the expected format. Thus, the key informants were three
retired state child care administrators who were currently serving in a technical assistance
capacity to state child care administrators in relation to their management of the CCDF.

The previous and current experiences of these key informants also addressed Wengraf’s
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(2006) observation that it is important to know the “idiolect” or language of the

interviewee when designing the interview.

Schwarz & Oyserman (2001) and Willis (2005) suggest that subjecting survey
pretesters to a cognitive interviewing process rather than simply having them take the
survey or participate in the interview yields more information for the researcher to
improve upon construct validity. Thus, forms of cognitive interviewing described by
Wills (2005) as think aloud and verbal probing were used with the key informants. For
each data collection instrument, the key informants were sent a document via email to
complete (survey) or review (interviews). Then, each key informant sent feedback by
inserting comments into the documents and/or relaying feedback in an email message.
These comments included confusion/concern about wording, suggestions for alternative
wording, suggestions for alternative formats, and information about what they thought
was missing or simply would not yield useful information. A follow up call was
scheduled with the three key informants together so that | could ask them follow up
questions about their feedback (verbal probing), explain information I was trying to
solicit in the areas where they were confused, and talk about different wording or
strategies that might elicit the desired information from the actual respondents. The
survey was the first data collection tool to undergo this process, and as such it required
many iterations before arriving at the final survey. This process occurred September

2010 — January 2011.

Finally, in January 2011, | had colleagues test the technical attributes of the
survey to ensure that electronic features worked correctly. These tests ensured that they

could access the survey when sent the link, that they could save and return to the survey
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at a later time, that they could not return to previously submitted pages to change them,
and that the features for each question worked appropriately, such as accepting either one

answer or multiple answers. The testers also checked for minor editing needs.

Design of the case study interview questions involved one additional step. In
January 2011, a researcher was consulted about a previous study that he designed to elicit
information about performance measurement and performance management from local
government officials. | interviewed him about his interview tools to determine if any of
his specific interview questions might be appropriate for my research, and what general

suggestions he might have about conducting this kind of case study research.

Informed Consent, Risks, and Benefits: The State Child Care Administrator On-line
Survey

The surveys asked about decision-making processes and the intensities of

collaborative relationships. Because all of the questions were about government-operated
programs, none of the information was technically secret, but it may not have been well-
known. The survey responses may have created greater transparency of processes and
relationships which could have resulted in either risks or benefits for the state child care
administrator (and risks and benefits at the same time). Essentially there were likely to
be other individuals in both the government and the private sector who either endorsed
the responses of the state child care administrator or who disagreed with them. Thus,
participation in the survey, and allowing the use of the state name to be associated with
the data could have generated either kudos or criticism for the state child care

administrator. It was unlikely that any more serious actions would result.
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Thus, the potential survey respondents were made aware of these risks and
benefits. Survey participants indicated consent by completing the survey, but they were
given the opportunity to provide two different forms of consent by checking the boxes
provided on the first page of the survey. They could choose to either have their state’s
name associated with the data they provided, or to have the data included only in
aggregate analyses. At the end of the survey, they were provided the opportunity to
select their consent options again. | added this feature based on suggestions from survey
pre-testers who felt that individuals may not be sure what kind of consent they would feel
comfortable offering prior to taking the survey. At the end of the survey they may have
felt that the questions were not threatening, and would be willing to have the data
reported out by the name of the state. On the other hand, individuals may have decided at
the end of the survey that they preferred to be anonymous. If a survey respondent
indicated YES at the beginning and NO at the end of the survey, then his/her data would
be reported in aggregate. If they indicated NO at the beginning and YES at the end of the

survey, then their data may be associated with its state's name.

Informed Consent, Risks, and Benefits: Case Study Interviews

In each state, three different kinds of individuals were interviewed for the case
study process: (1) the CCDF state child care administrator; (2) other state administrators
with CCDF-related responsibilities; and (3) individuals representing nongovernmental
organizations who participated on committees or groups that discuss CCDF-related issues
and/or who provide service delivery funded by the CCDF. The primary risk was that
relationships between group members could be damaged by publicizing the differing

perspectives revealed through the interviews. Although the names of individuals and

113



organizations won't be revealed, it is public knowledge which organizations participate in
the groups and within states it is possible that individuals will be able to discern the
comments of particular people due to their familiarity with each other. On the other
hand, revealing differing perspectives could bring the groups closer together by helping

them understand each other better.

Because of the nature of the study, the study participants knew who all the
potential interviewees were. In addition to using existing lists of groups and information
gleaned from the lead agency web-sites about organizations contracted to provide
services, a referral/snowball process was also used, which meant that in some cases
individuals knew who had been referred. In the end, however, the specific organizations

participating in the study are not revealed in the study results.

Potential study participants were informed of these risks and benefits prior to
participation. They were also reminded at the start of each interview that they could
refuse to answer any question or ask that some comments they made remain “off the
record” — that is that they would provide the remarks as context for the interviewer, but
those remarks would not appear in any published materials. Many interviewees exercised
the option to have some of their comments remain “off the record,” indicating that they
were being frank in their remarks, and they understood that some remarks were
appropriate for public consumption, while others may not be. Finally, all interviewees
were sent a copy of the case study for their comments before any research about them
was published so that they could assure that their comments were not misconstrued in any

way.
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Table 3.2: Instrument Question Crosswalk with Decision Process Framework and Research Questions

Research Decision Federal Survey Questions State Other State Nongovernmental
Questions Process Interview (Theme: Question Administrator Government Interview
Framework | Questions Number) Interview Interview Questions
Sections (See (See Appendix B) Questions Questions (See Appendix E)
(See Appendix (See (See Appendix
Figure 2.2) A) Appendix C) D)
1. How does the 1. Federal |2,3,4 Goal-setting: 22 Not Applicable | Not Applicable Not Applicable
Office of Child Policy and Measures for
Care encourage Agency programmatic success:
state alignment Management 23,24
with its stated
Child Care
Development
Fund (CCDF)
goals?
2. How do 2. State Not State Administrator: 2, 3, | State Position and Not Applicable
differences in Government | Applicable | 4 Administrator, | Agency: 1, 2
state’s Institutions Lead Agency: 15 Lead Agency,
configuration of State-Assigned Roles: 1, 2, 3, 4
child care-related Responsibilities
governance Regulatory: 5 Performance
structures affect Subsidy: 6 data, analysis,
the design and Quality and and use: 9
management of the Accessibility: 7
child care service Collaborative: 8 Performance
delivery systems? Other Federal Programs: | management:
9 10

State-Funded Initiatives:
10

Other state-assigned
responsibilities: 11
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Table 3.2: Instrument Question Crosswalk with Decision Process Framework and Research Questions

Research Decision Federal Survey Questions State Other State Nongovernmental
Questions Process Interview (Theme: Question Administrator Government Interview
Framework | Questions Number) Interview Interview Questions
Sections (See (See Appendix B) Questions Questions (See Appendix E)
(See Appendix (See (See Appendix
Figure 2.2) A) Appendix C) D)
Local Government
Responsibilities
Regulatory: 12
Subsidy: 13
Quality and
Accessibility: 14
State Structures
Goal-setting: 22
Measures for
programmatic success:
23,24
2. How do 3. Interested | Not Interested Groups Group Not Applicable Role: 2, 3, 3a
differences in Groups Applicable | State Agency Formation: 6a,
state’s Collaborations: 16 7a
configuration of Local Government
child care-related Collaborations: 17
governance Nongovernmental
structures affect Collaborations: 18
the design and
management of the
child care service
delivery systems?
2. How do 4. Framing | Not Not Applicable Group Group Formation | Participation: 5
differences in Applicable Formation and | and Processes:
state’s Processes: 6a, 3a, 3b, 3c, 3d, 3e | Group Process: 9

configuration of
child care-related

6b, 6¢C, 7a, 7b,
7c
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Table 3.2: Instrument Question Crosswalk with Decision Process Framework and Research Questions

Research Decision Federal Survey Questions State Other State Nongovernmental
Questions Process Interview (Theme: Question Administrator Government Interview
Framework | Questions Number) Interview Interview Questions
Sections (See (See Appendix B) Questions Questions (See Appendix E)
(See Appendix (See (See Appendix
Figure 2.2) A) Appendix C) D)
governance
structures affect
the design and
management of the
child care service
delivery systems?
2. How do 5. Decision | Not Not Applicable Groups: 5a, 5b Group Formation | Role: 2, 3, 33,7, 8
differences in Process Applicable and Processes:
state’s Group 3a, 3b, 3c, 3d, 3e | Participation: 4, 5,

configuration of
child care-related
governance
structures affect
the design and
management of the
child care service
delivery systems?

3. To what extent
do the states use
evaluation and
performance data
to inform design
and management
of the CCDF
funded programs?

4. How are

Formation and
Processes: 6c¢,
6d, 6e, 7c, 7d,
Te

Group Success:
6f, 6g, 7f, 79

Performance
management:
10

Group Success:
30, 3h

6

Group Process: 9,
10, 11,12, 13
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Table 3.2: Instrument Question Crosswalk with Decision Process Framework and Research Questions

Research Decision Federal Survey Questions State Other State Nongovernmental
Questions Process Interview (Theme: Question Administrator Government Interview
Framework | Questions Number) Interview Interview Questions
Sections (See (See Appendix B) Questions Questions (See Appendix E)
(See Appendix (See (See Appendix
Figure 2.2) A) Appendix C) D)
performance data
used to inform
design and
management of
child care systems
in networked state
governance?
2. How do 6. Not Not Applicable Group Group Processes: | Implementation of
differences in Transferring | Applicable Processes: 6d, 3f Group Decisions:
state’s 7d 14

configuration of
child care-related
governance
structures affect
the design and
management of the
child care service
delivery systems?

3. To what extent
do the states use
evaluation and
performance data
to inform design
and management
of the CCDF
funded programs?

118




Table 3.2: Instrument Question Crosswalk with Decision Process Framework and Research Questions

Research Decision Federal Survey Questions State Other State Nongovernmental
Questions Process Interview (Theme: Question Administrator Government Interview
Framework | Questions Number) Interview Interview Questions
Sections (See (See Appendix B) Questions Questions (See Appendix E)
(See Appendix (See (See Appendix
Figure 2.2) A) Appendix C) D)
4. How are
performance data
used to inform
design and
management of
child care systems
in networked state
governance?
2. How do 7a. Goals Not Responsibilities: 19 Group input Not Applicable Performance data
differences in I7b. Applicable into goals and requirements: 3b
state’s Measuring Activities measuring
configuration of Success Goal-setting frequency: success: 6e, 7e Group Decisions to

child care-related
governance
structures affect
the design and
management of the
child care service
delivery systems?

3. To what extent
do the states use
evaluation and
performance data
to inform design
and management
of the CCDF
funded programs?

21

Goal-setting influences:

22

Measures for
programmatic success:

23,

24

Evidence of
Policy Change:
6h, 6g, 7h, 7g

Goals and
Outcomes: 14
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Table 3.2: Instrument Question Crosswalk with Decision Process Framework and Research Questions

Research Decision Federal Survey Questions State Other State Nongovernmental
Questions Process Interview (Theme: Question Administrator Government Interview
Framework | Questions Number) Interview Interview Questions
Sections (See (See Appendix B) Questions Questions (See Appendix E)
(See Appendix (See (See Appendix
Figure 2.2) A) Appendix C) D)
3. To what extent 8. Feedback | Not Goal tracking: 25 Performance Group Processes: | Performance data
do the states use Applicable | Performance data data, analysis, 3c, 3d, 3e use: 3b, 11
evaluation and analyses: 26, 27 and use: 8a, 8b,
performance data Performance data use: 28, | 8c
to inform design 29, 30
and management Performance
of the CCDF management:
funded programs? 10
4. How are
performance data
used to inform
design and
management of
child care systems
in networked state
governance?
General Context: 1 Context: 31, 32 Context: 12,13 | Context: 4,5 Context: 1, 15, 16
Context
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Data Collection
Document Collection

Documents were collected and analyzed continuously throughout the study.
Reviewed documents include documents created and distributed by (1) the Office of
Child Care to provide official guidance to states in their implementation of the Child Care
Development Fund; (2) the Office of Child Care or its contracted Child Care Technical
Assistance Network (CCTAN) designed to provide clarifications or information to states
in their implementation; (3) the Office of Child Care or CCTAN developed to inform
Congress, the President, or other federal agencies; (4) other organizations regarding child
care-related issues designed to inform state decision-making and help states bench-mark
against other states in regard to elements of the child care-related policies; (5) other
organizations designed to analyze and benchmark states in regard to their use of
performance measurement and performance data; (6) the states to comply with
requirements of the Child Care Development Fund; (7) other federal government
documents related to the Child Care Development Fund; and (8) the case study states
related to their implementation of the Child Care Development Fund. Nearly all the
documents were obtained through the web-sites of the organizations developing them, but
the Office of Child Care did provide some public documents not available on the web-site
and case study states provided some documents pertinent to their states during the

interviews.

These reviewed documents informed the study design as a whole, the survey and
interview instruments, case selection, and provided a source of data triangulation in

answering the research questions. Some documents were examined specifically at the
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recommendation of experts, the interviewees, or the key informants. Other documents
were selected because they provided key data elements, or key contextual factors. An
effort was made to examine all formal guidance provided by the Office of Child Care
issued since 2006-07, and publicly available on the web-sites of the Office of Child Care

(http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/) or the National Child Care Information Center

(Note that this web-site was taken down in the transition from the old CCTAN system to
the new CCTAN system described in Chapter 1). Information about which documents

were examined is contained in Appendix G.

As indicated in Appendix G, there were five stages of document collection and
review. Stage 1 provided background for overall study development, and provided some
initial information for survey and interview construction. Stage 2 provided some
additional information for survey and interview construction. Stage 3 informed selection
of case study states. Stages 4a-4d provided an overview of the state of child care issues
nationally and within each state; these were collected and reviewed just prior to visiting
each state, and provided additional information for interview probes. Stages 5a-5¢
represents the documents collected during the case study interviews; these documents

were reviewed and analyzed as part of the case study process.

Federal Interviews

Three interviews were conducted, December 2010 — January 2011, to understand
the relationship between the Office of Child Care and the states in framing the
implementation of the CCDF. One individual was an analyst from the Office of the

Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) within the U.S. Department of
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Health and Human Services. One individual was a high level official within the Office of
Child Care (OCC). One individual was a technical assistance consultant from the
National Child Care Information Center (NCCIC), an organization contracted by the
Office of Child Care to provide technical assistance to state governments and the public
regarding the CCDF as part of the old CCTAN system. Additional information about

these federal interviews is available in Appendix A.

Conducting the Survey

Using the Internet-based survey service Zoomerang, | conducted a web-based
survey of the 50 CCDF state child care administrators during the period September 29-
November 4, 2011. The District of Columbia, territories, and tribes were not included in
the survey because the focus of the study is on state government implementation of the
CCDF. The list of state child care administrator names, email addresses, and phone
numbers was provided by the Office of Child Care (list dated August 3, 2011), and they
were kept informed of data collection stages, but they did not officially support or
recommend the survey. Despite the fact that the list is public information, it is not made
publicly available to cut down on the number of surveys in which the state child care

administrators are asked to participate.

Before | made the survey available on-line, one state child care administrator sent
an introductory email on September 28, 2011 on my behalf providing peer-to-peer
encouragement to other state administrators to participate. On September 29, | sent an
introductory email providing information about the study, and about myself, including

my former experience working in child care systems administration. | had originally
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intended to call each state administrator to explain the survey to them first, but I ran into
problems with gatekeepers — that is, | could only speak with their administrative
assistants. | asked the advice of a couple of state administrators, and they suggested the
best way to introduce the survey was through email — only then could I be assured | was
reaching the intended person. On September 29, | launched the survey through
Zoomerang by sending each state child care administrator a personalized link to the
survey; the link was attached to their specific email address, allowing only that person to
complete the survey. | had originally planned to launch the survey in mid-September, but
my liaison from the Office of Child Care requested that | wait until the end of September
S0 as not to burden the state administrators when they were completing their biennial

state plans and submitting them to the Office of Child Care.

On September 30, 2011, | received email requests from three states to provide the
survey questions in a format where they could see all the questions before completing the
survey. Intwo cases they indicated they needed to submit the survey to someone for
approval to participate, and in one case she/he wanted to look at the survey to determine
who from her/his team was best equipped to answer the questions. As it seemed likely
that other states may also need approval or might wish to delegate the answering of some
questions, on September 30, 2011 I sent an email to each of the 50 state child care
administrators with a Word Document version of the survey attached. This version of the
survey can be found in Appendix B. Targeted respondents were given the option of
completing the survey on paper and scanning it in to the computer and emailing it back,
or mailing it back through the postal system. I indicated that if they wanted to mail it

back, to let me know, and | would send them a self-addressed-stamped-envelope.
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Following Dillman’s (2007) method, I sent an email reminder through Zoomerang
approximately two weeks later (October 10, 2011); this email contained a new
personalized web-link to the survey. On October 20, 2011, | sent personalized reminder
emails through my own email system with new copies of the surveys in the Word
Document attached to the email and new survey web-links. The October 10 and October
20 reminders were also designed to correspond with a particular timeline that some of the
state child care administrators were facing. Many states were applying for Race to the
Top (RTT) federal funds, and the application for those funds was due on October 15.
Some states had told me that they could not complete my survey until they had turned in
their application for RTT. The October 10 reminder was designed to get their attention

before the due date, in the hopes that they would complete the survey after submission of

their application, but Table 3.3: Response Rates by ACF Region
ACF Region | Exclusions Responses of
. . Possible
before going on vacation or Region | None 30f6
o Region 11 Territories 20f2
beginning work on some other Region 111 District of Columbia 50f5
Region IV None 8 of 8
major task. The October 20 Region V None 5of6
Region VI None 20f5
reminder was designed to catch Region VII None 20f4
Region VIII None 4 of 6
individuals as they returned from Region IX Territories 1of4
Region X None 30f4
their post-RTT vacations. On Total 35 of 50

October 26, 2011, | provided a final reminder email. In the subject line it indicated it was
a “last call.” In the body of the email, I tried to encourage participation, particularly in
under-represented regions, by providing the response rates for their particular ACF
region. At some point during the survey, another state administrator sent an email to

his/her peers encouraging participation in the survey. He/She did this of his/her own

125



volition and | heard about it informally from one of the states participating in the case

study.

Within one day of each reminder, additional states responded to the survey. The
survey was originally scheduled to close on October 31, 2011, but one state responded to
the last call reminder with a request that I leave the survey open through November 4 so

that they could participate. | reopened the survey and she did participate.

Thirty-five of the 50 states responded to the survey for a 70% response rate. The
responding states represent the 10 regions of the country as defined by the Administration
for Children and Families (ACF) as indicated in Table 3.3. An administrator in one state
completed the survey in the Word Document format, scanned it in to the computer, and
sent it by email. Respondents in the remaining 34 states completed the survey on-line.
Most of the respondents requested that their answers not be associated with their state

names. Thus, the data are reported in aggregate, except for the case study states.

Selecting the Case Study States and Groups

Two types of cross-case analyses were conducted for this study, one at the state
level and one at the group level. Case selection at the state level was done to purposively
select states based on variation in their performance management and collaboration in
order to better understand the elements contributing to these variations. Case selection at
the group level was done to explore the possibility of the groups serving in the capacity
of governance networks, to study the meta-governance functions as identified in the

literature, and to serve as the basis for forming a heuristic theory of meta-governance.
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Following is an overview of the case selection process, including the challenges
encountered. It was an iterative process at both the state and group levels. More detailed

information about the case selection process is presented in Appendix I.

Selecting the States

States were purposively selected for variation in CCDF-related performance
management and nongovernmental collaboration, and in diversity of ACF regions. It is
important that the states be sufficiently diverse in the variables of interest to facilitate
exploration across many scenarios, but at the same time the study states should not vary
so dramatically from the other states that it becomes difficult to draw parallels. In
addition, it was important to attempt to understand the within-state and state-
nongovernmental performance environment as shaped by the state government.
Therefore, if there were externally-funded programs designed to influence the primary
variables of interest, states participated in those programs should be excluded from

participation in the study.

The starting place for searching for information and data to discern variation
across the variables of interest, to determine the existence of states that were too
different, and to learn about potential external influences that might contaminate the
study were the web-sites of the Office of Child Care, their contracted technical assistance
partners (at the start of this study the primary site was the National Child Care
Information Center), and Child Care and Early Education Research Connections (funded
as a public access research compendium site by the Administration for Children and

Families).
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The variation in performance management and nongovernmental collaboration,
however, were not easily observable variables based on existing information and data.
This presented a number of challenges in the selection process and required an iterative
approach to state selection as depicted in Figure 3.3. Because there was uncertainty
about the potential response rate to the survey where these data were being collected, the
decision was made to determine potential case study states before survey collection was
complete. This left three primary sources of data for selecting states — the data collected
by the Office of Child Care through the biennial CCDF plans, the opinions of experts,
the opinions of my key informants, and other data/resources available on the web-sites
indicated above. 1 called upon all of these sources as | attempted to purposively select

the states.

The three states ultimately selected are North Carolina, Maryland, and Arkansas.
North Carolina and Arkansas have their state offices in the Division of Child
Development and Early Education within their state Departments of Human Services, but
some services in North Carolina are administered at the county level while Arkansas
services are all administered by the state. Maryland has its office located within its state
Department of Education with all services administered by the state. In all three states

some services are contracted out to nongovernmental organizations.
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Figure 3.2: Case Selection Process

Docurme it

Analysis

The Iterative Case Selection Process
As indicated in Figure 3.2, the iterative case selection process began with a

document analysis, proceeded to expert assessment, and continued with the assessment of
key informants (Part One). That triangulation process, however, was unsuccessful in
yielding a set of states for case study analysis. The process did yield, however, a set of
nine states for consideration and a new idea for how to select the states. That began a
new process of document analysis and key informant assessment to select the final states

(Part Two). Part One and Part Two of the selection process are discussed briefly below.

Part One for State Case Selection: Narrowing the States to Nine

I knew from the outset that North Carolina would be one of the states chosen for
case study for three reasons: (a) it is a reference state for me due to my previous
experience there, (b) I know that it has high collaboration and clear measures of success
because of my experience, and (c) a Winter 2009 Child Care Bulletin published by the
Child Care Bureau features North Carolina as having both outcome measures and strong
collaborative partnerships (Issue 35), confirming my own experience. This left two to
three more states to be selected through the triangulation process.
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Excluding States Not Suitable for the Study

| looked for ways of assessing state similarities and differences in CCDF
administration and external influences that could contaminate the study. One available
assessment on state similarities and differences was a categorization of states by the
administrative homes of the CCDF functions (regulation, subsidy, quality/access) as
shown in Table 3.4. 1 also discovered something called the BUILD initiative

(www.buildinitiative.org) in which a number of states were participating. As described on

the BUILD Initiative web-site, it is a collaborative group of funders helping states to
coordinate and integrate their policies and strategies related to promoting children’s well-
being from birth to five. The intensity of this project and its requirements indicated that
it represented an external influence that could mask the internal state-shaped processes

that were of interest in this study.

Table 3.4: State Government Configuration of CCDF Streams

State Configuration of CCDF Streams States with Configuration

Subsidy, Licensing, and Quality Initiatives | AL, AK, AR, CO, HI, ID, IN, MD,

in same state agency or department MA, MN, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, OR,
SC, SD, TN, VT, WA, WV, WI, WY

Subsidy and Quality Initiatives in same AZ, CA, CT, FL, GA, IL, IA, KS, KY,

state agency or department LA, ME, MI, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV,
NH, NJ, ND, RI, UT, VA

Licensing and Quality initiatives in same TX

state agency or department

All streams in different DE

agencies/departments

Source: Early child care and education: State governance structures, National Child Care Information
Center, December 2008, accessed from web-site November 9, 2010
(http://nccic.acf.hhs.qgov/poptopics/ece structure.html?&printfriendly=true)

Thus, Delaware and Texas were excluded for consideration as case study states
because they were the only two states where all three CCDF functions were not either

within a single agency/department or where the licensing function was the only function
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administered separately. In addition, at the time | was engaged in state selection, the
following states were engaged in the BUILD initiative and thus excluded from
consideration for the case study: IL, MI, MN, NJ, NY, OH, PA, and WA. In total, ten

states were excluded from consideration.

Assessing Variation on Performance Management and Nongovernmental
Collaboration

| created a two-by-two matrix as seen in Table 3.5 to facilitate categorization of
the states across the dimensions of high/low collaboration and clear/unclear measures of
success [measures of success was used as a proxy for performance management as |
knew that no data on performance management were being collected] in cells (1), (2), and
(3). This matrix was used in document analysis, and to solicit assessments from experts

and key informants.

Table 3.5: Selection Criteria for States

(1) (2)
High Collaboration High Collaboration
and and
Clear Measures of Success Unclear Measures of Success
3) (4)
Low Collaboration Low Collaboration
and and
Clear Measures of Success Unclear Measures of Success

Using Table 3.4, | analyzed the Child Care Development Fund: Report of State
Territory Plans FY 2008-09 in December 2010 to place states into the cells. 1 used to
tables within the report to create rough counts of collaboration and four tables in the
report to count attempts to measure success. These counts yielded the sorting of states

evidenced in Table 3.6. Report counts indicated that seven states were high
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collaboration/high measurement, seven states were low collaboration/high measurement,
14 states were high collaboration/low measurement, and 12 states were low
collaboration/low measurement. The classification of North Carolina as low
collaboration did not match my prior knowledge of the state, but as the counts were rough
estimates there could be many reasons for this difference and it confirmed the importance

of triangulating with expert assessment.

Table 3.6: Collaboration-Measurement Continuum based on Counts from CCDF 2008-09
Reports

High Collaboration Low Collaboration
(5-10 of 15 types) (1-4 of 15 types)
High Measurement CA, CO*, GA, NE*, OR, TN, | AR, HI, MD, ME, NC, ND,
(4-8 of 9 efforts) VT NV
Low Measurement AL, AZ** ID, KS**, LA, AK, CT, FL, IA, IN, KY, MO,
(0-3 of 9 efforts) MA, MT** NH, RI*, SC*, MS, NM, OK, VA*, WV
SD*, UT*, WI, WV*

Collaboration: what the Child Care Bureau calls consultation, coordination, or public-private
partnership
* 3 of 6 types of Public-Private Partnerships noted; **Includes faith-based collaboration

Source: Child Care Development Fund: Report of State Territory Plans FY 2008-09; Collaboration Tables:
2.1-D Coordination and Consultation Activities and 2.3 Public-Private Partnerships; Measurement: 1.5-B
Lead Agency Activities to Maintain Control, Table 5.1-P Evaluation of Quality Activities, Table 5.2-E
Early Learning Assessment Activities, Table 5.2-L Assessment to Revise Professional Development Plans

Expert Assessment
Experts from that National Governors Association (NGA) and the National

Association for Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies (NACCRRA) were consulted
in March 2011for their opinions on the prevalence and extent of state collaboration and
measures of success. | did not want to bias the opinions of the experts so | showed them
Figure 3.3 and asked them to indicate where, according to their expert opinion, states

were located within the matrix. Although both experts were working in organizations
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operating on a national level, each of their perspectives was grounded in the specific
work they had done. In both organizations they provide some technical assistance to
states, and in both cases their deep familiarity with states was grounded in the work they

had done with them.

Figure 3.3: Classification Matrix Shared with Experts to Solicit Sorting of States
into Categories

Selection Criteria for States

High Collaboration High Collaboration
and and
Clear Measures of Success Unclear Measures of Success
{1 ar2 states) (L or 2 states)
Lowey Collabar ion Lo Collzbaration
and and
Clear Measures of Success Unclear Measures of Success
(1 ar2 states) (ho states will be selected here)

Other considerations:
(1) Distributed acrossthe 10 ACF Regions
[21 Stae Child Care Administratar must have been in position long enaugh ta have an
understanding of paolicies/procedures for the previous12 maonths

Tivingto Investigate:
A Long-Termn, Decisior-laking Collzboration called Goverrarce Menisrks in the Public Management
Literature defined for this study == follaws:

1. 3tae government and & least twa (2] other organizations

2. Engaged together (hot thru aliaison)

3. Making decisons about the design, goals, management and/or performance of part of the CCOF

B. Pegorrmaroe (ar agerrerntdefined for this study & collection and use of performance datato inform
decisions usng such strategies as:

Irnprow e Service Delivery

Increase Capacity

Support Resource Allocaion

|dentify Best Practices

Creae Systemic Change

This meant that neither expert could provide an assessment of all fifty states, and
that the experts did not have in depth information about the same states. In addition, one
association represents state governors while the other association represents nonprofit
organizations that are stakeholders of child care policy throughout the states. Typically
their perspectives on each state did not converge, and in fact one expert expressed

concern that the cell low collaboration/high measurement represented a scenario that she
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did not believe to be possible because her experience indicated that high collaboration

was required to establish high measurement.

Both experts, however, independently provided the same recommendation on
selecting the states. They each suggested that | select the states based on their variation
in state governance structure as this provides some insight in differences in state political
cultures, which in turn is likely to manifest in differences in collaboration and measures
of success. They each provided the names of states where they thought I’d find useful

and diverse information.

In one final attempt at using the selection matrix, | turned to my key informants to
tap into their knowledge of the states. As was the case with the experts, the key
informants had in-depth knowledge about some states but not all. Their in-depth
knowledge, however, tended to indicate that many of the states categorized as low
collaboration in the matrix would not be categorized as low collaboration according to
their experiences. | also asked the key informants about their perspectives on the states
suggested by the experts. The combined assessments of the experts and key informants
yielded the following list of potential states: Arizona, Arkansas, Kansas, Maryland,

Montana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Oregon.

Thus, I turned to the experts’ suggested method of narrowing down these eight

states to the three ultimately selected.
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Part Two: Narrowing to Three States
At this point | focused on two documents that revealed information about state

government structures: the contact list (August 2011) for the state child care
administrators which indicates the administrative home of the lead CCDF agency in each
state and fact sheets produced by the National Governors Association (NGA) on the
creation and composition of each state’s Early Childhood Advisory Council (April 2011).
| selected these two documents because they provided two types of insights into state
government structure, and both of these structure features had been mentioned by the
experts and key informants.

First, the contact list provided information about where the state government
decided to place lead agency responsibility — Human Services, Health, Health & Human
Services, Education, Economic/Employment/Workforce, or some other administrative
home. Each of those administrative homes potentially reveals something about how child
care issues are viewed in the state, and the policy cultures that may influence decision-
making. Second the NGA’s Early Childhood Advisory Council (ECAC) fact sheets

(http://www.nga.org/cms/home/nga-center-for-best-practices/center-issues/page-edu-

issues/col2-content/main-content-list/state-early-childhood-advisory-c.html) provided

information on the process by which the Council was formed. While the governor of
each state was required to create an ECAC by the Head Start Act of 2007, the governor
could either designate an existing committee or council to serve as the ECAC by making
appropriate changes to the charge of that committee/council to align with the new
requirements, or he/she could create an entirely new committee/council. The ECAC
emerged from Head Start legislation, but the charge of this advisory council included

assessing needs and coordinating strategies for children ages birth to five years across all
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federally funded early childhood education/child care initiatives including the Child Care
and Development Fund. With ECAC formation came the possibility of a grant that could
be used for an assortment of activities to improve the quality of early childhood education
in the states including “enhancing existing early childhood education and development
programs and services (in existence on the date on which the grant involved is awarded),
including quality improvement activities authorized under the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990;” (Sec. 642B. HEAD START
COLLABORATION; STATE EARLY EDUCATION AND CARE (b)(1)(D)(iii), 42
USC 9801, 42 USC 9801, p. 69
[http://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc/standards/Head%20Start%20Act/HS_Act_2007.pdf].
Thus, the ECAC formation process had the potential to provide insight on both state
government structure and collaboration.

This document analysis indicated that states could be sorted into essentially four
types of administrative homes (social services-focused, health-focused, education-
focused, or employment-focused) and into two ECAC types (transformation of an
existing committee or development of a new committee). Applying these two criteria
across the eight potential states yielded the information in Table 3.7. | had already
decided to include North Carolina as a case study state as previously discussed.
Choosing NC in this matrix represented both social services-focused and new ECAC
development. 1also selected MT (health focus), AZ (employment focus), and MD
(education focus). In my original analysis of collaborations MT and AZ were in an

opposite cell (high collaboration, low measurement) from MD and NC (low
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collaboration, high measurement). Each of these four states is also located in a different
ACF region.

Table 3.7: Final Selection Matrix for Selecting Case Study States

Social Services Health Education Employment
Focused Focused Focused Focused
ECAC converts AR, KS, OK MD AZ (but
existing committee MT ECAC has a
health focus)
ECAC developed NC OR
new

Key Informants

Finally, I checked with my key informants to determine if there were any reasons
that these four states would not be good candidates for case study like the CCDF child
care administrator was new, state departments were undergoing reorganization, or other
political or administrative issues would keep them from participating. The key

informants indicated that they did not know of any concerns.

Securing the Agreement of the States

In September 2011, | began contacting states for participation in the case study. |
knew the state child care administrator in North Carolina so | contacted her about
participation directly. She quickly agreed to participate in the study. One of my key
informants introduced me by email to the state child care administrators in Arizona and
Montana, who both agreed to speak with me to understand my study and the commitment
to participate as a case study state. A colleague of mine at The Urban Institute introduced
me by email to the state child care administrator in Maryland. After our preliminary
phone conversation, the Maryland state child care administrator agreed for her state to
participate. During the preliminary phone interviews in Arizona and Montana, the

administrators appeared to be enthusiastic about the study, but indicated that they would
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have to ask the permission of someone else in the administration for the state to
participate. They soon indicated to me that their states could not participate in the case

study.

When Arizona and Montana declined, | needed to quickly add a third state. By
this time, states had begun to respond to the survey. Arkansas had been an early
responder and they had indicated a willingness to have their state data identified signaling
that they might be willing to participate more deeply. One of my key informants
introduced me by email to the state child care administrator in Arkansas. After our
preliminary conversation, she agreed for her state to participate in the case study. Now
that I had the three case study states secured, | could begin identifying and contacting

interviewees, and making arrangements to travel to the states.

Selecting the Interviewees

In each state | had a preliminary conversation with the state child care
administrator by phone to discuss the study, to secure her agreement to participate, to
offer her some dates for my research visit to her state, to determine who | should be
scheduling interviews with for the visit, and to request other documents or lists that
would help in preparing for the visit. These calls were made in September, October, and

November 2011.

Three types of interviewees had to be selected. The CCDF state child care
administrator was a required interviewee. By agreeing for her state to participate in the
study, she was agreeing to be interviewed herself as her role is critical in the study. The

second kind of interviewee was other state administrators. | requested to speak with the
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individuals who were responsible for the key elements of CCDF implementation — child
care subsidy, child care regulation, and child care access. | also asked the CCDF state
child care administrator to suggest other individuals she thought it might be important for
me to speak with. Finally, I needed to select individuals representing nongovernmental
agencies who were participating with the state in CCDF-related discussion groups.
Selection of the nongovernmental representatives required acquisition of the lists of these
discussion groups in order to study the concepts of governance networks and meta-

governance as discussed in Chapter 2.

Selecting the Discussion Groups (the potential Governance Networks)

Once the states were selected, | requested that each state agency send me the
membership lists for each of their current advisory, consultation, collaborative, or
decision-making groups related to their implementation of the CCDF. While engaged in
the interview process, | also used a snowball approach to identify additional groups that
may qualify for study but that had not been identified at the outset. The aim in selecting
groups was that they would meet the criteria set forth in Chapter 2 as a governance
network which: (1) must include the state government and at least two other
organizations, (2) the organizations must be engaging together to make decisions about
the design, goals, management, and/or performance of part of the CCDF, and (3) all
participating entities must engage with each other (the state cannot simply be consulting
with multiple entities that do not interact with each other). Information | learned about
groups during the data collection process led me to modify the criteria in two ways. |
added a fourth criterion: all groups must have been formed by the state government. In
addition, | modified criteria (1) to read: the state government must either serve as a
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member of the group or be a client of the group and the group must include at least two

other organizations.

These amendments to the criteria became necessary because a number of
nongovernmental interviewees suggested committees that met the original criteria, but
had not been formed by the state. Instead, the committees had been formed by the
nongovernmental organizations running CCDF-funded programs. This was problematic
for this study because the primary reason for interviewing individuals of these groups
was to study the meta-governance actions of the state, but if the state had not formed the
committee then the meta-governance actions were being performed by non-state

individuals.

Six of the eight groups ultimately selected to serve as the “class of events” for this
study were originally identified by the CCDF Lead Agencies. Two groups were
identified by nongovernmental interviewees. Selected nongovernmental interviewees
were primarily current members of these eight groups. Interviewees were selected in two
other ways: (1) other interviewees recommended them as being able to provide insight
because of the historical role they had played in shaping of child care systems in the state
and (2) the Administrator’s state survey response identified an organizational type as a
key collaborator but it was not represented in the membership of the selected groups.
More information about the selected groups is provided in Chapter 6 where the analysis
of the governance networks and meta-governance functions takes place. Additional

information about the group selection process is provided in Appendix I.
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The groups ranged from statutorily required to informal, and from permanent to
temporary. Once | received the lists, | compared across the lists to determine which
individuals and organizations were represented across lists, and which individuals and
organizations participated less often. | was also looking for the kinds of groups
represented. In child care systems, typical stakeholders are child care operators; Head
Start; parents of children (but they are rarely asked to participate directly); a variety of
intermediary organizations, including other funders of the system, child care resource
and referral agencies, child care provider associations; special issue nonprofit
organizations; and educational institutions, such as universities and community colleges.
| looked for geographic diversity, and participation across the CCDF areas of child care

subsidy, child care regulation, and child care quality and accessibility.

Conducting the Interviews

| used a combination of email and phone messages to contact potential

interviewees and request their participation. In Maryland and North Carolina, all
interviewees served on at least one committee formed for CCDF-related discussions. In
Arkansas, most of the interviewees provided contracted services and indicated serving on
less formal committees, but did not serve on the one formal committee identified. No one
refused participation in the study, but one individual in North Carolina was not available
when | called for the interview, and three individuals in Maryland never responded to my
attempts to contact them for an interview. Most individuals, however, indicated that they

were pleased to be asked for their perspectives.
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Interviews were conducted in person, when possible, and on the phone when
schedules could not otherwise be aligned. | traveled to each of the case study states for
selected dates during the months of November 2011, December 2011, and January 2012,
I met with all state administrators in their agency offices or agency conference rooms. |
met with some state administrators individually, while others preferred to meet as groups
of administrators. State administrators were not anonymous within their own agencies as
the agency typically put together a schedule of administrator meetings. Most state
administrators were selected by their agency to participate in the interviews with me, but
in a few cases | specifically asked to speak with state administrators who had not been
nominated because of their apparent role in CCDF-related activities based on information
| had seen in agency documents or on the agency web-site. At no time did any of the

state CCDF Lead Agencies deny a request for me to meet with particular individuals.

I met with nongovernmental administrators at their own organizational offices, in
a hotel lobby, or in a conference room at the lead CCDF state agency. The meeting
location was based partly on the request of the nongovernmental administrators, and
partly on my ability to schedule more interviews in a short amount of time if I did not
have to travel to far parts of the state. For example, in Arkansas many of the
nongovernmental administrators routinely travel to Little Rock, the state capitol, for
business. It was more convenient for me to interview them in Little Rock than to travel
to the distant parts of the state because most of the individuals with whom | needed to
speak were already in the Little Rock area. In all states, however, | did travel beyond the
city where the lead CCDF state agency is located (Raleigh, NC; Little Rock, AR;

Baltimore, MD) to other parts of the state to interview representatives of
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nongovernmental organizations. In every state, some interviews were conducted by
phone because we could not align our schedules during the time that | was available to

meet in person.

Table 3.8 provides some basic information about individuals interviewed. The
information is necessarily vague to protect the identities of the participating individuals.
| interviewed a total of 48 individuals in the three case study states: 16 state
administrators from the CCDF lead agencies and 32 nongovernmental representatives.
The nongovernmental organizations represented those contracted for service delivery
through CCDF funds, those that do not deliver services but represent CCDF populations,

and organizations that provided expertise but did not fall in the previous two groups.

Table 3.8: Case Study Interview Overview

State Arkansas Maryland North Overall
Carolina

Dates of In-State Interviews December 12- | December 1, | November 9- November 9,

15, 2011 2011, January | 11, 2011 2011 — January
12-13, 2012 13, 2012

Dates of Phone Interviews December 22, | December 9, | November 21 - | November 21,
2011 - January | 2011- December 21, | 2011 —January
16, 2012 January 10, 2011 16, 2012

2012

# of State Administrators 7 2 7 16

interviewed, including state (100% in (100% in (100% in (100% in

CCDF administrator person) person) person) person)

# of Nongovernmental 13 (in 8) 6 (in 6) 13 (in 12) 32 (1in 26)

Administrators Interviewed (in (69% in (50% in (85% in (72% in

# of organizations) person) person) person) person)

# of CCDF discussion groups 2 2 4 8

represented (potential

governance networks)

# of counties in state where 5 4 7 16

interviewees’ offices are

located

# of counties in state 75 (of 75) 23 (of 23) 100 (of 100) | 198 (of 198)

represented by interviewees’

roles (of total counties/ state)
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Data Analysis

As indicated at the beginning of this chapter, this study is a qualitative, mixed-
methods study. Using Greene’s (2007) terminology to characterize mixed-methods
approaches, this study uses an integrative design for the purposes of triangulation,
development, and expansion. The analysis follows this same integrative approach in
Chapters 4, 5, and 6 with implications, findings, and conclusions presented in Chapter 7.
The Decision Process Framework (DPF) served as the analytical lens for all the data
collected during the study — documents, interviews, and the survey. The DPF was used
to guide the analysis in three ways. The analysis focuses on three levels: the federal-to-
state performance environment; the broad and deep within-state performance
environments; and the state-nongovernmental performance environment. Data from all
sources are integrated through the DPF. Chapters 4 and 5 present the findings in
alignment with the DPF. Chapter 4, Institutions and Interested Groups, focuses on
Research Questions 1 and 2. Chapter 5, Relationships With and Use of Data, focuses on
Research Questions 3 and 4. Finally, the elements of meta-governance in the DPF were
used to perform within case and cross-case analyses of the eight case study groups to
yield insights into a grounded theory of meta-governance presented in Chapter 6 —

Toward a Theory of Meta-Governance.

In analyzing and integrating all the data sources, the DPF provided an integrative
framework by serving as the basis for a priori (Creswell, 2007) or etic (Maxwell, 2005)
codes into which much of the data could be categorized. The use of these a priori codes
aligned with the DPF also helped to identify where new information emerged during the

process of what Mason (2002) calls excavating the data. As Coffey & Atkinson indicate:
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“...coding is much more than simply giving categories to data; it is also about
conceptualizing the data, raising questions, providing provisional answers about the
relationships among and within the data, and discovering the data” (1996, p. 31). This

new information is presented in the findings in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.

| performed the analysis of the data for the cross-state comparison (within-state
and state-nongovernmental performance environments) in three stages. First, | coded and
integrated all the data sources using the Decision Process Framework (DPF) as the basis
for a priori (Creswell, 2007) or etic (Maxwell, 2005) codes into which much of the data
could be categorized. The use of these a priori codes aligned with the DPF also helped
to identify where new information emerged during the process of what Mason (2002)
calls excavating the data. Second, | used the analytic technique Yin (2003) calls the
linear-analytic method to investigate the integrated survey data, interviews, and
documents in relationship to each element of the Decision Process Framework. Finally, |
use a process-tracing method (George & Bennett, 2005) to illuminate how the elements
of the Decision Process Framework coalesce into particular decision processes. These

process-tracing examples are interwoven throughout Chapters 4 and 5.

Chapter 6 specifically focuses on the collective linking mechanisms and processes
referred to as meta-governance and governance networks described in Chapter 2. Thus,
the “class of events” (George & Bennett, 2005) that serves as the focal point for these
case studies are the CCDF-related cross-sector discussion groups (the state-
nongovernmental performance environment), and the linking mechanisms and processes
that form these groups, shape their discussions, link their discussions with policy

implementation, and inform the discussions with data. This “class of events” is
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represented within the Decision Process Framework (DPF), explicated in Chapter 2, as
the governance network (Decision Process), and the elements of meta-governance,
Framing, Transferring, and Feedback in the DPF. Thus, while there are three states
represented in this case study analysis, there are eight instances of the class of events. |
use a process-tracing method (George & Bennett, 2005) to uncover these potential causal
paths and mechanisms as | explore how each of the eight groups selected for case study
were formed, how they engage members, how the state facilitates the groups, how the
groups generate and transfer knowledge or decisions, and how data enter the decision-

making processes.

Potential Limitations

Trochim & Donnelly (2008) define validity as “the best available approximation
to the truth of a given proposition, inference, or conclusion” (p. 20). While many
discussions of research validity are grounded in the context of quantitative methods,
validity is no less an issue for qualitative methods. As Shadish, Cook & Campbell
indicate: “Validity is a property of inferences. It is not a property of designs or methods,
for the same design may contribute to more or less valid inferences under different
circumstances” (2002, p. 34). Literature focused on validity tends to agree that there are
four different kinds: internal validity, construct validity, conclusion validity (sometimes
called statistical conclusion validity), and external validity (sometimes called
generalizability). While some qualitative researchers do not believe that validity is
relevant for their research for a variety of ontological and epistemological reasons, |
believe that validity is important to all research, although the efforts to ensure it might

look different across methods.
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Quialitative researchers Mason, Maxwell, and Creswell each express their own
concerns about validity in qualitative research. Mason (2002) asserts that researchers
must ensure a valid construct and interpretation of their data, while Maxwell (2005)
emphasizes the importance of a valid conclusion. Trochim (1999) provides a crosswalk
between classical quantitative terminology and qualitative terminology as delineated by

Lincoln and Guba (1985):

Internal validity = Credibility

External validity = Transferability

Reliability = Dependability

Obijectivity = Confirmability

Creswell (2007) recommends engaging in at least two validation procedures to
assure a high quality qualitative study. This study used three of the eight validation
methods he describes: peer debriefing, triangulation, and thick description. Validation
efforts were infused throughout the data collection and analysis stages to ensure that
appropriate interpretations of information were made at each stage, and that data
collection tools were constructed with language meaningful to potential respondents.
Thick description has been used in the writing of this report to include more details about
the interplay between, and iterations of the methods, as well as my own decision-making

processes throughout the study.

Since this study was not attempting to demonstrate causality and this is not a

quantitative study, it is not relevant to discuss internal validity here; the analogous
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qualitative criterion of creditability, however, is important. Construct validity,
conclusion validity, and externality validity (transferability) are all relevant in this study.
Threats to each and how this study addressed those threats are discussed here. A key
validity issue for this study was the translation between theory language and practitioner
language (See Figure 3.4). On the front end, theory language had to be translated into
practitioner language to create the survey and interview questions in a way that
represented what | was trying to study in the way that the practitioner would understand
and be able to respond to the question. Use of cognitive interviewing in pretesting of the
survey instrument and interview questions as discussed earlier in this chapter was
undertaken to counteract this threat. On the back end, the researcher must translate what
the practitioner has said in their language back into the theory. Probing during the case
study interviews was used to help understand some of the response nuances in the survey.
Sending a copy of each case study to the case study participants in each state and
soliciting feedback from them about the interpretations therein helped to ameliorate

threats to conclusion validity.

Figure 3.4: Translation Threats to Validity

[ Theory Language H Practitioner Language ]_,[ Theory Language ]

- AN /
' '
Construct Validity Conclusion Validity

Construct or Measurement Validity

Hatry & Newcomer (2010) indicate that measurement validity refers to the

question, “Are you accurately measuring what you intend to measure?” (p.558). They
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identify five possible threats to construct validity which are relevant to this study:
inappropriate operationalization, purposeful misrepresentation, accidental
misrepresentation, social desirability/evaluation apprehension, and lack of dosage

differentiation. This study attempted to address each of these concerns.

Inappropriate operationalization. Careful question construction can avoid

introducing bias, or what Dillman calls measurement error: “The result of poor question
wording or questions being presented in such a way that inaccurate or uninterpretable

answers are obtained” (2007, p. 11). Key informant pre-testing of survey and interview
instruments, and using cognitive interviewing to probe for question understandings and

meanings were used to offset this potential validity issue.

Purposeful misrepresentation. Intentionally misrepresented information can

be hard to detect. The ability for survey respondents and interviewees to remain
anonymous removes the motivation for some misrepresentation of the information
provided. The layering of information and data through multiple sources and from
multiple individuals mitigates the effect any one individual might have in

misrepresenting information provided.

Accidental misrepresentation. Unintentional misrepresentation of information

can be hard to detect. The most likely place for this type of threat to validity to occur in
this study was in the survey. Because the survey allowed individuals to skip any
question, however, they could easily pass over questions they were not sure how to
answer or to which they did not know the answer. A few of the respondents did skip

questions here and there. This is less likely to be an issue in the interview process
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because interviewees were asked to provide their perceptions on the decision groups and
processes in which they participated. I was not seeking a “right” answer. Instead, it is
the layered perceptions on the interviewees that create the case study stories. Itisan

expectation that different individuals would have different perceptions.

Social desirability /evaluation apprehension. This typically occurs when an

individual in a study wants to please individuals who might read the research results.
Because this study is about exploring and understanding state decision-making process, it
would be hard for any individual to discern what answers might make them look “best.”
In addition, this study does not contain any type of rating element for which study
participants might be striving to achieve thus mitigating the chance that they might

change their answers to appear “good” at a particular process.

Lack of dosage differentiation. This validity concern reflects the continuum of

intensities that might be present to make the observed change. Dosage, or the amount of
time spent collaborating, was an area that interviewees had a difficult time quantifying.
As a result, reporting of results related to time spent collaborating has been expressed
through the case studies in broad language clearly indicating the imprecision of that

information.

Conclusion Validity

Clearly statistical conclusion validity is not an issue here as statistics are not being
used. Valid conclusions about the relationships studied here, however, are still integral to
the worth and credibility of this study, and therefore must be addressed. In a qualitative

study, the conclusions are based on interpretations of the data. In this study that means
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interpretation of documents, interpretation of survey responses, and interpretation of
interviews. The main threat here is that I may not have understood the information

presented to me in the way that it was meant to be understood.

| have utilized two techniques to offset this threat. First, I have triangulated
information through multiple sources — document analysis, surveys, and interviews with
more than one group of individuals. This allowed me to compare information across
sources. As I collected documents in multiple stages, | was able to seek evidence through
documents to specifically confirm what interviewees had said. Likewise, | was able to
follow up on some survey questions during interviews. In addition, I could repeat my
understanding of a particular process to multiple interviewees to determine if | had

correctly captured the process or more nuances needed to be added in.

Second, | applied peer debriefing in an iterative process during most stages of
data collection and interpretation. The peers were my key informants, three retired state
child care administrators from North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Vermont, who served as
consultants for the National Child Care Information Center during most of the study
process. They volunteered their time by phone and email to help ensure that appropriate
interpretations of the data were made. As individuals who had formerly served as the
agents responsible for implementing the CCDF in their states, they have an invaluable
perspective on the language used and context faced by their peers. They helped me to

more clearly understand the data | collected.

Finally, my study includes a thick description of all the data processes, analyses,

and findings to provide transparency. This will allow other researchers to examine the
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entire research path from assumptions to conclusions so that they may attempt to
replicate it, transfer it, build upon it, or test particular aspects of my findings. Validity is
not, however, the only measure that determines the worth and usability of research
findings. Reliability (dependability) and generalizability (transferability) are also

important. Each is discussed in turn.

Reliability or Dependability

Hatry & Newcomer (2010) recognize reliability — the extent to which a
measurement can be expected to produce similar results on repeated observations of the
same condition or event — as another important element of the research process to which
attention should be paid. Even if the research has achieved construct validity, it doesn’t
much matter if the manner in which the data are collected is not reliable. They identify

two dimension of reliability: reliable measures and reliable measurement.

Reliable measures were not an issue in this study. All surveys were self-
administered and all potential survey respondents received an on-line and hard copy
version of the survey. Only one respondent chose to complete the hard copy of the
survey. According to Dillman (2007) the primary risk in reliable survey measures has to
do with hearing versus seeing possible responses. In this study all survey respondents

saw their survey questions.

Reliable measurement came into play in this study through the interview
processes and the criteria used in the coding of data. As | was the only study interviewer,
| didn’t have to worry about training others to meet a level of consistency, but I did need

to remind myself to create the same environment, to provide the same demeanor, and to
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be consistent in how | worded the questions. | used a semi-structured interview
technique so there were necessarily differences between interviews, but | worked to
ensure an underlying consistency regardless of the individual and regardless of whether |

was speaking to the interviewee in person or on the phone.

Coding is a key element of data generation across all the research strategies in this
study. Data obtained via the document analysis, the survey, and the interviews all
required coding. Much of the coding was guided by the Decision Process Framework
which provided a consistent reference point across all the data sources. Because data
collection and coding took place over a relatively short time frame, there was not much

time for coding drift to develop.

Viewing the process through a qualitative lens, this study demonstrates
dependability through the thick description it uses to describe the context and timing of
the survey, interviews, and analysis. As discussed in Chapter 7, the context in which
Administrators make decisions is constantly changing so any studies building from this

one would need to take that into consideration if examining the issues studied here again.

Generalizability or Transferability

As she discusses the ability of qualitative research findings to be applied beyond
the study group, Mason states “Generalizability involves the extent to which you can
make some form of wider claim on the basis of your research and analysis, rather than
simply stating that your analysis is entirely idiosyncratic and particular” (2002, p. 39).
Shadish, Cook & Campbell (2002) refer to this concept as external validity. Mason

emphasizes the importance of thinking early in the research process about “what kind of
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general claims your research questions might imply,” what “cross-contextual generalities
from strategically focused local/contextual studies” you may want to derive, and if you

“wish to make claims that have a wider theoretical resonance” (2002, p. 39).

Given the unique contexts and challenges of each state, it is not prudent to
generalize survey results of the 35 states to represent all 50 states. The information
gleaned from the 35 states, however, is important in its own right because it provides
information about state decision-making in an intergovernmental, cross-sector context,
that was not previously known. Similarly, the intricacies of each decision-making
process explored in each case study state should not be thought of as applying to all

states.

This research does provide transferrable techniques, considerations, frameworks,
and insights into important contextual elements and processes for other researchers
interested in exploring other federal programs that have similar characteristics to the
CCDF including intergovernmental administration, state flexibility in implementation,

and cross-sector collaboration. | discuss this possibility in Chapter 7.

Reflexivity Statement

Creswell indicates that “How we write is a reflection of our own interpretation
based on the cultural, social, gender, class, and personal politics that we bring to research.
All writing is “positioned” and within a stance” (2007, p. 179). T attempt to briefly

explicate here the elements shaping my “position.”

Epistemologically | see myself as a Social Constructionist. As explained by

Crotty (1998) Social Constructionism blends both the objective and the subjective

154



perspectives. Objects are taken to exist but humans give them meaning. In the Social
Constructionist perspective, groups of humans give the objects meaning vs. the Social
Constructivist perspective where individual humans give the objects meaning. Thus,

groups of humans form a cultural base from which meaning is made.

In this study, I attempted to understand the meanings that have been made in the
governmental-nongovernmental collaborative processes in the case study states. These
meanings are held in the perceptions of the many individuals that participate in the
collaborative groups, both state government representatives and representatives of
nongovernmental organizations. | attempted to draw out perceptions across a wide range

of individuals to ensure as well-rounded a perspective as possible.

My own experiences originate in the nongovernmental agency perspective. For
fifteen years | worked in a nonprofit organization collaborated with the state government
in North Carolina. We helped the state officials determine priorities, set goals, and
develop ways to measure success. Not only was | a member of the organization, but |
was a member of the team directly engaged in the networked governance process for
approximately my last three years at the organization. As an organization, we had our
own socially constructed perspective of the “hows” and “whys” of the relationship. As
part of a larger group of similar organizations, we held somewhat different views of our
role in the collaborative process as we represented not only our own organization, but
served as an intermediary for the other similar organizations. Itis as if I lived my own
case study — a very specific experience related to the focus of the research here which

provided me with some insight, but through a completely different lens.
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My primary challenge here was to see, hear, and interpret the responses and
stories | collected from the perspective of the state government administrator, other
government administrators, and nongovernmental representatives who serve in positions
similar to the one | once inhabited. While my previous experiences lent me some general
context, | had to be open to the variety of contexts and processes even in, and perhaps
most especially from, the state where | had previously worked. That | was surprised by
the differences that emerged in each state and the differences that challenged my
perceptions from my former state indicates to me that | was sufficiently open to receive

new information.

Summary

Using the Decision Process Framework presented in Figure 3.2, | explored the
decision-making process employed in the 50 American states as they implement the
CCDF. I undertook primary data collection through a multi-method, iterative research
approach. Using Greene’s (2007) terminology to characterize mixed-methods
approaches, this study uses an integrative design for the purposes of triangulation,
development, and expansion. The design is considered integrative because the document
analysis, survey, and interviews build from each other, rather than simply co-existing in

the same study together.

| utilized document analyses in multiple stages (fully explained in Appendix G),
federal interviews, a survey of the 50 American states, and within case and cross-cases
analyses of three case study states — Arkansas, Maryland, and North Carolina — to answer

the research questions and gain both a broad and deep understanding of the key elements
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of the decision-making processes within state government networks constituted to inform

policy co-formation decisions for the CCDF.

I built in a number of strategies to address potential threats to the validity and
reliability of the data including the use of multiple data collection strategies and sources,
the use of key informants for testing of survey and interview questions and to provide
feedback on interpretations of state child care administrator data, thick description of
processes undertaken, and reflexivity regarding my personal influence on the data. In
addition, I collected data to properly understand the contexts in which these findings

occur and therefore to which they will be most generalizable.

Chapter 4 presents findings related to Research Questions 1 and 2 focusing on the
federal-to-state implementation environment, the within-state implementation
environment, and the state-nongovernmental implementation environment, especially as
it relates to how the CCDF-related functions are organized, the priorities Administrators
must balance, and the relationships the Administrators must manage as they implement

the CCDF in their states.
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CHAPTER 4: Institutions and Interested Groups

Introduction

This chapter presents analyses of interview data, documents, and survey data to
depict the state-level perspective on context and collaboration in state implementation of
the CCDF. Data and analyses presented in this chapter relate to the first two research

questions:

1. How does the Office of Child Care (formerly known as the Child Care
Bureau) encourage state alignment with its stated Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF) goals?

2. How do differences in state’s configuration of child care-related
governance structures affect the design and management of the child care
service delivery systems?

| begin with an overview of the reporting conventions uses. Then, | briefly
present some background information on the states including some state demographics
and state child care system facts. Next, | present data and findings on the elements of the
Decision Process Framework: federal influences, the CCDF State Administrator and
Lead Agency, delegation of responsibilities to local governments, and fostering
collaboration. Throughout the chapter | illustrate the action within the Decision Process
Framework through process-tracing examples. | conclude with a summary analysis of
the key points emerging from the chapter and an overview of variables not articulated or
not clearly articulated in the original Decision Process Framework that have been

revealed in the cross-state analysis.
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In reporting the national survey data, the following conventions are used. Survey
respondents are called either respondents or Administrators, referencing the CCDF State
Child Care Administrators who responded to the survey. Each respondent or
Administrator represents one state. While Administrators representing 35 states
responded to the survey overall, not all Administrators answered every question or
provided responses for every element of every question. Thus, a response size (N) is
provided for each question and when the “N” varies by answer element, that information
is provided as well. A frequently used convention in reporting survey data is not used
here. I do not exclude the answer “Not Applicable” when reporting the survey data
because the purpose of this survey is to understand the breadth of possibilities across the
states. “Not Applicable” is an important part of the state-to-state diversity, because it
reveals elements of governance that are present in some states and not in others. Per the

request of many survey respondents, survey data are reported in the aggregate.

The survey data from the three case study states are represented in the national
aggregate data, and they are individually identified. The Administrator survey responses
from the three case study states are identified as the AR Administrator (Arkansas), the
MD Administrator (Maryland), and the NC Administrator (North Carolina). When
discussed as a group, they are referred to as the case study Administrators. They also
represent one type of individual interviewed for the case studies, and the same naming
convention is used in discussing the interview data. The three Administrators

interviewed for this research are women so the pronoun “she” is used to describe them.

The particular state administrative unit where these Administrators work is

referred to as the Lead CCDF Agency. | use that term here to mean the specific Division
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or unit where the Administrator is situated, not just the overall state department in which
they are located. For example, Maryland’s Administrator is housed in the Division of
Early Childhood Development within the Maryland State Department of Education, but
her particular administrative unit is Maryland’s Office of Child Care. When I refer to the
Lead CCDF Agency in Maryland, I am referring to Maryland’s Office of Child Care.
This is an important distinction because it defines the scope of policies, programs and
services over which the Administrator has direct influence. The three Lead CCDF
Agencies referenced in this research are: Arkansas’ Division of Child Care and Early
Childhood Education (AR-DCCECE), Maryland’s Office of Child Care (MD-OCC), and
North Carolina’s Division of Child Development and Early Education (NC-DCDEE). To
avoid reader confusion | always refer to the lead agency with its state initials (AR, MD,

or NC) unless I am speaking about the collective group of lead agencies.

The 13 other state officials who were interviewed were also members of the
CCDF Lead Agency. These individuals were selected by the Administrators in the case
study states as important for understanding the state processes, or | requested to speak
with them because of their role in managing particular CCDF-funded programs in their
states. These individuals are referred to as state administrators or state government
interviewees. Sometimes the Administrator is included as one of these state
administrators, and sometimes she is not. If I refer to comments of a single individual
who is one of the state administrators, I simply say “one of the state administrators.”
Some of the state administrators are men, but they are in the minority so | use the
pronoun “she” to reference them regardless of the gender of the person making the

comment to protect the confidentiality of their statements.
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The 32 representatives of nongovernmental organizations are the third group of
state-level interviewees. | selected these individuals because they serve as members of
collaborative groups created by their state to inform CCDF-related strategies. These
individuals represent a diverse mix of organizations and roles. Some of them serve as
paid staff members of the organizations they represent, while others serve as board
members in a volunteer capacity. Some of them deliver CCDF-funded services, some
have oversight over those services, and some have other roles in the child care systems in
their states but do not receive CCDF funding. | asked them what they would like me to
call them in the study and they said “stakeholders.” Sometimes I call them that, but more
frequently | call them nongovernmental administrators or nongovernmental interviewees.
Again, most but not all, of the interviewees were female so I use the pronoun “she” to

reference them regardless of the actual gender.

Some Background on the Selected States
It is important to remember that the three selected states — Arkansas, Maryland,
and North Carolina — were not selected to represent the population of states as a whole.
Instead, they were selected based on their diverse state administrative structures. Thus,
this brief overview of demographics and child care in the selected states is illustrative of
the state policy and demographic context in which the decisions are made, but is not
intended to serve as guide about how to interpret the data or to which populations the data

might be generalized.
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Table 4.1: State Demographic Data

Arkansas Maryland North Carolina
Total Population, 2010 2,915,918 5,773,552 0,535,483
Percent of Persons Under 5 6.8% 6.3% 6.6%
years, 2010
Percent of Persons Below 0 0 0
Poverty level, 2006-2010 18.0% 8.6% 15:5%
Median Household Income,
2006-2010 $39,267 $70,647 $45,570
'2‘85‘8 Areain Square Miles, | 5, 35 48 9,707.24 48,617.91
Persons per Square Mile,
2010 56.0 594.8 196.1

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County Quick Facts, Arkansas
(http://quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/05000.html), Maryland
(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/24000.html), North Carolina
(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/37000.html)

Arkansas, Maryland, and North Carolina are diverse in population size, land area,
population density, and income levels as displayed in Table 4.1. All of these
demographic characteristics are relevant to the demands on the child care system, policy
procedures, and policy options. For example, greater land area with lower population
often makes it difficult to build child care supply because the people needing to use child
care are spaced further apart. This issue of distance also arises in monitoring programs
for licensing purposes, or providing on-site support to improve program quality. On the
other hand, high population densities in cities also create challenges for building child
care supply because space and the cost of space tends to be at a premium. Maryland is
the most urban, with the smallest land area, and the highest income levels of the three
states. Arkansas has the least population with the largest land area, and the poorest
population. Land area and population density also have implications for traditional

collaboration mechanisms such as group face-to-face meetings.
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Table 4.2: Some Early Childhood System Characteristics

Arkansas

Maryland

North Carolina

Name of CCDF
Lead Agency

Arkansas Division of Child
Care and Early Childhood
Education (AR-DCCECE)

Maryland Office of
Child Care (MD-OCC)

North Carolina
Division of Child
Development and
Early Education (NC-
DCDEE)

State Department Department of Human Maryland State Department of Health
Housing Lead Services (DHS) Department of and Human Services
Agency Education (MSDE) (DHHYS)

Name of QRIS Arkansas Better Maryland Excels/2011 | Star-Rated License
System/Year Begun | Beginnings/2010 System/1999

(updated in 2005)

Name of State Pre-
Kindergarten
System/Ages Served

Arkansas Better Chance
(ABC)/
birth-5 years

Preschool for All/four
year olds

NC Pre-K (formerly
known as More at
Four)/four year olds

Distinct Early
Childhood System
Features

The national home-visiting
model, HIPPY (Home
Instruction Program for
Parents of Preschool
Youngsters), which
emphasizes parents as a
child’s first teachers is part
of the Arkansas Better
Chance program.

Judy Centers provide
comprehensive school-
readiness supports to
families with children
birth through
kindergarten in or near
Title 1 public schools.

Smart Start,
developed in 1993, is
a public/private
partnership that
provides state dollars
through nonprofit
organizations to
support locally
designed solutions to
ensure that children
birth to five have the
opportunities they
need to arrive in
school ready to

succeed.
System Elements Currently in rulemaking None administered School-age Quality
Targeted to Other process for Positive Youth | through the CCDF Lead | Improvement
Age Groups Development Grant Act Agency. Program

(ages 5-19)

Infant-Toddler
Quality Improvement
Program

Table 4.2 provides a brief overview of some of the early childhood system

characteristics in these study states. The CCDF is integrated to varying degrees with

other state initiatives to support early childhood education. Although the CCDF targets

children birth to twelve years of age, many states focus primarily on children prior to

entry into kindergarten, which is reflected in the names of the Divisions where the CCDF
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programs are situated. As Table 4.2 also shows, a particular element of the CCDF-
funded programs to support quality, what the OCC calls QRIS (Quality Rating
Improvement Systems) programs, have their own names and are at varying levels of
maturity in the three states. North Carolina is considered one of the early adopter states
for QRIS, while Arkansas and Maryland have just started getting their systems off the
ground. Both Arkansas and Maryland had other types of program quality models before
converting to the QRIS. The maturity levels of programs, and the systems into which
new programs are entering, have implications for the kinds of discussions occurring in
the states.

In all three states, the QRIS systems and a variety of other programs support the
full range of children, ages birth to 12 years, covered by the CCDF. In North Carolina,
they have also created special initiatives specifically targeting child care settings that care
for infants and toddlers, and child care settings that care for school-age children,
especially school-age only programs. In Arkansas, the 2011 general assembly authorized
the Positive Youth Development Grant Act; that program is currently undergoing
rulemaking to support quality in programs serving youth ages 5-19. In Maryland,

initiatives are not specifically targeted by age of child.
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Table 4.3: Size of CCDF-Supported Programs

Arkansas

Maryland

North Carolina

Licensed Capacity for
children in licensed
centers and homes

175,712°

158,821*

260,480"

Number of
Centers/Homes
Participating in QRIS
System

731 programs
were certified in
the first year
(2010-2011).

15 programs are
participating in the
first pilot cohort
which started in

7,344 licensed
centers and homes.
The program is
mandatory for

2011. licensed programs.
Average Number of
Children Receiving
Child Care Subsidy per 14,100 24,900 86,200
Month?
Number of Children 10,000’ 12,245 44,033°

Waiting for Child Care
Subsidy

INC Division of Child Development Monthly Statistical Summary Report - March 2011,
http://ncchildcare.dhhs.state.nc.us/general/mb_snapshot.asp

Administration for Children and Families, Table 1: Child Care and Development Fund Preliminary
Estimates, Average Monthly Adjusted Number of Families and Children Served (FFY 2010),
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/data/ccdf data/10acf800 preliminary/tablel.htm

®Arkansas Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education Annual Report (FY 2010),
*Maryland Child Care Resource Network, Child Care Demographics
*Maryland Office of Child Care Advisory Council, Meeting Minutes, November 17, 2011

®North Carolina Division of Child Development Monthly Statistical Summary, December 2011,
Information about the subsidized child care (SCC) program
(http://ncchildcare.dhhs.state.nc.us/pdf forms/december 2011 statisical _report.pdf)

"Arkansas Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education, interview, December

The three areas supported by the CCDF are child care licensing, child care

quality/accessibility, and child care subsidy. Table 4.3 provides a glimpse of the size of

the systems supported by the CCDF funds in each state. This table does not encompass
all of the programs in each of the states. Given that North Carolina has the largest

population, it is not surprising that it also has the largest licensed capacity for serving
children, and the highest number of children receiving child care subsidy. The primary
point of looking at size is to realize that while the systems have similar responsibilities

and elements, the volume of individuals they are serving are vastly different, and size

may create different challenges and perspectives in collaboration and decision processes.
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Federal Influences

Research Question 1 asks “How does the Office of Child Care (OCC) encourage
state alignment with its stated Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) goals?” Using
federal interview data, state interview data, state survey data, and document analysis, this
section presents findings and provides discussion to answer this question. | find that
while the OCC cannot be directive in mandating or requiring states to enact certain
policies, it has a variety of means at its disposal to encourage states to adopt or
incorporate federal goals. State CCDF Administrator responses to survey and interview
questions indicate that they are responsive to the strategies the OCC uses. While federal
goals are among many considered in developing state policies and strategies, most state

Administrators attempt to balance and integrate them with other competing priorities.

The Federal Administrative Agency and Mechanisms to Encourage Goal Alignment

The federal administrative agency for the CCDF is the Office of Child Care
(OCC), formerly the Child Care Bureau, within the Administration for Children and
Families inside the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. OCC does not have
the statutory authority to require states to strive for its enunciated goals, but it uses six
primary mechanisms to promote its goals and create the federal-to-state performance
environment. These six mechanisms are: (a) the content and directions for the biennial
plan that states are required to complete, (b) publications stating the vision of the OCC,
(c) publications highlighting states providing services that align with the OCC vision, (d)
the provision of proactive technical assistance and training that supports the OCC vision
primarily through its Child Care Technical Assistance Network (CCTAN), (e) issuing

Policy Interpretation Question responses (P1Qs) and Information Memorandums (IMs),
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and (f) funding or engaging in research that more deeply explores the areas of interest.
During the study period, each of these mechanisms was used to disseminate a new vision
for the OCC. In fact, at the start of the study the OCC was actually the Child Care
Bureau, but its status was upgraded to reflect new priorities in the Obama presidential

administration.

Biennial Plans
The CCDF biennial plans were described in large part in Chapter 1. States must

complete them every two years to explain how they expect to use their CCDF dollars.
The states have not previously been required to report on achievement of goals or
measures of success. In addition, they have never been asked to report out on how the
funds were actually spent, aside from some reporting of administrative child care subsidy
data. The state plans for FY 2012-13, which the states submitted in September 2011,
were the first biennial plans that required states to stipulate their goals in specific activity
areas. The OCC has also stated that starting in 2014 states will be required to report the

results of their activities.

OCC Publications
The OCC periodically issues publications indicating their vision for the CCDF.

In fall 2010, they issued Pathways and Partnerships for Child Care Excellence to
articulate their new priorities and vision

(http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ta/pubs/pathways/pathways partnerships vl1.pdf).

This document emphasizes a desire to focus on Pathways to Excellence for Child Care
Programs, Pathways to Excellence for Child Care Professionals, and Pathways to
Stronger Policies and Accountability in child care subsidy through means that are child-
focused, family-friendly, and partner with providers. These changes were due to changes
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in the Obama Administration goals related to child care which were channeled to the
OCC through the presidential budget and presidential directives. In addition, it was time
for the OCC to rework its agency goals as stipulated in the GPRA requirements mandated

by Congress.

Proactive Technical Assistance and Training
The OCC also uses proactive technical assistance and training to help states

develop strategies that mirror federal priorities. This technical assistance and training is
delivered through three primary mechanisms: (a) regional federal offices, (b) contracted
organizations that constitute the Child Care Technical Assistance Network (CCTAN),
and (c) an annual conference in Washington, DC hosted by the OCC. The OCC pays the
expenses of the state administrators to attend training and technical assistance sessions at
regional federal offices and the annual conference. The contracts with the CCTAN
organizations also permit staff from those organizations to travel to the states. The
CCTAN organizations are contracted for their expertise in particular areas. In the
contracts, the OCC directs the CCTAN organizations to focus their efforts on delivering
particular kinds of guidance and gathering particular kinds of information for which they
serve as a clearinghouse. For example, in the last CCTAN system emphases were placed
on developing infant/toddler, and socio-emotional strategies and activities in the states.
Thus, the organizations Zero-to-Three and the Center for Social and Emotional Learning
Foundations were two of the organizations funded as part of the CCTAN. The most
recently funded CCTAN, which began in October 2011, focuses on professional
development and quality improvement systems by developing a Center on Child Care

Professional Development Systems and Workforce Initiatives, and a Center on Child
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Care Quality Improvement Systems

(http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ta/cctan redesign.htm).

Issuing Clarifications through PIQs and IMs
During calendar year 2011, the OCC issued one Policy Interpretation Question

(P1Q) and five Information Memoranda (IM). The PIQs function a little bit differently
than the other mechanisms, in that the OCC typically waits for a question before
generating a PIQ. The other strategies it uses, however, may generate those questions.
The January 5, 2011 PIQ, for example, clarifies the tension between parental choice and
state protection in child care programs eligible for the use of child care subsidy vouchers.

(http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/law/guidance/current/piq2011-01/pig2011-

01.htm). OCC’s answer in the PIQ is reflective of its newly expressed desire to enroll
more subsidized children into higher quality child care programs, thus delivering an
answer that provides states with more power to require the use of higher quality child

care by families receiving child care subsidy vouchers.

Commissioned Research
Finally, the OCC commissions research on areas of interest through the Child

Care Policy Research Consortium and the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation
(OPRE). It posts the results of funded research and other relevant research in Child Care

and Early Research Connections (http://www.researchconnections.org) which serves as a

public clearinghouse of research resources.
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State Responsiveness to Federal Mechanisms

Given that these are the mechanisms that the federal interviewees indicated the
federal office uses to promote state alignment with federal goals, to what extent do the
states refer to or respond to federal goals, or to the mechanisms used to promote them?
Two of the survey questions contained options that respondents could select to indicate
the extent to which they consider federal goals and the mechanisms used to promote
them. Survey question 22 asked respondents to “Please indicate the extent to which the
following are considered in the CCDF goal-setting process (not creation of the state
CCDF Plan)” and framed responses in four categories -- primary consideration,
secondary consideration, not considered at all, or N/A. One of the thirteen options
provided was “Federal Goals for CCDF.” Of the 32 survey participants responding to
this answer, 87.5 percent indicated that “Federal Goals for CCDF” was a primary
consideration, while 9.4 percent indicated it was a secondary consideration, and one state
indicated that it was not considered at all in setting CCDF goals at the state level.
“Federal Goals for CCDF” was listed as a primary consideration more than any other
option, with “Governor’s Priorities” listed as a primary consideration by 78.1 percent,
and “Recommendations of the CCDF State Child Care Administrator” listed as a primary

consideration by 71 percent.

Survey question 23 asked respondents “To what extent are the following
considered in setting measures of programmatic success for CCDF-related
programs/initiatives” and requested that respondents reply as almost always, sometimes,
almost never, or N/A. Respondents were provided with 18 options to assess, including

four related to the federal system: “Federal guidelines for waste, fraud, and abuse,”
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“Technical assistance staff funded by OCC through CCTAN,” “Reports that have been
funded by the Child Care Bureau/Office of Child Care,” and “Other resources/reports
available through CCTAN.” Among these four federal options, more than three-quarters
of the respondents (77.4 percent) indicated they almost always consult federal guidelines
for waste, fraud, and abuse. Forty percent of state respondents indicated they almost
always consider reports that have been funded by the OCC, while a third of the state
respondents indicated that they almost always consider information provided by technical
assistance staff from CCTAN. Just over a quarter (28.6 percent) indicated that they
almost always consider other resources and reports available through CCTAN. As Figure
4.1 indicates, most state respondents sometimes consult technical assistance staff, reports,
and other resources, but most state respondents said their state office almost always
consults the federal waste, fraud, and abuse guidelines as they set measures of

programmatic success.

Figure 4.1: Extent to which State CCDF Administrators Consider
Federal Information in Setting Measures of Programmatic Success (%
Survey Respondents)

Almost Always Sometimes  m Almost Never Not Applicable

A
Other resources/reports thru CCTAN (N=28) 29% S7% .' 4%
|
Reports funded by OCC (N=30) | 40% 57% ' 3%
Technical Staff from CCTAN (N=30) | 33% 47% -1 3%
Federal Guidelines on WFA (N=31) 7% 16% l?%
|7

The survey responses of the Administrators in the three case study states indicated

that they are very similar in the extent to which they consider OCC federal cues. All
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three administrators indicated that “federal goals for CCDF” are a primary consideration
in setting state CCDF goals. All three also indicated that they almost always consider
“federal guidelines on waste, fraud, and abuse” and “reports that have been funded by the
Child Care Bureau/Office of Child Care” as sources of information when setting
measures of programmatic success. The Administrators in Arkansas and Maryland
indicated that they almost always consider “technical assistance staff from the OCC-
funded CCTAN” and “other resources/reports available through CCTAN,” while the
Administrator in North Carolina reported considering these resources sometimes. Thus,
the three states are very similar in the extent to which they report considering federal

OCC cues regarding goals and measures of success.

It is not surprising that “federal guidelines on waste, fraud, and abuse” are almost
always considered by most states because failure to ensure that the money the state has
been given is spent appropriately will result in financial penalties for the state. This is
most clearly seen in the area of child care subsidy, where a strong focus is placed on
preventing improper payments — either because families are ineligible or because child
care operators are claiming payments that they are not due. If states make such improper

payments, they must repay the federal dollars that were spent improperly.

Similarly, aligning with federal goals allows states to access more resources, and
conserves their own resources. For example, when the OCC sets their federal goals, they
align their federal resources behind those goals. They provide targeted technical
assistance, an in-kind resource, to help states achieve those goals. States must exert more
of their own effort and more of their own money if they want to pursue goals that do not

align with the federal goals and resources.
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Exhibit 4.1 Tracing the Process: The Influence of OCC IMs and P1Qs

As just discussed, clarifications in the form of Informational Memorandums (IMs)
and Policy Interpretation Questions (P1Qs) issued by the Office of Child Care comprise
one of the strategies used by the OCC to convey federal priorities to the states. In
January 2011, the OCC issued a PIQ clarifying parental choice as it relates to selecting a
child care operator for using their child care subsidy voucher. This PIQ provided a
clarification that allows states more flexibility in setting quality of care requirements for
families receiving child care subsidy vouchers. In September 2011, the OCC issued an
Informational Memorandum encouraging states to examine their child care subsidy
policies in relation to continuity of care issues, recognizing that child development is
better supported when children have stable child care arrangements, and that parental

work may be less stable in these uncertain economic times.

In my interviews with state administrators, | asked them to reflect on these two
OCC clarifications and help me to understand what happened with them upon reaching
their state. All of the CCDF state administrators and subsidy administrators I spoke with
acknowledged receiving the clarifications. They all indicated that they considered these
OCC clarifications as items for internal assessment and use. That is, they did not see any
reason to bring these clarifications to any kind of discussion group involving
nongovernmental partners. Discussions with nongovernmental partners in all states
revealed that they were not aware of these OCC clarifications, but the questions about
these two clarifications revealed important information about the content of discussions

with nongovernmental partners. Both state and nongovernmental interviewees indicated
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that the collaborative discussion groups did not usually talk about child care subsidy-

related issues in either Arkansas or Maryland.

In Arkansas, the Division of Child Care and Early Education (AR-DCCECE) was
actually engaged in a review of all of their child care subsidy policies, procedures, data
collection, and data storage methods during the time of the study interview. A large team
internal to AR-DCCECE had been formed to perform the examination, and they were
meeting weekly. They were not, however, at the stage in their investigation where they
were ready to seek outside input. In Maryland, child care subsidy was considered a
relatively straight-forward issue where both state and nongovernmental partners agreed
that there were insufficient resources, that it would be nice if child care operators could
be reimbursed at higher rates but resources didn’t allow that, and that administering child
care subsidy was affected by a combination of rules and budgets. The Administrators felt
that their rules already addressed these OCC clarifications so there was no need to share

them with nongovernmental partners.

In North Carolina, | thought there might be a different response. When I had
worked there, | had participated in numerous discussions about these two clarification
items. In addition, North Carolina has an advisory committee specifically focused on
child care subsidy issues. In regard to the Information Memorandum on continuity of
care, North Carolina nongovernmental interviewees indicated that they were not aware
that it had been issued and they had not been asked to comment on it. The state
government interviewees indicated that they were currently engaged in reviewing state
policies related to the memo and would soon have an internal assessment of how NC

policies related to the memo. At that time, staff would make recommendations to the
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CCDF state administrator about where to take the issue from there (if anywhere), but they

did not indicate that the subsidy advisory committee would be an automatic avenue.

In regard to the PIQ on parental choice, | learned that North Carolina was actually
the state that had requested the PIQ. So, rather than having discussions following the
issuance of the PIQ, the discussions in North Carolina happened before. Interestingly,
the impetus for the PIQ request did not come from the child care subsidy advisory
committee, or even from the state agency. Instead, the North Carolina legislature
initiated and passed a bill requiring that subsidy funds in North Carolina not be used in
child care operations below a certain quality level. The interviews with state government
officials and nongovernmental administrators reflected uniform surprise that the
legislature had taken this action. While it was something they all supported, none of
them had been pushing for that kind of change in recent years because the economy had

created a legislative climate averse to new regulations.

Tracing the process of the issuance of this P1Q and IM from the federal OCC to
state action provides a few lessons. First, the examination of the parental choice PIQ for
subsidy in North Carolina reveals that the impetus for the federal guidance sometimes
begins at the state level. In this case, North Carolina’s change in its child care subsidy
regulations was not a reaction to a federal clarification, but rather the precursor to a
federal clarification. Second, the continuity of care IM reveals that states regard some
federal guidance as being for internal administrative use only; the states only bring items

to their committees when they want the considered opinion of the committee members.
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Thus, the federal government has numerous mechanisms for guiding and
encouraging state policy development that aligns with federal goals and priorities.
Nationally, most states indicate they are responsive to the techniques used, but federal
priorities are one among many pressures that Administrators must balance. The state
environment and institutions create their own priorities and processes which the

Administrators must address. These are discussed next.

State Government Institutions

Research Question 2 asks, “How do differences in state’s configuration of child
care-related governance structures affect the design and management of the child care
service delivery systems?” This question is investigated here through survey and
interview data. The survey provides national data on the CCDF State Administrators, the
Lead CCDF Agency, the state-assigned responsibilities of the CCDF State
Administrators, which responsibilities of the CCDF are delegated to the local
governments, and state structures that influence goal-setting, measures for programmatic
success, performance data analysis, and performance data use. Interview data provides
deeper information on these issues based on the experiences in Arkansas, Maryland, and

North Carolina. These data are examined and discussed here.

The CCDF State Administrator and Lead Agency

It is informative to examine in what agency the state has placed responsibility for
CCDF administration (the Lead Agency), because this positioning may reflect state
history, culture, and politics in regard to the policy positioning of child care issues. That

policy positioning may in turn influence the types of collaborators and the ways that

176



CCDF decisions are made. Examining the office of the CCDF State Administrator
provides insight into the level of importance ascribed to the position, and an

understanding of the level of integration of child care policy.

Survey questions 2, 3, and 4 yield information about the CCDF State Child Care
Administrators. Respondents from all 35 states indicated that they serve in the capacity
of the CCDF State Child Care Administrator (Administrator). The state position titles of
the Administrator vary in a way that suggests that their positions are at a variety of levels
within state governments, but some of the variation may be due to different naming
conventions across the states. Table 4.4 displays the titles provided by the survey
respondents listed from most frequent to least frequent. Position titles would seem to
indicate that some CCDF State Child Care Administrators are in appointed positions,
while others are in the civil service. A question about appointment versus civil service
was not included in the survey, but the administrators in the three case study states have

all indicated that they are appointed.

Table 4.4: State Government Position Title* (N=35)

Title Percent
Director, Interim Director 34.3
Administrator, Division Administrator, Senior

. 25.7
Administrator, Manager
Program Manager, Project Manager Il, Program 114
Administrator, Management Analyst '
Bureau Administrator, Bureau Chief, Bureau Director 11.4
Assistant Director, Associate Director, Deputy Director 8.6
Deputy Commissioner 5.7
Commissioner 2.9

*This was an open-response question.

The length of service of some Administrators would also seem to indicate that

they are not appointed, or their positions are not very political. The 35 responding
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Administrators had been in their positions from 3 months to 17 years, with a median of
5.2 years of service. Seventeen percent had ten or more years of services, while 14.3

percent had less than one year of service.

The name of the Lead State Agency where the Administrator is housed is nearly
as varied as the position titles of the Administrators themselves. More than one-third of
the states (37.1 percent) situate their CCDF Lead Agency within a Department of Human
Services or Social Services, while one-fifth situate theirs within a Department of Health
and Human Services. Only two of the 35 states have Departments specifically focused
on Early Education or Early Learning that serve as the CCDF Lead Agency. Just over 11
percent of states use their Department of Education as the lead agency, while two states

use their Department of Employment or Workforce.

Table 4.5: Name of Lead Agency where CCDF Child Care
Administrator is Housed* (N=35)

Department Type Percent
Human Services or Social Services 37.1
Health and Human Services 20.0
Education 114
Children and Families 11.4
Early Education or Early Learning 5.7
Employment or Workforce 5.7
Family Services 5.7
Other 2.9

*This was an open-response question. Not all respondents reported at the same level. For example, some
respondents reported their Department Level, while some reported their Division Level. Data available on
the Internet were used to supplement the survey data to report all 35 participating states in this table at the
Department Level.

The contrasting locations and department titles are reflective of the contrasting goals
embodied in the CCDF. CCDF is both a workforce support to make it easier for
parents/guardians to obtain employment, and a child development support. Table 4.5

contains the full responses and a description of how survey and Internet data were
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combined to form these response categories. The Department Name of “Other” was not

disclosed to protect the identity of the state.

The Administrators in the case study states all have the title of “Director,” and are
responsible for agency units or divisions that are focused on child care issues (Table 4.6).
They have been serving in these positions for 2.33 to 7.42 years. All of them are
appointed, and all of them are women. Maryland’s Administrator is located in the state
department of education, whereas the other two are located in state human services
agencies. They all worked in the early childhood systems in their states prior to arriving
in their current positions, but their experiences are very different. Arkansas’
Administrator worked in Head Start and home visiting programs. North Carolina’s
Administrator worked as a professor and researcher of early childhood and human
development, participating actively in child care systems development. Maryland’s
Administrator worked as a child care teacher, center director, licensing specialist, and
regional manager. Efforts were undertaken in all three of these states to better consolidate
child care-related services into a single state agency unit. These actions occurred at

different times, and resulted in varying levels of consolidation, as next described.

In Arkansas, the Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education (AR-
DCCECE) was created in 1997. This was after the 1991 founding of Arkansas’ state pre-
K program — the Arkansas Better Chance (ABC) program. Funding for ABC is
appropriated through the Department of Education Public School Fund Budget, but the
legislature assigned all operation of ABC to the Division of Child Care and Early
Childhood Education (AR Division)

(http://humanservices.arkansas.gov/dccece/Pages/ArkansasBetterChance.aspx).
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Table 4.6: Overview of State Administrator and State Agency

Title AR MD NC
Position Title Director, Director, Director, North
Division of Child | Office of Child | Carolina Division
Care and Early Care of Child
Childhood Development and
Education Early Education
.Ir_ﬁ?géhogii;'nme n 7.42 years 4.17 years 2.33 years
State Agency Department of Division of Department of
Human Services Early Health and
(AR DHS) Childhood Human Services
Development, (NC DHHYS)

Maryland State
Department of

Education
(MSDE)
Lead Agency Unit Division of Child | Office of Child | North Carolina
Care and Early Care Division of Child
Childhood (MD-0CC) Development and
Education Early Education
(AR-DCCECE) (NC-DCDEE)
U.S. Administration VI Il v

for Children and
Families Region

In Maryland, the Division of Early Childhood Development within Maryland’s
Department of Education was created in 2005 when child care licensing and child care
quality improvement initiatives were consolidated and moved there from the Department
of Human Resources. In 2006, child care subsidy functions were moved over as well.
Because locating child care-related functions in a state Department of Education is still
relatively rare (only 11 percent of states responding to the survey report this Department
as the Lead Agency), I asked individuals participating in Maryland’s case study
interviews why the change was made from the Department of Human Resources (DHR)

to the Department of Education (MSDE).
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Almost all Maryland interviewees pointed to a Leadership in Action Program
(LAP) initiative sponsored by the Annie E. Casey Foundation as generating the idea to
move the programs. As recounted by interviewees, the LAP consisted of various early
childhood stakeholders who worked together to create consensus around early childhood
priorities and strategies in the state. One of the strategies was moving the child care-
related programs. Interviewees noted a variety of reasons that LAP members were
interested in moving the child care-related programs to MSDE including: MSDE better
understood the language of child care; DHR was deficit-focused (child and family
problems), whereas education was prevention-focused (child and family potential); at the
time MSDE was using a work-sampling method to evaluate programs which resonated
with early childhood folks; and, child care budgets were less likely to be targeted if they
were viewed as education. Despite moving Maryland’s CCDF administration into
MSDE, there is still a divide between child care and early learning, as represented by the
two sub-divisions with MSDE’s Division of Early Childhood Development — the Office
of Child Care, where most CCDF functions are located, and the Early Learning Branch,

where the state’s pre-kindergarten and school readiness programs are located.

In North Carolina, the NC Division of Child Development (DCD) was created in
1993. That same year, Smart Start — NC’s public-private partnership to serve children
ages birth to five years — was formed with oversight responsibilities placed at DCD.
When North Carolina’s pre-kindergarten program for at-risk four year olds first started in
2002, it was called More-at-Four and was operated through the Governor’s Office. It was
later moved to the NC Department of Public Instruction (the state education department).

On July 1, 2011, the NC Legislature moved responsibility to DCD, renaming it the NC
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Division of Child Development and Early Education (DCDEE) and renaming the pre-

kindergarten program NC Pre-K.

The names of all three of the Divisions where child care is situated in the case
study states reflect the movement over the last 10 years to rethink child care from being
simply a place where children are kept safe to a place where children grow, develop, and
learn. The state pre-kindergarten movement has helped to foster the idea that education
starts before kindergarten, but it has often fostered the accompanying idea that pre-
kindergarten is different than child care. This idea that pre-kindergarten programs are
vastly different from child care programs was, in part, behind the debate in North
Carolina about where to move its pre-kindergarten program once it left the Governor’s
Office and to the eventual addition of “Early Education” to the name of the then Division

of Child Development.

The CCDF does not directly enter into this debate, but it has always emphasized
the need to support parent work, as well as the development of children through support
of quality child care. The most recent strategic plan of the OCC places an emphasis on
the integration of the two efforts, encouraging the development of policies that support
both parental work and the development of children. One challenge faced by
Administrators of the CCDF as they work to integrate pre-K and child care at the state
level is that the CCDF actually supports children up to the age of 12 years, and a certain
portion of the federal dollars are set-aside for school-age support only. School-age child
care, increasingly referred to as out-of-school-time care, is included in the QRIS
programs in the three case study states, evidencing their efforts not to ignore this

population. Many organizations that offer afterschool or summer programming for
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children ages 5 to 12 years, however, do not consider their programs to fit the definition
of child care; some of these programs are typically exempted from child care regulation,
but how those exemptions interface with child care subsidy has become an increasingly
complex conversation. Later in this chapter, Arkansas’ most recent attempts to integrate
child care for school-age children into the larger positive youth development movement

are featured.

State-assigned Responsibilities of the State CCDF Child Care Administrators

State CCDF Administrators typically have a myriad of state-assigned
responsibilities. These state-assigned responsibilities sometimes do not provide them
with direct purview over particular aspects of the CCDF funding, while at the same time
make them responsible for oversight of other federal and state programs. The extent of

federal and state responsibilities assigned to the CCDF Administrators is explored here.

CCDF-Related Responsibilities of the State CCDF Child Care Administrators
The CCDF provides funding for three primary child care policy areas: child care

subsidies to help families afford child care, child care regulations to ensure health and
safety of children in care, and child care quality and accessibility to encourage the
development of children and the availability of diverse child care options. Within each of
these areas there are a variety of implementation responsibilities. Survey respondents
were asked to indicate the extent of their responsibilities/control within each sub-area by
selecting in my purview, somewhat in my purview, or not in my purview. This is the
language that was suggested by the retired state child care administrators who served as
key informants for this study. Discussions with the case study Administrators indicated a

common understanding of what these terms meant and the degree of
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responsibility/control they indicated. These Administrators indicated that in my purview
reflected a direct line of responsibility — either the Administrator was directly responsible
for carrying it out or someone under her supervision was responsible. Somewhat in my
purview indicated that someone within the same state agency — generally in a parallel
position -- held primary responsibility, but the two of them were expected to work
together to coordinate services and policies. Not in my purview indicated that the person
who was responsible was typically in another state agency, and while coordination would
be desirable, the Administrator could not compel that to happen. As the Administrator,
they would still be required to serve as the liaison between the federal government and

the state, but they would have no authority within the state to act on that issue.

The Administrators in the three case study states reported that nearly all of the
functions of the CCDF are in my purview. The three Administrators indicated that all
three regulatory functions, four of the seven subsidy functions, and four of the six quality
and accessibility functions are in my purview. The Arkansas Administrator reported that
she has 100 percent of the CCDF areas in her purview. The North Carolina
Administrator indicated that 94 percent of the CCDF areas are in her purview, with only
“developing early learning guidelines” from the quality/accessibility category as
somewhat in her purview. Finally, the Maryland Administrator indicated the fewest
categories directly in her purview at 75 percent; “investigating subsidy fraud” is not in
her purview, while “preventing subsidy fraud,” “administering the state subsidy
program,” and “guiding child care resource and referral agencies” are somewhat in her

purview.
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In Maryland, child care subsidy functions are administered jointly with the state
and local departments of social services. The local department of social services is where
parents apply for assistance, and receive their vouchers. MD OCC staff certify eligible
payment rates for child care operators, while the local department of social services staff
certify actual monthly reimbursement claims from child care operators. MD OCC staff
provide training to local department of social services staff on the child care subsidy
policies and procedures. In regard to child care resource and referral (CCR&R) services,
the MD OCC staff work closely with staff in those organizations (mostly nonprofit
agencies) and those staff serve on advisory committees. The contract for CCR&R
services, however, is managed by staff in MD’s Collaboration and Program Improvement
Branch — a unit parallel to MD OCC within MSDE’s Division of Early Childhood

Development.

In North Carolina, the development of Early Learning Guidelines was shared
between the NC Division and the NC Department of Public Instruction (DPI). The NC
Division handled the guidelines (called Foundations) for children under the age of three
years, while the NC DPI handled, the creation of the Foundations guidelines for children

three to five years of age.

Child Care Subsidy
Survey responses indicated that Administrators have varying levels of control

over the seven elements of CCDF-supported child care subsidy administration and
policy-making listed in the survey (see Table 4.7 for a full description). In 10 states,
Administrators indicated that all of the seven elements are in my purview. In three states,

the responding Administrators indicated that no element was in my purview, with one of
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those states indicating not in my purview for all seven elements and one other state
indicating somewhat in my purview for all seven elements. The two subsidy elements
that Administrators most frequently indicated as in my purview (82.9 percent each) were
“developing subsidy eligibility policies” and “administering the subsidy program.” The
element Administrators were least likely to indicate as in my purview was “investigating
subsidy fraud” at 34.3 percent. In fact, in six states “investigating subsidy fraud” was the
only element of the seven where no Administrators responded in my purview.

Table 4.7: Extent of CCDF-Supported Subsidy Purview of CCDF Administrator
(N=35)

Subsidy Responsibilities | . Somewhat in my | Not in my purview

n my purview .

purview

Case % Case % Case %
De\_/e_loplng Subsidy Eligibility AR, MD, 829 114 57
Policies NC
Administering the Subsidy AR, NC 829 MD 143 29
Program
Setting Subsidy Priorities Among | AR, MD,
Eligible Populations NC 657 314 2.9
De\_/e_loplng Subsidy Co-payment | AR, MD, 68.6 299 8.6
Policies NC
Setting Subsidy Reimbursement AR, MD, 68.6 20.0 114
Rates NC
Preventing Subsidy Fraud AR,NC | 657 | MD 31.4 2.9
Investigating Subsidy Fraud AR,NC | 343 45.7 MD 20.0

Child Care Regulation
Child care regulation was presented in the survey as three sub-elements:

developing, enforcing, and managing. There was more similarity in the responsibilities
of Administrators in this CCDF area. In 18 states, Administrators indicated in my
purview for all three regulatory functions. In eight states, however, Administrators
indicated not in my purview for all three regulatory functions. In four states,
Administrators indicated no regulatory function as in my purview, but one or more

regulatory functions as somewhat in my purview, with one Administrator indicating that
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all functions were somewhat in my purview. Table 4.8 provides additional information

about child care regulation responses.

Table 4.8: Extent of State Regulatory Purview of CCDF Administrator (N=35)

Regulatory Responsibilities I . Somewhat in my | Not in my purview
n my purview .
purview
Case % Case % Case %
Develop_lng Child Care AR, MD, 600 171 22.9
Regulation NC
AR, MD, 25.7
Managing Child Care Regulation NC 60.0 14.3
AR, MD, 28.6
Enforcing Child Care Regulation NC 571 143

Child Care Quality and Accessibility
The survey asked about responsibility for six sub-elements of child care quality

and accessibility. The survey also provided respondents with the option to mark not
applicable for the sub-elements of this responsibility, because there are no required sub-
elements in this category of CCDF; states may simply not have these sub-elements. As
Table 4.9 depicts, however, few states indicated a sub-element did not exist.
Administrators were most likely to indicate “guiding child care resource and referral
activities” as in my purview (82.9 percent), and least likely to indicate “developing early

learning guidelines™ as in my purview (47.1 percent).

Administrators in 14 states indicated that all of the six sub-elements were in my
purview, while one Administrator indicated that the six elements were not in my purview
and one Administrator did not provide answers on every sub-element. In two states, the
only element for which the Administrator indicated in my purview was in “guiding child
care resource and referral activities.” In 14 states Administrators indicated in my purview
for one or more sub-elements, and somewhat in my purview for the remaining sub-

elements.
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Table 4.9: Extent of CCDF-Supported Child Care Quality and Accessibility
Purview of CCDF Administrator (N=varies)

. — . Somewhat in Not in my .
gg:;g%lseilgﬁiﬁggesablhty In my purview my purview pUrview Not Applicable
Case % Case | % Case % Case %
Guiding Child Care AR
Resource & Referral NC’ 829 | MD | 114 5.7 0.0
Activities (N=35)
Developing Professional AR,
Development Initiatives MD, | 794 11.8 5.9 2.9
(N=34) NC
Developing School-Age AR,
. _ MD, | 77.1 14.3 5.7 2.9
Care Initiatives (N=35) NC
Developing Infant/Toddler AR,
T . MD, | 76.5 17.6 5.9 0.0
Initiatives (N=34)
NC
. . AR,
Developing Quality MD, | 735 235 2.9 0.0
Rating Systems (N=34) NG
Developing Early AR
Learning Guidelines MD’ 47.1 | NC | 38.2 14.7 0.0
(N=34)

The Three Areas of CCDF Responsibility

Examining each of the three CCDF areas individually reveals that there are
striking differences across the states in how much direct control of CCDF activities states
have assigned to their CCDF State Administrators. Comparing across all three CCDF
areas provides an even clearer picture. As discussed previously, the survey provided 7
sub-elements of child care subsidy, three sub-elements of child care regulation, and six
sub-elements of child care quality and accessibility, for a total of 16 sub-elements over
which CCDF State Administrators may or may not have direct control. Using
respondents who marked in my purview to create a count across the 16 sub-areas reveals
that CCDF State Administrators’ direct control over these elements ranges from 100
percent in five states (including Arkansas) to 13 percent in one state (NOTE: One state

was excluded from this analysis because the respondent did not mark all the sub-
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elements.). As Figure 4.2 illustrates, the experience within states varies greatly. The
most common degree of control is 69 percent, which is the case in seven states. In seven
states, Administrators have direct control over less than 50 percent of the CCDF sub-
elements, yet they are the responsible liaison to the federal government on all of the

CCDF funding.

Figure 4.2: Percent of CCDF Elements in Direct Purview of
CCDF State Administrator (based on 16 survey sub-

elements)
100% 1 94%gar

: 81% 250
— 80% 0
[ ; 69% 63%
é 60% 56/(2))U”/0
c ] 38%
c
3 40% ] o5o, HPercent Control
P ]
o 20% -
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Count of 34 States

Other Federal Program Responsibilities of the CCDF State Child Care
Administrators

The CCDF is one of many child care-related federal programs implemented
through state governments. Recognizing that Administrators are likely to have many
responsibilities, survey question 9 asked: “Please indicate the extent to which your state-
designed scope of responsibility includes these other federal early childhood initiatives.”
The survey respondents were asked to respond using the scale in my purview, somewhat

in my purview, and not in my purview. The results appear in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10: Other Federal Early Childhood Initiatives in State-defined Scope of
Responsibilities (N=varies)

Somewhat in my

Federal Early Childhood In my purview : Not in my purview
Initiatives purview

Case % Case % Case %
TANF Child Care Services MD,
(N=35) NG 62.9 AR 20.0 17.1
Head Start Collaboration Projects | AR,
(N=35) NG 42.9 14.3 MD 42.9

Social Services Block Grant

(SSBG) Child Care (N=34) 235 NC 176 | AR,MD | 58.8

Early Childhood Comprehensive

Services (ECCS) (N=32) AR 9.4 NC 375 MD 48.6

Child and Adult Care Food

Program (CACFP) (N=33) AR 6.1 NC 18.2 MD 75.8

Early Intervention Services

(IDEA) (N=34) 59 | AR,NC | 17.6 MD 47.1

Title 1 Preschool Services

(N=34) 29 | AR,NC | 147 MD 79.4

Of the seven federal early childhood initiatives listed, the Administrators were
most likely to indicate in my purview for TANF Child Care Services at 62.9 percent and
Head Start Collaboration Projects at 42.9 percent, but Administrators were equally likely
to indicate that Head Start Collaboration Project were not in my purview (42.9 percent).
Administrators indicated not in my purview most frequently for Title 1 Preschool
Services (79.4 percent) and the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) at 75.8

percent.

In five states Administrators indicated not in my purview for all seven federal
programs, while in one state four of the seven programs were marked as in my purview.
In 12 states, Administrators indicated just one of these programs as in my purview. In
eight states, Administrators indicated two programs as in my purview, and in seven states

Administrators indicated three programs as in my purview.
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State-Funded Program Responsibilities of CCDF State Child Care Administrators
In addition to the federal programs that states implement, many have their own

child care-related initiatives for which the Administrators may have responsibility.
Survey question 10 asked respondents to “Please indicate the extent to which your state-
designed scope of responsibility includes the following state-funded child care initiatives.
(Indicate NA if you state does not have state-funded initiatives in the area listed).” The
survey respondents were asked to respond using the scale in my purview, somewhat in my
purview, and not in my purview to the three options provided. The results are displayed in

Table 4.11.

Table 4.11: State-Funded Child Care Initiatives in State-defined Scope of
Responsibilities (N=varies)

. In my Somewhat in Not in my Not

ISr']t?[tiz—tli:\;Jer;ded Sl Cans purview my purview purview Applicable

Case | % Case % Case % Case %
State-funded
prekindergarten AR,
programs/initiatives NC 17.6 118 MD | 441 265
(N=34)
Other state-funded
programs/initiatives for AR,
children ages birth-five ne | 200 | MD | 286 371 14.3
years (N=35)
State-funded
programs/initiatives for AR,
school-age children (6-12 NC 1761 MD ) 382 294 147
years) (N=34)

Administrators in two states indicated that all three state-funded options were not
applicable, while Administrators in four states indicated that all three state-funded
program areas were in my purview. Administrators in six states indicated not in my
purview for all three state-funded programs, and another two Administrators indicated

either not in my purview or not applicable for the three program areas. Less than a
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quarter of the Administrators indicated in my purview for any of the three state-funded

programs.

Other State-Defined Program Responsibilities: Federal and State
As was the case with CCDF scope of responsibilities, the Arkansas Administrator

indicated the broadest scope of state-defined responsibilities, that includes other federal
programs and state-funded programs. The Arkansas Administrator has 60 percent of
these initiatives in her purview, 30 percent somewhat in her purview, and only one not in
her purview. The North Carolina Administrator indicated 50 percent of the initiatives as
in her purview, but the Maryland Administrator has only one initiative, “TANF Child
Care Services” in her purview and only two initiatives somewhat in her purview. In
North Carolina, the other half of the initiatives are somewhat in her purview. Both the
Arkansas and North Carolina Administrators indicated that all the state-funded initiatives
listed on the survey are in their purview, while the Maryland Administrator indicated that
state-funded pre-kindergarten is not in her purview and the other initiatives are somewhat

in her purview.

In Maryland, most of the federal and state early childhood initiatives not within
the purview of the Administrator are run through parallel state offices that also reside
within MSDE’s Division of Early Childhood Development — the Early Learning Branch
(which provides oversight for the state’s pre-kindergarten program) and the Collaboration
and Program Improvement Branch. Individuals representing these state branches also
participate in the state advisory committees. In Arkansas, the Administrator shares some
responsibilities with the Arkansas Department of Education, the Department of Human

Services Division of Developmental Disabilities, and the Department of Workforce
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Services. In North Carolina, the Administrator shares some responsibilities with other
Divisions inside the Department of Health and Human Services, and the Department of

Public Instruction.

As discussed later in this chapter, the extent to which the Administrator has
control over various elements of the child care systems in each state appears to play into
perceptions about collaboration. Although these federal and state initiatives are separate
from CCDF, the implications of decisions made in each of these areas frequently plays
out in the same arenas as CCDF decisions. For example, child care operators may serve
children whose care is funded through multiple sources. Those sources may each have
different requirements for the operators to meet. Even if those requirements do not
conflict, the multiple requirements can cause difficulties in participating, and extra
administrative time for the child care operator. As the requirements all play out within
the same environment, it may not always be clear which state agency or administrators

could make changes to alleviate the challenges.

Other State Defined Programmatic Responsibilities
Recognizing that states group the responsibilities of government officials in many

ways, the survey also provided a place for Administrators to indicate if they had other
responsibilities that the survey had not asked them about. Five survey respondents
indicated other responsibilities, but due to the nature of the survey, it isn’t clear if only
five states have additional responsibilities or only five respondents answered the
question. Two administrators indicated responsibility for home visiting programs, but
other responses were unique for each respondent. The Maryland and North Carolina

Administrators did not indicate any additional responsibilities, but the Arkansas
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Administrator indicated she has the additional responsibilities of: home visiting
programs, family engagement activities, and regulating foster care placements in homes

and group settings.

Delegation of Responsibilities to Local Governments

Implementation of the CCDF within the state may be delegated by the state
government to local governments. The survey explored which elements of the CCDF
where primary responsibility for implementation resides with the local government:
regulatory responsibilities, child care subsidy responsibilities, and child care quality and
accessibility responsibilities. Each of these questions provide the same seven sub-
elements of child care subsidy, three sub-elements of child care regulation, and six sub-
elements of child care quality and accessibility for a total of 16 sub-elements over which
local governments may have primary control. Respondents were asked to answer with a

yes, no, or not applicable.

Ten Administrators indicated that local governments have primary responsibility
for one or more of the 16 CCDF sub-elements. In one state, the Administrator indicated
that all 16 sub-elements are delegated to local governments. Survey responses indicated
that local governments are most likely to have primary responsibility in the area of child
care subsidy (eight states responsible for one to seven sub-elements). Preventing subsidy
fraud is the most commonly delegated sub-area (eight states). Survey responses indicated
that four states delegate primary regulatory responsibility to local governments, with all

four of those delegating regulation enforcements, but only one state delegating regulation
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development, and two delegating regulation management. Child care quality and

accessibility activities are delegated in part to local governments in four states as well.

Survey responses of the Administrators in the three case study states indicated
that in none of the three states do local governments have primary responsibility for any
of the CCDF functions, except that in North Carolina local governments have primary
responsibility for “preventing subsidy fraud.” These survey responses make it appear
that the local governments in all three states play no significant role. In the area of child
care subsidy, however, there are degrees of involvement not revealed by the allowable

Survey responses.

It is important to note, however, the answers to these questions reflect only one
dimension of the state-local government relationship for implementing the CCDF. A
dimension not captured in the survey is a layered relationship where the state government
sets base policy requirements in particular areas, but allows local governments the option
to add requirements. In Arkansas, the local governments are not involved; staff at the
state government level not only set policies and procedures, but they also interact with
the clients. In Maryland, all the policies and procedures are set at the state level, but
eligibility determination occurs through local department of social services offices.
Finally, in North Carolina base policies and procedures are set at the state level, but “Due
to diverse county circumstances and needs, the subsidy policy allows individual counties
to modify certain policies to suit their own situations and/or levels of funding” (NC On-
line Subsidy Manual, 2010, Chapter 22, p. 1

http://info.dhhs.state.nc.us/olm/manuals/dcd/ccs/man/CCSc22.pdf). These local policy

options include: creating a larger than required set-aside for children with special needs;
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specifying eligibility policies related to training and employment; determining when to
begin collecting parent co-pays; adjusting various voucher-issuing policies; establishing
waiting list policies including priorities and clean up; determining provider payment
policies for transportation, child absences, days the program is closed, and submission of
attendance records.

Cumulative State-Defined Responsibilities of the CCDF State Child Care Administrator

Aggregating responses to questions 5, 6, 7, 9, and 10 provides a sense of how
comprehensive the CCDF State Child Care Administrator responsibilities are. These five
questions provide a glimpse at the responsibility landscape across 16 elements of CCDF
administration, seven other federal programs, and three state programs, for a total of 26
possible child care-related responsibilities. For the 35 responding Administrators there is
great variation from eight percent coverage to 85 percent coverage, with 46 percent as the
median level, for having these responsibilities In my purview. These levels of
responsibility coverage may have implications for Administrator collaboration, the extent
to which they can affect change, and how the CCDF services integrate with other federal
and state child care-related policies and services in the state. These implications will be

further discussed in Chapter 7.

State Administrator Purview in Fostering Collaboration

A number of child care and early childhood-related federal programs encourage
states to coordinate across programs and to collaborate with community stakeholders in
assessing program needs and developing program strategies. In addition to its

programmatic areas, the CCDF also comes with strong encouragement for collaboration
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both inside and outside of the state government. In addition, there may be state
government requirements to collaborate intra-governmentally, inter-governmentally, and
with nongovernmental stakeholders. In some cases the federal and state requirements
come together in a single, mandated committee, like the Governor’s Appointed Maryland
State Early Childhood Advisory Council, which serves as the state’s ECAC, thus
fulfilling federal Head Start requirements, but also addressing state strategic planning
efforts related to all early childhood systems. Answers to survey questions, committee
composition in the case study states, and interviews are combined to better understand
efforts to foster collaboration. Meta-Governance efforts related to group formation,

processes, and decision-making are discussed in Chapter 6.

Thus, question 8 of the survey asked respondents to “Please indicate the extent to
which your state-designed scope of responsibility requires that you foster collaborative
relationships with the following. (Indicate NA if your state does not require this type of
collaboration effort.)” The survey respondents were asked to respond using the scale in
my purview, somewhat in my purview, and not in my purview to the six options provided
as displayed in Table 4.12. One state each indicated that collaborations with local
government, faith-based entities, and for profit entities were not applicable, while nine

states indicated that collaboration with tribal entities was not applicable.

Just over half of the Administrators (57.1 percent) indicated collaboration with
local governments as in my purview, while 82.9 percent indicated that collaboration with
other state government entities outside of their home department is in my purview.

Community-based nonprofit organizations (77.1 percent), faith-based nonprofit
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organizations (73.5 percent), and for-profit entities (71.4 percent) were also listed in my

purview by most Administrators.

Table 4.12: Extent to Which Case Study State Scope of Responsibility Requires
Fostering Collaborative Relationships with the Following

Entity Types AR M.D .N.C
Administrator | Administrator | Administrator
State government entities outside of your | In my purview | In my purview | Inmy purview
department
Local government entities Somewhat in | Inmy purview | Somewhat in
my purview my purview
Tribal entities Somewhat in Not Somewhat in
my purview Applicable my purview
Community-based, nonprofit entities In my purview | Inmy purview | Somewhat in
my purview
Faith-based, nonprofit entities In my purview | In my purview | Somewhat in
my purview
For-profit entities In my purview | Inmy purview | Somewhat in
my purview

As reflected in Table 4.12, among the three case study states, the Administrator in
Maryland appears to have the most comprehensive state-assigned scope of responsibility
related to collaboration as she indicated in my purview for all options except for “tribal
entities” which were not applicable in her state. Arkansas was next, indicating in my
purview for four of six options, and somewhat in my purview for the other two (“local
government entities” and “tribal entities”). In North Carolina, the Administrator
answered in my purview for “state government entities outside of your department,” and

somewhat in my purview for all other options.

The purview of the Arkansas and Maryland Administrators to officially
collaborate with groups appears to be statutorily defined in the official advisory
committees associated with their state agency units. In Maryland, this statutory mandate
is reflected in the MD Office of Child Care Advisory Committee, and in Arkansas it is in

the Arkansas Early Childhood Commission — the state’s ECAC. In North Carolina, the
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only statutorily defined committee with CCDF-related decision-making identified by the
Administrator is the N.C. Child Care Commission. This group is a rule-making body for
child care licensing issues in North Carolina. Rather than serving as an advisory body, it
is a parallel institution to the NC Division, and is therefore not included in this analysis.
In Chapter 6, eight of the collaborative committees formed in these three states to
focus on child care-related issues are examined: two committees in Arkansas, two
committees in Maryland, and four committees in North Carolina. In Arkansas, both of
the committees are statutorily defined: the Arkansas Early Childhood Commission and
the Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development Systems (AECPDS) Steering
Committee. In Maryland, both of the committees are also statutorily defined: the
Governor’s Appointed Maryland State Early Childhood Advisory Council and the
Maryland Office of Child Care Advisory Committee. In North Carolina, none of the
committees are statutorily defined: the North Carolina Child Care Resource & Referral
Council, the DCD Subsidy Advisory Committee, the NC Division of Child Development

Advisory Committee, and the QRIS Advisory Committee.

Interested Groups
In every state there are many potential interested groups that would like to
participate in the decision-making processes related to the CCDF. These interested
groups are located within state and local governments, as well as nongovernmental
organizations. Child care crosses over many issue areas both in the needs that it can
support (child development, child/youth safety, and workforce), and in regulatory areas:
health, safety, food, and zoning. Survey questions 16, 17, and 18 explore the extent to

which potential interested groups in state government, local government, and
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nongovernmental organizations become collaborative partners with the State CCDF
Child Care Lead Agency as it engages in decision-making about CCDF-related programs

and initiatives.

Relationships with state and local governments were not explicitly explored in the
case study interviews. | examine them briefly here as part of the context of child care-
related decision-making by comparing what the Administrators indicated in the survey
responses to membership lists of the child care-related collaborative groups examined in
this study. In North Carolina, two of the four groups examined have state community
college and/or state university members, but no other state agency members (other than
the Lead Agency staff). Maryland, by contrast, has significant representation from other
state agencies. This is likely to be a result of two specific factors: (1) one of Maryland’s
committees is the state ECAC which has federally prescribed state agency representatives
designed specifically to foster cross-agency collaboration within the state government
and (2) both of Maryland’s committees are focused across all CCDF areas and, in fact,
across all child care systems issues in Maryland. In contrast, North Carolina has no
statutorily defined committees based on this case study research, and the committees
examined here are all very specific in purpose.

The ECACs in Arkansas and Maryland serve a central role in the planning and
creation of CCDF-related strategies. In North Carolina, however, the ECAC represents a
new committee layered on top of existing committees that were already working on
CCDF-related strategies. While the NC Administrator serves as part of this ECAC, she
does not lead the ECAC nor does her Lead Agency. Instead, the ECAC is managed by

the Governor’s Policy Council and is chaired by the director of a community-based
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organization who used to serve as a member of Congress. One interviewee in North
Carolina predicted that the ECAC would play a larger coordinating role moving forward;
this is evidenced in the announcement that the ECAC will serve as the advisory
committee leading North Carolina’s efforts to fulfill the Race to the Top Early Learning
Challenge Grant which it received from the federal government in December 2011.
Collaborations related to the North Carolina ECAC are not explored in this research
because it was not one of the committees mentioned by the lead CCDF agency as playing
a key role in the implementation of the CCDF. The roles of the ECACs in Arkansas and
Maryland are explored because they were identified by the Lead Agency Administrator
as having a central role in CCDF-related discussions.

Relative Collaboration with Other State Agencies

Survey question 16 asks “To what extent does the CCDF Lead Agency in your
state collaboratively develop CCDF-related programs/initiatives with each of the state
agencies listed below?” Respondents were asked to select work with closely,
occasionally consult, or not at all to indicate the relative level of collaboration among the
state agencies listed with the CCDF Lead Agency. It is not possible to tell from the
survey if the level of collaboration reported is reflective of the level of collaboration the
CCDF Lead Agency would like to have, as collaboration requires engagement from

multiple parties.

Figure 4.3 illustrates the wide range in levels of collaboration across state
agencies, from 100 percent of CCDF Lead Agencies that describe their collaborative
level with state Human/Social Services departments as work with closely, to a single

Administrator who uses work with closely to describe her collaborative level with the
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state Agriculture department. More than half the Administrators indicated that their
CCDF Lead Agency has no collaborative development on CCDF-related initiatives at all
with the state departments of Agriculture (76.5 percent), Juvenile Justice (61.8 percent),
the Regulatory Commission (54.8 percent), or the State Workforce Investment Board
(52.9 percent). On the other hand, more than half of the Administrators indicated that
their Lead Agency works closely with the following state departments: human/social
services (100 percent), education (71.4 percent), budget (65.7 percent), governor (65.7
percent), university system (64.7 percent), health (62.9 percent), community college

system (58.8 percent), and state legislature (57.1 percent).

Figure 4.3: Relative Collaborative Development of CCDF-Related
Initiatives between CCDF Lead Agency and Other State Agencies
(% of states)
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The three case study states mirror the majority of states in their relationships with
the state budget office, the state legislature, the Governor’s Office, the state department
of education, and the state department of health and human services. All three states
have a closer working relationship with the department of juvenile justice than the
majority of states. The Administrators in Arkansas and North Carolina indicate a closer
working relationship with the regulatory commission than a majority of states. The North
Carolina Administrator indicates a less intense relationship with the State Department of
Health, the community college system, and the university system than the majority of
states have. The Maryland Administrator indicates a closer working relationship with
Department of Labor than the majority of states. Similarly, the Arkansas Administrator
indicates a closer working relationship with the state Workforce Investment Board and

the State Department of Agriculture than a majority of states.

Relative Collaboration with Local Government Agencies

Survey question 17 asks “To what extent does the CCDF Lead Agency in your
state collaboratively develop CCDF-related programs/initiatives with each of the local
government agencies listed below?” Respondents could select work with closely,
occasionally consult, or not at all to indicate the relative level of collaboration among the
local government agencies listed with the CCDF Lead Agency. It is not possible to tell
from the survey if the level of collaboration is reflective of the level of collaboration the
CCDF Lead Agency would like to have, as collaboration requires engagement from

multiple parties.
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Administrators were not very likely to indicate that the Lead CCDF Agency
works closely with a local government agency. City/county departments of human/social
services were the most likely to work closely with the Lead Agency at 52.9 percent of
states, while none of the Administrators indicated working closely with mayor’ offices.
Local fire departments (29.4 percent) and city/county school districts/departments of
education (23.5 percent) were the only other local government entities garnering a work

with closely from more than one-fifth of the Administrators.

Administrators in three states indicated collaborating at some level with each of
the 12 local government entities. There were no respondents selecting not at all for all
local government options, but in three states Administrators indicated collaboration with
just one agency at the occasionally consult level. In one of those states the local
government collaborator was the Mayor’s office, and in the other two states it was a
department of education. Administrators in most states indicated that their Lead Agency
did not consult at all with the following local government agencies: city, county, or
regional workforce investment boards or workforce agencies (70.6 percent), city, county,
or regional one-stop operators (67.6 percent), city or county managers (64.7 percent), and

city or county economic development agencies (63.6 percent).

Given that few local government representatives are listed as members of the
committees investigated, it is no surprise that the case study Administrators generally
indicated limited collaborative efforts with local government entities. The Arkansas
Administrator identifies “local zoning boards” and “local fire departments™ as
organizations her staff collaborates with closely, while the Maryland Administrator

identifies “city/county department of human services/social services” as the only local
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government entity with which her staff collaborates closely. The North Carolina
Administrator does not indicate collaborating closely with any of these local entities, but
members of local school districts or local departments of social services are represented
on the QRIS Advisory Committee, the Professional Development Advisory Committee,
and the DCD Subsidy Advisory Committee.

Relative Collaboration with Nongovernmental Organizations

Now I turn to the collaborative relationships that are the primary focus of this
research — the state government-nongovernmental agency collaborations that might be
called governance networks. In North Carolina, at least 15 different child care programs
are represented in the membership of the four groups that are investigated; they are also
represented through the child care operator intermediary organizations such as the
Licensed Child Care Association (LCCA), Partners in Out-of-School-Time (POST),
North Carolina Association for the Education of Young Children (NC-AEYC), and the
North Carolina Early Childhood Association (NCECA). Seven independent child care
resource and referral agencies, many of which have representation on multiple
committees, and five local Smart Start organizations with embedded child care resource
and referral agencies are represented across the four committees. The local NAEYC
affiliate is represented on two of the four committees. No chambers of commerce,
companies/businesses, foundations, associations of city/county governments, United
Ways, faith-based organizations, economic development boards, or workforce boards are

represented on the committees.

Survey question 18 asks “To what extent does the CCDF Lead Agency in your

state collaboratively develop CCDF-related programs/initiatives with each of the non-
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governmental agencies listed below?” Respondents could select work with closely,
occasionally consult, or not at all to indicate the relative level of collaboration among the
14 types of non-governmental agencies listed with the CCDF Lead Agency. It is not
possible to tell from the survey if the level of collaboration is reflective of the level of
collaboration the CCDF Lead Agency would like to have, as collaboration requires

engagement from multiple parties.

In more than half of the states, Administrators indicated that the CCDF Lead
Agency closely works with six of these types of nongovernmental organizations: child
care resource and referral agencies (100 percent), child care operators (85.7 percent,
including AR, MD, NC), universities (72.7 percent, including AR, MD), state/local
affiliates of the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
(70.6 percent, including AR, MD), community colleges (61.8 percent, including AR,
MD), and “other” nonprofit organizations (56.3 percent, including MD). Just over half of
the Administrators indicated that their Lead Agency does not at all collaborate with
chambers of commerce (58.8 percent, including NC) or economic development boards
(58.8 percent, including MD, NC). Administrator responses indicated that Lead
Agencies are most likely to occasionally consult a United Way (65.7 percent, including
AR, MD), companies/businesses (61.8 percent, including MD), associations of
city/county governments (58.8 percent, including AR, MD), and faith-based

organizations (58.8 percent, including AR, MD).

Arkansas
Interviews with representatives from nongovernmental organizations reflected

other ways that they felt the representatives of the state CCDF Lead Agency engaged
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with them and fostered a collaborative spirit. In Arkansas, for example, interviewees
expressed that the CCDF Lead Agency facilitated meetings of HIPPY (Home Instruction
for Parents of Preschool Youngsters) providers and child care resource and referral
agencies (CCR&R) three to four times per year. Each group is convened separately so
that they can learn about important state and national news, share information with each
other, and collaborate on issues of interest. The AR Administrator typically visits these
meetings to provide relevant news, and to listen to any thoughts or concerns these
stakeholder groups may have. A variety of interviewees indicated that the AR
Administrator regularly stops by their groups or projects to get a sense for what is going

on, and to connect with the population that her state agency unit serves.

Arkansas interviewees further noted that there are many informal workgroups that
are convened periodically that various individuals are asked to participate in to assist the
state CCDF Lead Agency in crafting new regulations, or other new policies and
procedures. There are no official lists of these groups, but most interviewees indicated
that they are always collaborating. There were a minority of interviewees who felt like
there was an inner circle of groups routinely called upon to participate, and they wished
that the state CCDF Lead Agency would broaden the scope of their invitations to include
organizations that have interests in the well-being of children, but do not specialize in

child care or child development issues.

Maryland

In Maryland, interviewees referenced a quarterly meeting of technical assistance
and training providers that appeared to have a function similar to the HIPPY and CCR&R

meetings in Arkansas. In Maryland, the meeting has about 60-100 approved trainers who
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come together to talk about what types of training need to be developed, and how to
partner among trainers. One of the reasons that these meetings are important in Maryland
is because MD-OCC has created a demand-based training system for child care
professionals. Interviewees indicated that MD-OCC used to contract with a variety of
training groups to provide certain kinds and amounts of training. In examining their
performance data and contracts, MD-OCC realized that it could save money by moving
away from a supply-based system to a demand-driven system. Now, rather than
contracting with organizations to provide the training, MD-OCC has a trainer
certification process that allows individuals to qualify as trainers. Child care
professionals are supported in seeking training through reimbursement grants, but MD-

OCC no longer has to pay the administrative costs to each training organization.

Exhibit 4.2 Tracing the Process: New School-Age Child Care Regulations in Arkansas

During the time that | was interviewing individuals in Arkansas for this study, the
AR-DCCECE was in the process of drafting new regulations for school-age child care in
Arkansas. Earlier in 2011, the AR General Assembly (state legislature) had passed the
Positive Youth Grant Program (Act 166). According to the Arkansas School-age
“LINKS” Newsletter (2011), “For the first time in Arkansas, a specific piece of
legislation will target the needs of school-age youth with support for school based or
school-linked and community-based youth development programs offering high quality,
developmentally appropriate experiences during the out-of-school time hours” (p. 2,
Special Edition-Community Partnerships). While the Act did not appropriate any

funding, it did authorize the AR Dept. of Education and the AR-DCCECE to develop the
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rules and regulations (Positive Youth Grant Program Act 166, SB138, 6-5-903. (a)(1) and

(@)(2)).

The development of the Act itself illustrates a variety of governmental-
nongovernmental collaborative efforts. The initial impetus for the Act emerged from
“Enriching Arkansas Children’s Lives Through High-Quality Out-of-School Activities:
Final Report of the Governor’s Task Force on Best Practices for After-School and
Summer Programs” (August 2008). That Governor’s Task Force had representation
from: a state government official, a state senator, public schools, foundations, colleges
and universities, cooperative extension programs, business, youth activity programming
organizations, the sheriff’s association, and various nonprofit organizations. In 2010, the
Arkansas Out of School Network (AOSN) — one of the nonprofit organizations
participating on the governor’s task force — formed a working group of governmental and
nongovernmental stakeholders to frame legislation building from the governor’s report.
They also worked with other advocacy groups to build a support coalition and public will

to back the bill.

Now that the Act has passed, leadership has shifted to AR-DCCECE to craft and
draft rules and regulations. They have asked a variety of the group representatives who
participated in earlier stages of the Act development to help them operationalize the Act
into rules and regulations. Once the regulations have been drafted they will follow the
standard procedure for adopting regulations through AR-DCCECE, including gaining
preliminary approval from the statutorily defined collaborative AR-ECAC, holding a
public meeting and comment tour around the state, and publishing in newspapers and

web-sites for 30 days, addressing the public comments and refining the regulations,
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returning to the AR-ECAC for final regulatory approval, and then presenting to the
Arkansas General Assembly through the Joint Children and Youth Committee and the

Rules and Regulations Committee.

That Act also stipulated that AR-DCCECE would be responsible for “evaluating
the impacts of the Positive Youth Development Grant Program™ and that “the division
may retain up to four percent” of the amount appropriate for that purpose. The Act
further required that the following program evaluation and outcome measures would be
incorporated into any grants made: student achievement and academic skills; school
engagement; social, emotional, and behavioral development; health and wellness; and
reduced contact with the judicial system. Finally, the Act required that AR-DCCECE
“report its findings and recommendations” to various elected officials at least once per

year.

This process-tracing example highlights the complexity of relationships between
governmental and nongovernmental organizations that cannot be captured solely through
analyzing formal groups. It also illustrates how governmental and nongovernmental
organizations share power, with each taking the lead at different stages of needs
assessment, program conception, program enactment, and program design. The
emergence of the Positive Youth Development Grant Program can be traced through at
least three governmental-nongovernmental collaborating groups so far. Since its
development isn’t yet complete, as no appropriation for the actual grants has yet been

made, it is likely to evolve through even more groups before its potential is realized.

210



Relative Collaboration across State Agencies, Local Governments, and Nongovernmental

Organizations

Looking across survey questions 16, 17, and 18 at the 13 state agencies, 12 local
government entities, and 14 nongovernmental organizations represented in the survey
answers reveals a complex picture of CCDF Lead Agency engagement in collaborative
development of CCDF-related programs/initiatives. The agencies and organizations
included in Table 4.13 represent those agencies for which at least 25 percent of
Administrators indicated their Lead Agency works with closely. The white rows in the
table represent other state agencies (eight), the light gray rows represent
nongovernmental organizations (eight), and the dark gray rows represent local
government entities (two). In only two cases were responding Administrators unanimous
— the extent to which they collaborate with state departments of human/social services
and the extent to which they collaborate with child care resource and referral agencies,
most frequently 501(c)3 community-based nonprofit organizations. Of these 20 entities,
however, state agencies and nongovernmental organizations are equally represented,
while local governments are barely represented. Of the six organizations/entities
Administrators in at least 70 percent of states indicated their Lead Agency works with
closely, four are nongovernmental, two are state agencies, and none are local

governments.
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Table 4.13: CCDF Lead Agency “works with closely” in 25 Percent or More of the
States (N=varies)

Work with Occasionally
Agencies/Organizations closely Consult el
# % # % # %
State Department of Human
Services/Social Services 34 100 0 0.0 0 0.0
(N=34)
Child Care Resource &
Referral Agencies (CCR&R) 35 100 0 0.0 0 0.0
(N=35)
Child Care Operators (N=35) 30 85.7 5 14.3 0 0.0
Universities (public or private)
(N=33) 24 72.7 8 24.2 1 3.0
State Department of Education
(N=35) 25 714 8 22.9 2 5.7
State/Local Affiliates of the
National Association for the
Education of Young Children es e £ 4253 2 S
(NAEYC) (N=34)
State Budget Office (N=35) 23 65.7 8 22.9 4 114
Governor’s Office (N=35) 23 65.7 12 34.3 0 0.0
University System (N=34) 22 64.7 12 35.3 0 0.0
State Department of Health
(N=35) 22 62.9 12 34.3 1 2.9
Community Colleges (N=34) 21 61.8 11 32.4 2 5.9
Community College System
(N=34) 20 58.8 12 35.3 2 59
State Legislature (N=35) 20 57.1 15 42.9 0 0.0
Otr_ler Nonprofit Organizations 18 56.3 14 438 0 0.0
(N=32)
City/County Department of
Human Services/Social 18 52.9 10 29.4 6 17.6
Services (N=34)
Foundations (N=34) 11 324 18 52.9 5 14.7
Local Fire Departments 15 44.1
(N=34) 10 29.4 9 26.5
United Way (N=35) 10 28.6 23 65.7 2 5.7

Within the nongovernmental organizations, two to three national influences may

be embedded in the responses: state/local affiliates of the National Association for the
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Education of Young Children (NAEYC), the United Way, and foundations. NAEYC is a
national membership association with affiliate organizations in states and communities
across the country. The affiliate organizations act within the mission of NAEYC, but
also respond to the professional development and advocacy needs of their members at the
local level. Some state/local NAEY C affiliates have paid, professional staff (like in
North Carolina), and others rely entirely on volunteers (like in Maryland). While
affiliates exist in many states, they do not exist in all states (like Arkansas). The United
Way also is a national organization with state/local affiliates which similarly embody the
spirit of the national organization, while shaping to meet community needs. The United
Way, however, is less focused on professional development of its member organizations,
and more focused on helping those organizations meet basic human needs. Finally,
foundations may be either community-based or national. The implications of these

influences are discussed further in Chapter 7.

Counting across the 39 collaborative entities presented in questions 16, 17, and 18
provides some concept of variation across states in the numbers of collaborative partners
with whom they engage. States range from a count of three to a count of 27, with a
median of 12.5 close collaborations. Two cautions must be noted in the counting of
collaborations in this way. First, where states have already consolidated their child care-
related policy areas into a single state agency, less collaboration with other state agencies
is needed. Thus, a lower count of cross-state agency collaboration does not necessarily
reflect a lack of coordination of services. Second, if the state not only oversees, but also
administers the state programs in the local communities, there may be less need to

collaborate with local government entities. Finally, counts by type of nongovernmental

213



organizations can be misleading. In each state they are unlikely to have the same number
of particular types of organizations. For example, in North Carolina they have nearly 70
child care resource and referral agencies, making for 70 potential collaborators in that
single category. On the other hand in Arkansas they have only seven child care resource
and referral agencies (CCR&R). Although it isn’t likely that a state reporting large
numbers of a particular type of organization works with all of them closely, it is also
unlikely that counting each type as “1” fairly represents the level of collaboration present.
This is reflective of the challenge that occurs in using the states’ biennial CCDF reports

to try to understand how much one state collaborates compared to another.

Summary

Thus, the survey responses, interviews, and document analyses reveal influences
of the federal government on state goal-setting, but also a complex environment that
requires state Administrators to consider priorities from multiple government entities
while grappling with span of control challenges and building systems of relationships
with collaborating organizations. From a methodological perspective, the analyses in this
chapter reveal that examining formal groups may mask the importance of informal
groups. Finally, this chapter reveals that there are a number of relevant elements that are
either not reflected or not sufficiently represented in the conceptual framework |

presented in Chapter 2. These insights are each summarized here.

Federal Influence

The federal Office of Child Care does not have the statutory authority to require
states to strive for its enunciated goals, nonetheless 87.5 percent of Administrators

responding to the survey indicated that “Federal Goals for CCDF” are a primary
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consideration when setting their own goals for CCDF funds in their states. Similarly, in
setting measures of programmatic success, more than three-quarters of the respondents
indicated they almost always consult federal guidelines for waste, fraud, and abuse.

Forty percent of state respondents indicated they almost always consider reports that have
been funded by the OCC, while a third of the state respondents indicated that they almost
always consider information provided by technical assistance staff from CCTAN. Just
over a quarter (28.6 percent) indicated that they almost always consider other resources
and reports available through CCTAN.

Balancing Priorities

While it is clear that many of the Administrators attempt to incorporate the
priorities of the Office of Child Care into their decision-making, the survey results also
demonstrate the complex intergovernmental, cross-sector challenges they face.
Administrators must balance the federal priorities of the CCDF with state priorities
coming from a variety of places, including governors, budget offices, and their own
recommendations. In more than three-quarters of the responding states, governor’s
priorities were reported to be a primary consideration; state performance-based
budgeting was reported to be a primary consideration in just under half of responding
states; and the recommendations of the CCDF State Child Care Administrator was
reported to be a primary consideration in 71 percent of the states.

The Administrators in just over half of the states indicated that recommendations
from standing committees on CCDF issues are a primary consideration, with just over 40
percent of states indicating comments from the public, comments from child care

operators, and feedback from service providers and contractors as a primary
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consideration. In fact, about one-third of the Administrators indicated that they balance
primary considerations across federal, state, nongovernmental, and collaborative entities.

Span of Control Challenges

In addition to balancing priorities across levels of government and across sectors,
Administrators are frequently faced with the issue that the span of control in their state-
designated responsibilities does not fully align with the expectations of the CCDF. The
survey delineated the three elements of CCDF — regulation, subsidy, and
quality/accessibility — into 16 sub-elements. Using respondents who marked in my
purview to create a count across the 16 sub-areas reveals that CCDF State Administrator
direct control over these elements ranges from 100 percent in five states to 13 percent in
one state. The most common degree of control is 69 percent, which is the case in seven
states. In seven states, Administrators have direct control over less than 50 percent of the
CCDF sub-elements.

Ten Administrators indicated that local governments have primary responsibility
for one or more of the 16 CCDF sub-elements. In one state, the Administrator indicated
that all 16 sub-elements are delegated to local governments. Even though Administrators
frequently reported they did not have control over all the CCDF elements, they are
frequently responsible for other federal programs such as TANF Child Care Services
(62.9 percent) and Head Start Collaboration Projects (42.9 percent). Aggregating
responses to questions 5, 6, 7, 9, and 10 provides a glimpse at the responsibility
landscape across 16 elements of CCDF administration, seven other federal programs, and

three state programs, for a total of 26 possible child care-related responsibilities. The 35
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responding Administrators range from eight percent coverage to 85 percent coverage,
with 46 percent as the median level, for having these responsibilities In my purview.

Systems of Relationships

Whatever their span of control might be, most Administrators indicated
collaborating across state agencies, local governments, and nongovernmental
organizations to develop CCDF-related programs and initiatives. Counting across the 39
collaborative entities presented in questions 16, 17, and 18 provides some concept of
variation across states in the numbers of collaborative partners with whom they engage.
The number of collaborative entities in states ranges from a count of three to a count of
27, with a median of 12.5 close collaborations. As noted earlier in the chapter, counting
collaborations in this way may be misleading because state agencies that have
consolidated numerous functions or state agencies that directly administer many aspects
of programs may appear less collaborative, but may simply have fewer entities with
which they can collaborate. In addition, counts of nongovernmental organizations by
type of organization masks the number of actual collaborations which may either be very
high or very low, but all count as “1.”

The emergence of the Positive Youth Development Grant Program (PYDP) in
Arkansas and the strategic planning process in Maryland reflect two different systems of
relationships. The PYDP can be traced through at least three governmental-
nongovernmental collaborating groups in Arkansas so far. The PYDP process reflects
both formal and informal groups, a sharing of power back and forth between government-
led and nongovernment led groups, and a highly participatory process that has

continuously evolved since 2008 without a predefined path.
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Focusing on the Formal May Mask the Informal

When | asked for lists of the CCDF-related collaborative groups, no one told me
about the evolving workgroups for AR’s PYDP. When I asked specifically about efforts
related to supporting school-age child care, then interviewees told me about the
collaborative efforts. Similarly, the administrative units in all three states play a
facilitative role in helping various service delivery groups interact with each other,
become informed about state proceedings that are relevant to them, and to form
connections between the governmental and nongovernmental actors. These groups are
not convened for the purposes of decision-making, but their feedback may none-the-less
inform decisions.

Other Relevant Elements

Finally, interviews and documents revealed elements either not present or
downplayed within my proposed Decision Process Framework that appear to influence
the decision processes in meaningful ways. These other elements can be classified into
four categories. First, national influences extend beyond the federal OCC to other federal
programs and the work of national associations and foundations. Other federal programs
sometimes impose requirements that must be blended with the CCDF, and other times
they suggest strategies that could be, and sometimes are, blended with the CCDF.
National associations and foundations provide data, best practices, and guidance.

Second, historical child care-related systems set the environment in which the CCDF
must operate at the state level. All decisions take as a starting place what is already there

which contributes to the diversity of CCDF implementation across the country.
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Third, official state decision processes such as the development and promulgation
of regulations have implications for the collaborative environment. Finally, while
institutions and organizations are important, the people who are the driving forces behind
the actions were identified as being important for linking the past with the present,
providing vision for the future, and providing linkages across elements of the system.
Some are concerned about what their absence will mean for the future, while others
believe they have crafted a strong foundation from which others can successfully
continue.

Other National Influences

Other Federal Programs
Other federal programs specifically mentioned by interviewees are: Head Start,

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), the Department of Education’s
Promise Neighborhoods and the Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge Grants, the
Centers for Disease Control obesity prevention initiatives, and the National Institutes of
Health Back to Sleep Campaign and NAPSACC (Nutrition and Physical Activity Self-
Assessments for Child Care) programs. For example, in Arkansas they recently updated
their child care licensing requirements to require that infants sleep on their backs in child
care programs, as recommended by the Back to Sleep campaign. Their regulations also
require that child care programs participate in NAPSACC. At the time of the interviews,
all three states were waiting to hear about their applications for the Race to the Top Early
Learning Challenge Grants. In all three states, governmental and nongovernmental
interviewees indicated that their interactions involved in preparing a proposal caused
them to think about some elements of their systems differently, and the deliberations will

lead them to shape some elements of their systems differently if they get funded; they

219



also indicated that even if they don’t get funded they will work to achieve some of the

things they had envisioned without the funds.

National Associations and Foundations
Five national professional associations were mentioned by interviewees: the

National Association for the Education of Young Children (all three states), the National
Association of Family Child Care (all three states), the National Association of Child
Care Resource & Referral Agencies (all three states), the Southern Early Childhood
Association (one state), and the National Institute on Out-of-School-Time (two states).
These organizations provide training for their members, publish reports on best practices,
publish reports benchmarking state performance on various child care-related criteria,
and, in some cases, sponsor national accreditation standards for child care operators and

organizations providing intermediary services.

The National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies
(NACCRRA), for example, catalogs state licensing standards under contract from the
federal OCC, and has created a series of standards based largely on Department of
Defense child care standards which have long been considered the gold standard in the
industry. NACCRRA produces reports benchmarking states against each other and
against these standards. In more than one interview and more than one document, these
standards were mentioned as a place where states did not want to see themselves at the

bottom.

The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) is
probably best known for their voluntary national accreditation system for child care

centers that they have made available since 1985. In fact, theirs was one of the national
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accreditation systems that the OCC had used to benchmark its performance on improving
quality through the CCDF in its old strategic plan. NAEYC now also provides
accreditation for associate and bachelor degree programs, and provides states with a
suggested framework for assessing their professional development systems for child care.
North Carolina interviewees specifically referenced these frameworks as guiding their
regional professional development discussions in which they assessed strengths and gaps

in professional development opportunities throughout the state.

Two foundations were also mentioned as influencing CCDF-related activities in
the states. The Annie E. Casey Foundation (which has its home in Maryland) was
mentioned by every interviewee as facilitating overarching systems discussions in
Maryland, which many said lead to the relocation of child care-related government
services from the Department of Human Resources to the Department of Education. The
Casey Foundation also supports Kids Count data centers across the country which make
data available, and encourage the use of child-centered data in decision-making. One of

the stakeholder agencies in Arkansas housed a Kids Count data center.

The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation also figured prominently in discussions
about the Positive Youth Development Grant Act in Arkansas. The Arkansas Out of
School Network, one of the founders of the coalition to develop the Act, is one of 42
networks around the country partially supported by the Mott Foundation. The Mott
Foundation does not, however, simply provide hands off support but rather it guides the
networks with information, data, and resources, and it links the networks to each other to

share ideas across the country.
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There are certainly many other national associations and foundations that focus on
children and youth and have a likely influence in the states, but these are the ones that
specifically came up in discussions or documents. In fact, as part of my state selection
process | had originally excluded states participating in the BUILD Foundation systems-
building initiatives because | was concerned that the external influence would cloud the

internal state processes | was attempting to observe.

The external influences of other federal programs, national associations, and
national foundations are not acknowledged in the current conceptual framework, but
history is acknowledged as an ‘other influence’ in the framework. Based on the
information provided by interviewees, it appears that history should perhaps be
acknowledged as having a more prominent role in the framework. The importance of
history emerged in two sub-themes: there are strong individuals who have played a long-
term role in systems-building in their states, and there are the institutional layers upon

which the systems have been built.

Historical Systems Context

Historical systems context as an important theme emerged a little bit differently
than the national influences. Some of the attention to local historical developments was
unsolicited, but much of it was solicited through questions | asked interviewees in trying
to understand how their organizations had become active stakeholder groups and in trying
to understand the diversity of organizational systems present in the three case study

states.
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For example, each of the three states has a child care resource and referral (CCR&R)
system, which is not surprising because the CCDF has a federal set-aside requiring that
part of the funds be spent for that purpose. Each of those CCR&R systems, however, is
vastly different. In North Carolina, there are nearly 70 local CCR&R agencies organized
into 14 regions and facilitated by the NC CCR&R Council. In Maryland, there are 12
regional CCR&R organizations facilitated by the Maryland Family Network. In
Arkansas, there are five CCR&R organizations but AR-DCCECE provides the CCR&R
services for part of the state not covered by those organizations. In North Carolina and
Maryland, the CCR&R organizations are primarily community-based nonprofit
organizations, although some are run through local governments. In Arkansas, every
CCR&R organization has a different type of home, with one housed in a community
development corporation, one housed in a state university, one housed in a
comprehensive healthcare nonprofit organization, one that appears to be a for profit
organization, and one community-based nonprofit organization. In all of the states these
CCR&R systems have been evolving over time, but where they are evolving from

appears to strongly influence where they are now.

In North Carolina a small number of community-based, nonprofit child care resource
and referral agencies were given their original start-up funding through a national
organization that supported the work-family needs of large corporations. Some of the
large corporations in North Carolina wanted their employees to have access to high
quality child care, which the CCR&Rs would help develop, and the companies wanted
their employees to have help assessing their child care options, which the CCR&Rs could

also provide. Essentially, the early CCR&Rs were crafted specifically to serve this
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particular population and meet its needs. In some parts of Arkansas, CCR&Rs formed in
a similar fashion except rather than a national organization sponsoring their development,
local businesses supported their formation to support the needs of their employees. In
Maryland, the network of CCR&R agencies similarly formed to support the needs of the

employees in firms in the defense industry.

In North Carolina the advent of Smart Start in 1993, the state’s public/private
partnership to support the development of children ages birth to five years, heralded the
development of nearly 70 nonprofit organizations across the state to administer the Smart
Start funds locally. The early childhood systems-builders in North Carolina had long
identified the absence of CCR&R agencies across most of the state as a gap they wanted
to fill. The Smart Start organizations, and the funding that came with them, became an
avenue for filling that gap, at least for the birth to five populations. The more recent
regionalization of the CCR&R system in North Carolina emerged through a statewide
performance-based budgeting initiative. The state budget initiative pushed the CCR&R
system to strive for consistent standards and provide state-wide services. The NC
CCR&R Council was formed to facilitate transition into that system, and eventually

became the administrator of the system.

In Arkansas, the CCR&R agencies appear to have emerged individually based on
needs in particular areas, and due to the efforts of individuals and/or organizations who
wanted to address those needs. The CCDF funding available through AR-DCCECE
allowed some of the organizations to provide services targeting just one or two counties,
and then later to serve more counties. One of the organizations in Arkansas that plays a

key role in CCR&R services is Arkansas State University (ASU) in Jonesboro (located in
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the north-eastern part of the state). ASU helps families meet their child care needs in a
14 county area that encompasses some of the poorest counties in the state, and the
university also serves as the organization that leads statewide technical assistance
services to help improve child care operator quality across the state. ASU’s role as the
child care technical assistance and training hub actually began prior to the 1980°s, when
it was contracted by Head Start to serve as the training center for Head Start programs in
the state. When that funding ended, the University President decided that it was an
important University contribution to the community to continue to serve as a child care
training hub and its staff sought funding sources to sustain it. In North Carolina and

Maryland, technical assistance services are more locally based.

These historical systems roots have implications for current decision-making
processes because they have produced stakeholder environments with certain kinds of
organizations, certain numbers of organizations, and particular kinds of service delivery

configurations.

Long-time Advocates and Systems-Builders

In each state, particular individuals both inside and outside of government were
mentioned by their peers as having played pivotal roles in shaping the child care systems
in their states. Sometimes those people were inside government, and sometimes they
were in the stakeholder organizations. In both cases their value to the system was
identified as flowing not so much from their formal position or role that they held, but
rather the institutional memory that linked the present to the past, and the way that they

were able to create and help others understand linkages across parts of the system, the
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deep ways that they understood particular elements of the system, and the ways helped
the state move its systems forward. Some interviewees expressed some fear about what
would happen when those individuals eventually left the system, while others indicated
they thought those individuals had created a strong enough base on which others could
build. Everyone acknowledged that the new generation might have a somewhat different
vision of what would come next, but most expressed faith in the strength and expertise of

the other individuals in the system.

State Processes for Officially Adopting Decisions

Technically the Decision Process Framework proposed earlier captures all formal
state processes in its element called “State Government Institutions,” but information
gleaned through the interviews indicates that the formal processes of state adoption of
decisions made need to be more clearly represented as actions rather than just an
institution. The processes for drafting, commenting upon, and eventually adopting
regulations came up in a number of discussions with interviewees. In Arkansas, when
nongovernmental interviewees were asked about ways they had collaborated with AR-
DCCECE, they frequently referred to the process of drafting regulations as part of a
working group, and then working together with AR-DCCECE staff to help individuals
participate in the public comment period. Both the governmental and nongovernmental
interviewees viewed the formal process of drafting and adopting regulations as a

collaborative endeavor.

In Maryland, the process was described as being a less collaborative endeavor

with the MD-OCC crafting regulations, and bringing the drafts to their advisory
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committees for comment before sending them forward in the regulatory process. In
North Carolina, there is a North Carolina Child Care Commission that is a statutorily
defined body whose representatives are appointed by the Governor, House, and Senate.
All of the Commission members are related to child care in some way, including most of
them being child care operators, i.e. the individuals who will be governed by the eventual
regulations. This group serves as an entity parallel to the NC-DCDEE. The Child Care

Commission makes the final decision on regulations.

It is not only the process of making regulatory decisions that differs across the
states, however, but the necessity or practice of creating regulations versus administrative
policies to formalize elements of the system. In discussions with interviewees in
Arkansas and Maryland, it seemed that nearly every aspect of child care was officially
codified in a rule somewhere. In North Carolina, however, the rule-making body was
designed only to oversee child care licensing regulations. Other elements of the child

care system are governed by laws adopted by the legislature, or administrative policies.

Thus, the data reveal a complex array of state contexts, collaborative
relationships, competing priorities, and state-designed spans of control which consider,
but do not fully align, with federal expectations. The within-state implementation
environment is being continuously shaped by emerging trends in child care policy-
making guided by new research, changing priorities at the federal level, input from
national nongovernmental organizations and foundations, and guidance from legislative
and executive bodies within the states. The CCDF is part of a complex tapestry of
policies, programs, and decisions that weave in and out of each other, and fulfill goals of

a number of groups at the federal, state, and local levels.
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CHAPTER 5: RELATIONSHIPS WITH AND USE OF DATA
Introduction
This chapter presents analyses of interview data, documents, and survey data to
depict the state-level perspective on context and collaboration in state implementation of
the CCDF. Data and analyses presented in this chapter relate to the second two research

questions:

3. To what extent do the states use evaluation and performance data to
inform design and management of the CCDF-funded programs?

4. How are performance data used to inform design and management of child
care systems in networked state governance?

First, | present data and findings on the extent to which and how states: develop
goals and measure success, collect data, analyze data, and use data. Throughout the
chapter I illustrate the action within the Decision Process Framework through process-
tracing examples. | conclude with a summary analysis of the key points emerging from
the chapter and an overview of variables not articulated or not clearly articulated in the
original Decision Process Framework that have been revealed in the cross-state analysis.
Some themes emerging in Chapter 4 and further reinforced in Chapter 5, while some new

themes emerge.

Developing Goals and Measures of Success

At the time that this survey was conducted states were not yet required by the
OCC to create goals or measures success for the CCDF, or to report on achievement of
goals or measures of success to the OCC. In addition, the flexibility of the CCDF block

grant, as discussed in Chapter 1, does not require that states align whatever goals they
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might create for their CCDF funds with federal CCDF goals. Finally, while the CCDF is
considered a program at the federal level, states may simply consider it a funding source
to help them reach state-level goals that more broadly address child care and early
childhood education issues. Survey questions 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24 explore the
extent to which goals and measures of success related to the CCDF are created at the state
level, to what extent the CCDF State Child Care Administrator has a role in developing
these goals and measures of success, to what extent other considerations enter into
developing goals and measures of success, and how frequently states engage in goal-

setting processes.

Frequency of State Goal-Setting for CCDF Funds

Survey question 21 asks respondents to “Please indicate the frequency with which
your state sets goals for what it wants to accomplish with its CCDF Funds.” As
displayed in Table 5.1, just over half of the responding Administrators indicated that their
states set goals annually, while about one-quarter of the Administrators indicated that
their states engage in biennial goal-setting. One Administrator indicated that this activity
is Not Applicable in his/her state, but four other Administrators indicated that their states
engage in goal-setting with a different frequency — every three years, in accordance with
a 10 year roadmap, and as needed, with needs sometimes dictated by changes in state

administration.

Each of the three case study states indicated setting goals at a different frequency.
North Carolina reported setting theirs annually. Arkansas reported setting theirs

biennially. Maryland reported setting theirs every three years as part of a strategic
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planning process. In Maryland, this goal-setting occurs through the MD-ECAC. The
Arkansas goal-setting frequency is tied to the CCDF biennial plan development, while

North Carolina’s annual goal-setting process is tied to the annual state budgeting process.

Table 5.1: State Goal-Setting Frequency for CCDF (N=32)

Frequency Frequency Percent
Annually 18 56.3
Biennially 9 28.1
Not Applicable 1 3.1
Other, please specify 4 12.5
Other:

o Three year strategic plan

o As needed, and ongoing

o There are few formal goals, other than the federal goals, but with each
change in state Administration, goals are set.

o We have written a 10 year early learning plan with our state partners. It
provides a road map for the future.

CCDF State Child Care Administrator’s Role in Goal-Setting and Developing Measures

of Success

Survey question 19 asks respondents to “Please indicate the extent to which your
state-designed scope of responsibility requires that you develop goals and/or measure the
success of CCDF-related initiatives. (Indicate NA if your state does not require these
activities.)” Respondents were asked to indicate the extent of their responsibilities by
indicating In my purview, Somewhat in my purview, Not in my purview, or N/A, for each
of five goal-setting or success-measuring actions as displayed in Table 5.2. Survey
question 20 was an open-response question that gave survey respondents the opportunity
to clarify responses in question 19; only four states provided clarification here. One

Administrator provided a clarification that the case studies would suggest is applicable to
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many, if not all states: “The goals that we set for child care are not specific to CCDF
initiatives, but we include measures of progress towards our child care goals in my

agency’s quarterly reports to the Governor.”

Table 5.2: Extent of Purview in Developing Goals and Measures of Success for
CCDF-related Initiatives (N=varies)

Types of Goal and In my Somewhat in | Not in my Not

Measurement purview my purview purview Applicable

Activities Case % | Case % Case | % | Case %
. AR,

Developing Goals MD, | 84.8 12.1 0.0 3.0

(N=33) NG

Developing measures AR

of programmatic MD’ 75.8 | NC 15.2 3.0 6.1

success (N=33)

Determining how data | AR,
is gathered to measure | MD, | 75.8 15.2 3.0 6.1
success (N=33) NC

Determining how data
can be used to improve | AR,

. 75.8 | NC 21.2 0.0 3.0
program operations MD
(N=33)
Developing research AR,
or evaluation activities | MD, | 65.6 9.4 3.1 21.9
(N=32) NC

* Two states did not participate in this question at all.

All three case study state Administrators expressed through the survey that they
have considerable purview in setting goals and measures of success for their programs.
Arkansas and Maryland Administrators indicated that all elements in Table 5.2 were in
my purview. The North Carolina Administrator indicated a more limited authority with
“developing measures of programmatic success” and “determining how data can be used

to improve program operations” as not being fully within her purview.

Interestingly, a number of Administrators have indicated that goal-setting and

measuring success for the CCDF-related initiatives are Not Applicable , suggesting that
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goal-setting and measuring success are not performed for the CCDF. As goal-setting and
success measurement have not been required by the OCC, this is possible. One
Administrator indicated that all of the functions in Table 4.11 are Not Applicable in
his/her state. A total of seven Administrators (21 percent) indicated that at least one of
these functions is Not Applicable in their states, with all seven of those Administrators
indicating that “Developing research or evaluation activities” is Not Applicable, and in
five states (15.2 percent), this is the only activity listed as Not Applicable. One
Administrator indicated that three of the five activities are Not Applicable, and provided
additional insight through a response to question 20: “State lawmakers’ proclivity to
support smaller government means that state funded programs for birth to 5 year olds
are not supported, so there are no state funds to supplement CCDF activities. Most of our
limited resources are focused on programs for which failure to perform will result in

financial penalties to the state.”

On the other end of the spectrum, 10 Administrators (30 percent, including AR
and MD) indicated that all five of the actions in Table 5.2 are In my purview. In 10 more
states (30 percent, including NC), Administrators indicated that two to four of the actions
in Table 4.10 are In my purview. As Table 5.2 reflects, Administrators are most likely to
have goal development In my purview, but least likely to have development of research
and evaluation activities In my purview. As Table 5.2 also reveals, goal development and
development of measures of programmatic success don’t necessarily correspond as a
matched pair. In four states where Administrators indicated goal development as In my
purview, they did not indicate development of measures of success as also in their

purview. This mismatch is also true for two states where Administrators say developing
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measures of success is In my purview, but determining how data will be gathered to

measure the success is no. These disconnects are further discussed in Chapter 7.

Considerations in the State CCDF Goal-setting Process

Question 22 asks respondents to “Please indicate the extent to which the
following are considered in the CCDF-goal-setting process (not creation of the state
CCDF plan). Provide comments about this process if desired. (Indicate NA if the option
provided does not exist in your state.” Survey participants were asked to respond using
the following scale: Primary Consideration, Secondary Consideration, Not Considered at
All, or Not Applicable. In this section all elements of question 22 are discussed to
provide a perspective of the relative weights of considerations in the goal-setting process
across the areas of federal government influences, state government influences,

nongovernmental influences, and collaborative influences. .

Question 22 provides respondents with 13 possible entities whose priorities,
recommendations, or opinions that they may consider in the CCDF goal-setting process.
One is a federal level consideration (labeled as “1” in Figure 5.1). Seven are state
government-related considerations (labeled as “2” in Figure 5.1). Four are
nongovernmental considerations (labeled as “3” in Figure 5.1). One is a collaborative
consideration focused on governmental/nongovernmental groups that may exist to
provide recommendations on CCDF issues (labeled as “5” in Figure 5.1). The label
numbers correspond to the numerated parts of the Decision Process Framework. Figure
5.1 illustrates the proportion of Administrators indicating primary, secondary, no

consideration, or not applicable for each entity.
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Figure 5.1: Relative Consideration in State CCDF Goal-Setting Process
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As illustrated in Figure 5.1, each of the 13 possible entities is a primary
consideration by some states, with “early childhood professional associations” indicated
by the fewest Administrators (12.5 percent) and “federal goals for CCDF” indicated by
the most states (87.5 percent). “Governor’s priorities” and “comments from child care
operators” were the only two choices where all of the Administrators selected either
primary or secondary consideration. The three options that at least 10 percent of the
Administrators indicated as not applicable are “state performance-based budgeting” (18.8
percent), “state’s comprehensive early childhood education plan” (12.9 percent), and
“recommendations from standing committees on CCDF issues” (12.5 percent). Other
Administrators, however, rated these same areas as a primary consideration at 43.8

percent, 42 percent, and 53.1 percent respectively.

The largest numbers of Administrators were most likely to consider either six
possibilities or four possibilities as primary considerations. Administrators assigned zero
of 13 to 12 of 13 possibilities as primary considerations in their states. The median
number of possibilities selected as primary consideration by Administrators was six. In
14 states (43.8%), Administrators indicated that all 13 possibilities were either a primary
or secondary consideration. In 11 states (34.4 percent), Administrators indicated having

at least one primary consideration in each of the four group types indicated in Figure 5.1.

The complex configurations in the goal-setting process reported by CCDF State
Administrators suggest that they must balance many actors in their CCDF goal-setting
processes. While the “CCDF federal goals™ are a primary consideration in most of the

states, they are not the only primary consideration. The federal goals must be balanced
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against other competing priorities, with about one-third of the states considering federal,

state, nongovernmental, and collaborative entities as primary considerations.

The reported configurations also reveal the possibility that more states engage in
meaningful ways with nongovernmental partners through “collaborative standing
committees on CCDF issues” than as individuals or groups (comparing states indicating
primary consideration group 5, 53.1 percent, versus states indicating primary
consideration for any one of the nongovernmental entities in group 3, with the largest
number of states at 43.8 percent). The survey does not ask the member composition of
the standing committees, but information collected during the case study process suggests
that each of the nongovernmental entities present in group 3 except “the public” are likely

to be represented in a standing committee.

The case study data reveal that the process of developing goals and measures of
success varies across states, in part due to how integrated the CCDF is in the whole
package of early childhood systems in the state. All three case study Administrators
indicated that “federal goals for CCDF” are a primary consideration in setting goals
(Table 5.3). For example, in North Carolina each of the state’s early childhood systems
has its own goal-setting processes and its own governmental-nongovernmental
collaborative committees. The collaborative committees in NC are designed to focus on
specific CCDF goal areas. It isn’t that the various early childhood systems are working
towards different goals per se, but those goals are set based on the parameters,
populations, and geographic definitions provided by the funding sources. There are many
attempts to integrate programs and services across the systems, but the goals are really

developed within each system (CCDF, Smart Start, and NC Pre-K).
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In Arkansas and Maryland, the extent to which the federal goals inform the
system is a little bit harder to see because the goals and measures of success are set at a
broader level. The pre-kindergarten system, CCDF-funded elements, and other special
initiatives (Head Start/Judy Centers in Maryland and HIPPY in Arkansas) are all treated
more like strategies within a whole system to achieve the ultimate system goal of helping

children achieve school-readiness when entering kindergarten.

Table 5.3: Extent Perspectives Considered in CCDF Goal-Setting Process

(in order of consideration)

Perspectives AR MD NC
Administrator | Administrator | Administrator

Federal Goals for CCDF Primary Primary Primary

Recommendations of the CCDF State Primary Primary Primary

Child Care Administrator

State’s Comprehensive Early Childhood Primary Primary Primary

Education Plan

State’s Early Learning Advisory Council Primary Primary Secondary

Recommendations from Standing Primary Secondary Primary

Committees on CCDF Issues

(government/nongovernment

collaborations)

Comments from the Public Secondary Secondary Primary

Comments from Child Care Operators Secondary Secondary Primary

Recommendations from Other State Secondary Secondary Primary

Agencies, Boards and Commissions

State Performance-Based Budgeting Primary Secondary Secondary

Priorities

Feedback from Service Providers and Secondary No Answer Primary

Contractors

Governor’s Priorities Secondary Secondary Secondary

Legislative Priorities Secondary Secondary Secondary

Early Childhood Professional Secondary Secondary Secondary

Associations

As the example of the Positive Youth Development Grant Act in Arkansas

indicates, an Administrator’s role in setting goals and measures of success can also be

shaped by the legislative history of an initiative. While the Act is not technically an
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initiative of the CCDF, its goals and the CCDF goals for improving the quality of school-
age child care align. This means that the Act could become a tool for achieving CCDF
goals. It also means that setting measures of success will only partially be in the purview
of the AR Administrator. Her team will have to operationalize what the AR General
Assembly wrote into the authorizing legislation, but the key elements that will determine

success have already been articulated.

Exhibit 5.1 Tracing the Process: From Strategic Plan to Action in Maryland

An integrated, systematic approach is undertaken in Maryland’s strategic planning
process where: (1) the Maryland Early Childhood Advisory Council (MD ECAC)
develops and adopts a three year strategic plan (the 2009-2012 plan is called “what
success looks like”) that sets forth the ultimate goal to achieve school readiness for all
Maryland’s children as measured through the kindergarten assessment system; (2) the
MSDE Division of Early Childhood Development (where MD-OCC is located) creates its
own strategic plan of strategies to accomplish the vision set out by the MD-ECAC; and
(3) MD-OCC invites its advisory committee to review and comment on the strategies that
have been put forward, and to periodically discuss implementation ideas and issues, and
the strategies are put into motion. The federal CCDF goals are more evident in the
second level of the process where they essentially appear as strategies to achieve the

ultimate state plan.

Examining Maryland’s integrated, strategic planning approach is also informative

in understanding the relative weights assigned to the entities listed in Table 5.1. The
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Maryland Administrator indicated that the “State’s Comprehensive Early Childhood
Education Plan” and the “State’s Early Learning Advisory Council” are primary
considerations in the goal-setting process, while “recommendations from standing
committees on CCDF issues” are secondary. This is reflective of the process just
described above where the MD-ECAC (the early learning council) develops the state plan
and requires all strategies and sub-goals to align with that plan (anything that might be
discussed by the MD-OCC Advisory Council). Advisory Councils are engaged at both
the primary and secondary levels, but their weights in the process are not equal.

Although some organizations are represented on both Councils, the MD-ECAC’s
membership is prescribed to align with federal standards set through Head Start
legislation, which is largely focused at coordinating across services at a high level. This
means that there are many representatives of state agencies (about one-third of the MD-
ECAC), and that the representatives of non-state agencies are primarily intermediaries for
individuals directly affected by the goals and services (parents and child care operators).
The membership list provided in October 2011 indicates only one member who operates
child care programs, and this one member is the CEO of a local chain of child care
centers, which does not reflect the typical child care operator. One interviewee expressed
concern about what felt like a lack of genuine engagement with families, a hallmark of

the Head Start tradition.

The MD-OCC Advisory Council, which enters the discussion about goals and
measures of success after the MD-ECAC has set the vision and the Maryland Early
Childhood Division has assembled strategies to meet that vision, has state and local

government representatives, at least one user of child care services, and four child care
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operators (two family child care and two center-based) with other child care, Head Start,
and/or Judy Center operators, typically invited through discretionary positions. As
indicated in the introduction of the Maryland Early Childhood Division’s Strategic Plan
for 2010-2012, “The strategic plan is the work of the Division of Early Childhood
Development (DECD)...The draft of the plan has been presented to the Division’s OCC
Advisory Council for review and comment.” Comments from interviewees indicate that
they see the OCC Advisory Council as the place where the state administrators get to
“hear from the folks on the ground,” and the best place for participants in the child care
system to hear what changes are coming, what decisions are being made, and with a
clarity that can only come “straight from the horse.” They indicated that they are given
an opportunity to express concerns, but the primary value they see in the meeting is

getting timely, clear information.

MD-OCC staff emphasized in interviews that both of the Advisory Councils have
open, publicized meetings where any members of the public can attend and comment, but
only members can vote. Some interviewees indicated that they attended meetings even

before becoming a member because it is the best way to get timely information.

Setting Measures of Programmatic Success

Question 23 asks respondents “To what extent are the following considered in
setting measures of programmatic success for CCDF-related programs/initiatives.
(Indicate NA if the source listed is not available to you.)” Survey participants were asked

to respond using the following scale: Almost Always, Sometimes, Almost Never, or Not
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Applicable. In this section all elements of question 23 are discussed to provide a

perspective on considerations in the process of setting measures of programmatic success.

The 18 items Administrators were asked to consider and rate for this question
span a wide range of areas. The elements were designed to reflect different kinds of
success based on different kinds of accountability, performance measurement, and/or
comparisons. For example, all government programs are required to guard against waste,
fraud, and abuse as part of their accountability mechanisms, and so they frequently have
measures of programmatic success tied to these kinds of guidelines. Similarly,
benchmarking against similar entities — in this case other states — is recommended in the
literature as one way of judging performance, but benchmarking over time against your
own data is also recommended. As reflected in the discussion on question 22, many
other entities within a state may have priorities or opinions that Administrators are
required to consider as they set measures of success. Finally, there are many information
sources that Administrators might use to help select measures, including resources
provided through the OCC for this purpose, professional association resources like those

of the National Governors Association, and academics.

Table 5.4 categorizes each of the 18 items into their item type, provides data
about numbers of respondents, and indicates the proportion of survey respondents
selecting the item as something that they Almost Always consider in setting measures of
programmatic success. Four respondents did not answer this question. Of the 31
Administrators who responded, Administrators in at least half of the states selected the
following four items as guidelines or data that they Almost Always consider in setting

measures of programmatic success: “federal guidelines on waste, fraud, and abuse” (77.4
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percent, including AR, MD, and NC), “state guidelines on waste, fraud, and abuse” (71
percent, including AR, MD, and NC), “data from my own state about previous service

trends” (69 percent, including AR, MD, and NC), and “state performance-based

budgeting guidelines” (50 percent, including AR, MD, and NC).

Table 5.4: Setting Measures of Programmatic Success: Item Classification, Item,
and Frequency Selected as Almost Always

Item Almost
Classification Sources of Data/Information Always
Type Case %
Compliance Federal Guidelines on Waste, Fraud, and Abuse All | 774
Accountability (N=31) '

Sta_te Guidelines on Waste, Fraud, and Abuse All | 710

(N=31)

(Slila:teg(;erformance-Based Budgeting Guidelines All | 500
Alignment with Technical Assistance Staff from the OCC- AR, 333
Federal funded CCTAN (N=30) MD '
Programmatic Reports that have been funded by the Child Care All | 40.0
Priorities Bureau/Office of Child Care (N=30) '

Other resources/reports available through AR, 28.6

CCTAN (N=28) MD '
Alignment with Priorities of other state early childhood All | 267
Existing, Related | initiatives (N=30) '
State Priorities Priorities of other state workforce initiatives

(N=29) NC 6.9
Benchmarking Data regarding the numbers of children served in AR | 13.8
Against other states (N=29) '
Performance in Data regarding the quality of care subsidized AR | 103
Other States children access in other states (N=29) '

Performance indicators used in other states

- None | 3.4

(N=29)
g?/g(r:hl'r?rzrekwﬁhin Data from_ my own state about previous service All | 69.0

trends (N=29)
State
Best Practice Best Practices Guides from the National AR | 233
Guidelines or Governor’s Association (N=30) '
Evidence-Based Academic studies that have been published on Al | 380
Studies the issue (N=29) '
Opinions of Opinions of state government collaborating None | 35.7
Stakeholders agencies (N=28) '
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Item Almost

Classification Sources of Data/Information Always

Type Case | %
Opinions of local government collaborating None | 20.0
agencies (N=30) '
Opinions of nongovernmental collaborating None | 17.2

agencies (N=29)
Opinions of the general public (N=29) None | 24.1

*Four state respondents did not answer this question.

Administrators in at least one-third, but less than one-half, of the states selected
four items as Almost Always: “reports that have been funded by the Child Care
Bureau/Office of Child Care” (40 percent, including AR, MD, and NC), “academic
studies that have been published on the issue” (38 percent, including AR, MD, and NC),
“opinions of state government collaborating agencies” (38 percent), “opinions of local
government collaborating agencies™ (35.7 percent), and “technical assistance staff from

the OCC-funded CCTAN” (33 percent, including AR and MD).

Overall, compliance guidelines and across-time data comparisons within the
respondent’s own state tended to be most considered by the largest numbers of
Administrators. On the other hand “data regarding numbers of children served in other
states” is the item that the largest proportion of Administrators (41.4 percent) Almost
Never consider. “Performance indicators used in other states” (72.4 percent, including
AR, MD, and NC) and “opinions of nongovernmental collaborating agencies” (72.4,
including AR, MD, and NC) are the items that the largest proportion of Administrators

Sometimes considers.

Answers to question 23 indicate that State CCDF Administrators call upon a
variety of resources, both formal and informal, and both inside and outside of their states
as they set measures of programmatic success. Responses to the survey demonstrate the
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diversity of voices and information available to and pulling upon the State CCDF

Administrators as they make decisions related to the CCDF in their states.

It is difficult to ascertain from either interview notes or documents collected the
extent to which Administrators and the state agency staff in the case study states used the
sources of information listed in Table 5.4 in setting measures of programmatic success.
Interviewees frequently noted comparing their state to other states, and the types of data
or information referenced point to the types of analyses and reports funded through
CCTAN, but without specific titles or sources mentioned, it is difficult to directly
attribute CCTAN as the originator of the materials. Interviewees in Arkansas did
specifically mention the involvement of consultants available through CCTAN who came
to Arkansas to help them finalize the design of the Better Beginnings QRIS system, but it
isn’t clear if those consultants helped craft measures of success. The only item listed in
Table 5.4 that emerges clearly from conversations with interviewees across the states
reflects an intentional effort to “examine data from my own state about previous service

trends,” and then set goals that beat those previous trends.

Collecting Data

As discussed in Chapter 2, many types of data may be used to track goal success.
These data may include inputs/resources used, outputs (humbers served), outcomes
(results of service provision), and client satisfaction. Data may also be gathered through
formal research or evaluation studies. Question 25 asks survey participants to “Indicate
which of the following are used to track goals and/or determine if goals have been met.
(Mark all that apply).” Responses have been presented in Table 5.5 in order of

prevalence.
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Table 5.5: Data Sources Used for Tracking Goal Success (N=32)

Types of Data Sources Case Percent

Adml_nlstratlve data on numbers of All 100
individuals served

Administrative data on resources used All 93.8

Administrative data on numbers of units

. : All 90.6
of service provided
Outcome data, such as a percent of
. . Y All 78.1
children accessing certain kinds of care
Program evaluations conducted by the MD 46.9

state government

Program evaluations independently

. AR, NC 375
commissioned

Other research studies independently

e AR, NC 37.5
commissioned
Other research conducted by the state NC 344
government
Parent/guardian satisfaction data None 34.4
Child care operator satisfaction data None 34.4
Other, please specify 1 (Audit Report)

The 32 Administrators responding to question 25 indicated using two to ten of the
ten data collection mechanisms listed. Seven and four were the number of mechanisms
used in the most states (six each). Twenty-eight percent of the states use eight or more
mechanisms, while 34 percent of the states use four or fewer mechanisms. As Table 5.5
reflects, data collection of inputs (93.8 percent) and outputs — 100 percent for numbers of
individuals served and 90.6 percent for numbers of units of service provided — were the
most prevalent types of data collected. More than three-fourths of the Administrators,
however, did indicate collection of outcome data (78.1 percent, including AR, MD, and
NC). More than one-third of the Administrators indicated they collect satisfaction data
(but none of the case study states), evaluation data (including AR, MD, and NC), or

research data of some kind (including AR and NC).
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Of the 34 percent of states collecting satisfaction data, seven collect satisfaction
data from both parent/guardians and child care operators. Two collect satisfaction data
from parent/guardians only, and two collect satisfaction data from child care operators
only. Of the 19 states (59 percent) conducting program evaluations, eight Administrators
indicated that their states conduct their own evaluations and commission independent
evaluations, six indicated that their states conduct their own evaluations only, and four
indicated that they only commission independent evaluations. Of the 16 states (50
percent) that conduct other research, seven Administrators indicated that their states
conduct their own research and commission independent research, four indicated that
their states only conduct their own research, and five indicated that their states only
commission independent research.

The documents collected and interview data validate these survey answers for the
case study states. In Arkansas, they have recently published their first annual Better
Beginnings Progress Report (2010-2011), in which they demonstrated what they
accomplished with their QRIS system in their first year. The report focused on resources
used -- $410,000 in grants and 47 staff members to deliver the services; individuals
served — 349 programs receiving grants and 4,000 child care professionals receiving
training; numbers of units of service provided — 5,800 hours of training and support, and
650 hours of technical assistance; and outcome data — 55,000 children benefitted from the

higher quality care provided in the Better Beginnings certified programs.
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Analyzing the Data

Questions 26 and 27 explore CCDF-related data analysis in the states. Question
26 focuses on the entities within the state that may be analyzing the data by asking
“Which of the following entities regularly conduct analyses of the performance data
collected for the CCDF-related programs/initiatives? (Mark all that apply.)” Question 27
focuses on the types of analyses that might be performed by asking “What kinds of
analyses do the groups selected in the previous question regularly perform with the data
collected to measure the success of CCDF-related programs/initiatives? (Mark all that

apply).” The answers to each of these questions are examined here.

Question 26 presented survey respondents with nine entities that might perform
data analyses, and provided the option of “other” as well. The responses of the 30
Administrators answering this question are depicted in Table 4.14 in the order of
prevalence. It is important to note that, although it is unlikely that five respondents not
answering this question do not have any agencies performing data analyses, it is also

impossible to tell what failure to complete the question means.

Nearly all of the responding Administrators (96.7 percent, including all the case
study states) indicated that their own “Lead CCDF Agency” conducts analyses of
performance data. This is the only entity mentioned by more than half of the states. The
next most frequently noted entity is the “state budget office,” with 46.7 percent of
Administrators indicating this option (including AR). About one-third of the
Administrators marked “contracted agency” (including NC) or the “state legislature”

(none of the case study states). About one-quarter marked the “Governor’s Office” (none

247



of the case study states), a “collaborative/partnership group” (including AR), or “an
agency contracted for performance data analysis” (including MD).

Table 5.6: Entities Regularly Conducting Analyses of Performance Data Collected
for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives by Order of Prevalence (N=30)

Entities Case Percent
The Lead CCDF Agency All 96.7
The state budget office AR 46.7
The contracted agency responsible for

A NC 36.7
administration of the program
The state legislature None 33.3
The Governor’s Office None 26.7
A collaborative/partnership group AR 6.7
working on CCDF-related issues '
An agency contracted fqr MD 933
performance data analysis
The local government agency
responsible for administration of the None 10.0
program

2 (State Examiners;

Other, please specify Afterschool Network)

* There are five states that did not participate in this question at all.

In fact, interviewees in Maryland referenced two entities that were contracted to
perform regular data analyses: Towson University and Maryland Family Network (a
public/private partnership). Annually, Maryland Family Network produces an annual
“Child Care Demographics” report which examines data about Maryland’s population,
income and employment, as well as child care specific data collected largely through its
network of child care resource and referral agencies. The child care data include
information about numbers, types, and capacities of child care program, assessments of
demand for child care in comparison with supply, and projected growth rates of child
care programs. The analyses are performed statewide and by region. These analyses are

made available through paper and on-line reports that can be accessed by anyone free of
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charge. The Maryland Family Network is also the organization contracted to design,
carry out, analyze, and make recommendations based on child care subsidy market rate

studies.

Towson University is contracted to regularly examine child care subsidy spending
data to forecast availability, shortfalls, trends, and projections. Towson University also
helps MD-OCC regularly mine their other data systems which track child care licensing
and longitudinal child tracking system. While these systems have some built-reports that
MD-OCC can access directly, they do not allow users to easily request ad-hoc reports.

MD-OCC’s agreement with Towson allows for spontaneous requests for data analyses.

Question 27 presented survey respondents with four types of data analyses that
might be performed, as reflected in Table 5.7. Five respondents did not answer. Of the
30 Administrators responding to this question, 100 percent indicated that data are
compared over time, while three-fourths of the respondents indicated that data are
compared to performance targets (including all the case study states). Data are much less
likely to be used to compare across contracts (43.3 percent; none of the case study states
indicate doing so) or to benchmark to other states (23.3 percent; none of the case study
states indicate doing so). All but three of the Administrators indicated another type of
analysis in addition to comparison of the data over time.

Documents collected during case study visits affirm that a variety of data analyses
are taking place. In October 2010, AR-DCCECE released a program evaluation report of
Better Beginnings conducted by the University of Arkansas for Medical Services Partners
for Inclusive Communities. This evaluation examined each separate component of Better

Beginnings and the system as a whole. The evaluation noted strengths, areas for
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improvement, and areas where better or more data collection could make future
evaluations a more valuable endeavor. The assessment was largely based on bench-
marking Arkansas’ system against what research in other states has shown are the most

effective elements of existing QRIS systems.

Table 5.7: Types of Data Analyses Regularly Performed with Perforce Performance
Data Collected for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives (N=30)

Types of Data Analyses Case Percent

Current data are compared to past data to examine
. All 100
trends over time.

Current data are compared to performance targets to

determine the extent to which goals were met. Al 76.7

Data are compared across contractors and
administrative agencies to determine which None 43.3
organizations are most effective.

Data are compared to performance information from

other states to benchmark our performance nationally. None 233

We do not perform any of these analyses with the

performance data we collect. None 0.0

Other, please specify. None 0.0

* There are five states that did not participate in this question.

Interviews across governmental and nongovernmental study participants also
revealed data reporting forms used by contracted agencies to report monthly to AR-
DCCECE on how many individuals of which type were served, and how many units of
services were provided. AR-DCCECE reported using these monthly reports to compare
progress to performance benchmarks; this reflects the Administrator’s survey answer
indicating that contracted organizations do not regularly perform analyses of their own
data. In the case of Better Beginnings, which is administered directly by AR-DCCECE,
they are closely tracking progress in terms of numbers of programs entering the system

and numbers of programs advancing in the system. They compile and analyze the
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statistics monthly to determine where progress is being made, to discuss where it isn’t,

and to strategize about how to move progress forward.

Maryland’s primary outcomes-based annual report is the “Maryland School
Readiness Report: Getting Ready.” The 2010-2011 report was a joint effort of the
Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) and Ready at Five (described on its
web-site as “a self-sustaining, board-designated program of the Maryland Business
Roundtable for Education (our fiscal agent)” which has engaged in school readiness

issues since 1992 http://www.readyatfive.org/raf/about-us/about-us.html). The report

provides data analysis of the kindergarten assessments collected on all the state’s entering
kindergarteners as part of the Maryland Model for School Readiness. The data are
compiled and presented statewide and jurisdictionally. The analyses benchmark data
over time, and capture information about what kinds of early childhood services the
children received prior to entering kindergarten. Maryland’s recent receipt of a Race to
the Top Early Learning Challenge Grant will help them further build out the capacity of
the longitudinal child data system and begin to capture the support services that child care
operators received in improving their quality to create a data bridge across all inputs,

outputs, and outcomes that will allow for deeper analyses in the future.

Exhibit 5.2 Tracing the Process: SEEK — North Carolina’s New Child Care Subsidy
Payment System
The piloting of a new attendance tracking and payment system in North Carolina

had begun just as | was conducting case study interviews, so it provided an excellent
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opportunity to trace key processes that led to the development and implementation of
SEEK. SEEK — Subsidized Early Education for Kids — represents North Carolina’s latest
attempt to reduce fraud and save money as it administers its child care subsidy system.
According to information on NC-DCDEE’s web-site, SEEK “is an automated attendance
reporting and payment delivery system” that uses Point of Service (POS) devices placed
in child care programs and magnetic swipe cards issued to parents to track the attendance
of subsidized children

(http://ncchildcare.dhhs.state.nc.us/pdf forms/SEEK Counties Overview.pdf). | asked

about SEEK as | spoke with interviewees across North Carolina because document
analysis prior to the case study interviews indicated that SEEK was in its pilot phase of
implementation during the interview period. The development and initial piloting of
SEEK in North Carolina points to the complex array of perspectives, priorities, goals, and
information that state Administrators are faced with considering as they implement the

child care subsidy programs in their state.

In August 2010, the OCC (at that time called the Child Care Bureau) issued a
Program Information clarification regarding program integrity and financial
accountability for the CCDF

(http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/quidance/current/pi2010-06/pi2010-06.htm).

This clarification was part of a series of renewed efforts to ensure that states were
safeguarding their child care subsidy systems against fraud and abuse through all best
practices available as directed by the Obama’s executive order in 2009 and the
subsequent legislation passed in 2010 — The Improper Payments Elimination and

Reduction Act
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(http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/financial/ improper/PL 111-

204.pdf). The new OCC efforts to promote program integrity included a web-link to the
“Child Care Administrator’s Improper Payments Information Technology Guide” which
had been produced for the Child Care Bureau in 2007. This Guide included Oklahoma’s
E-Child Care system as an example of an electronic attendance and payment system that

could reduce fraudulent claims by child care operators for child care subsidy payments.

At the same time that the federal government was encouraging the states to
examine their systems to ensure program integrity to reduce wasteful spending, the state
governments were grappling with budget shortfalls, and trying to determine what new
practices or policies they may be able to institute to save money. Interviewees in North
Carolina, both inside and outside of government, indicated that the NC-DCDEE’s parent
department (DHHS) decided that replicating Oklahoma’s E-Child Care system could

become a cost-saving venture for North Carolina.

NC-DCDEE’s staff were asked to determine how to make the Oklahoma model
work in North Carolina. They sought information from a variety of sources including
“lessons learned” from Oklahoma, where they ultimately found the system to meet their
needs, but they indicated having a rough start. NC-DCDEE also brought the discussion
about SEEK to their child care subsidy advisory committee. At this point, the discussion
was not about whether SEEK would happen, but rather about how it would happen.
While members of the committee were permitted to express concerns, they were asked to
help NC-DCDEE figure out how to address the concerns as pressures from beyond the

administrative unit were driving the process forward.
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Based on the feedback gathered, NC-DCDEE decided to test out SEEK through
some pilot phases before statewide implementation. Governmental and nongovernmental
interviewees indicated that the pilot has had a rougher than expected start. When | asked
how they knew that things were not going exactly as planned, one governmental
interviewee said the “700-800 phone calls they had received” were a fairly clear
indication. The pilot process has also revealed challenges in North Carolina that may not
have appeared in Oklahoma because of differences in how the subsidy system is
managed, including that North Carolina does not have a statewide case management
system for SEEK to interface with (each county is responsible for their own system, and

some do not manage their cases electronically).

During November 2011, when | was conducting interviews, the SEEK pilot was
in the stage where the child care subsidy system was running the old and new attendance
systems simultaneously in a few counties around the state, and parents in those pilot
counties were using the magnetic swipe cards to record their attendance. They had not
yet attempted to make payments through the system. At that stage of the process
nongovernmental interviewees were fairly unanimous in their understanding of what was
going on; the interviewees voiced the following: (1) the state expected to save $6 million
by implementing this system, (2) the state was guaranteed some savings no matter how
SEEK actually performed because local subsidy administration budgets had been cut
from 5 percent to 4 percent already even though the pilot was causing extra work, (3)
there was concern that some of the “local-ness” could be lost in the move to SEEK, (4)
there was concern about preserving parental dignity, and (5) there was a concern that

child care operators had not been consulted much in the process. Everyone indicated
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that, ostensibly, improvements in technology that could save money were a good thing,
but only if “it could treat providers and families well” and could preserve the “strength in
diversity at the community level.” The nongovernmental interviewees reported that they
felt like NC-DCDEE was listening, but indicated “sometimes people are on a track™ and

“we are asked to advise, but ultimately it is just advice.”

In February 2012, NC-DCDEE issued a memo to agencies administering the child
care subsidy program (and posted the memo to its web-site) indicating that Phase I1
implementation of SEEK would be delayed and stated that “DCDEE has listened to the
county staff and provider community in regards to training concerns and data integrity
issues. The Division is currently evaluating these areas of performance. It is apparent that
more extensive training is needed”

(http://ncchildcare.dhhs.state.nc.us/pdf forms/SEEK Implementation Info Schedule.pdf

). Key intermediary agencies that work with child care providers, the child care resource
and referral agencies, and the North Carolina Partnership for Children, were copied on

the document.

SEEK provides a tangible example of how OCC guidance and resources combine
with state-level priorities to create an implementation trajectory and strategy (Table
5.10). It also demonstrates how Administrators must straddle goals coming from the
federal and state government (save money and reduce fraud), and goals coming from the
community (be fair to child care operators and treat families well). It also evidences the
Administrators’ desire to seek out information (the visit to Oklahoma), to measure their
own success (tracking complaint/concern calls), to re-evaluate plans based on data

received (delaying the next phase of implementation), and use data to inform service
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delivery (provide additional training before moving the system forward). Finally, it
demonstrates the challenge for Administrators to engage with nongovernmental partners.
In this situation the partners appreciated being asked, and felt like the state was listening,
but recognized that they could only provide advice — they were not asked to engage in a

joint decision-making process.

Using the Data

In all three case study states, Administrators emphasized the importance of data.
They all required service delivery organizations with which their agencies contracted to
have performance measures that the contractors reported against. In Arkansas, the
providers were primarily asked to submit raw data to the state, while in North Carolina
they were typically asked to submit reports analyzing the outputs and outcomes of their

service delivery efforts.

Interviewees frequently indicated that they saw data being used in the advisory
group meetings in which they participated. Sometimes the state agency representatives
would introduce the data into the discussions, but other times the other committee
members would bring the data. Instances specific to each of the eight case study groups
examined in this study are presented in the individual case analyses presented in Chapter

6.

As discussed in Chapter 2, there are many types of instrumental performance data
use. The data may be used to improve public accountability, to improve resource

allocation and contracting decisions, to evaluate staff performance, to improve program
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practice, or to improve systems of service delivery. In Question 28 survey respondents
were asked to indicate how frequently their state engaged in each of these types of
instrumental performance data use. Five respondents did not answer this question, and
individual item response rates varied from 68 to 86 percent; thus answers to this question
should be viewed with some caution. The responses to Question 28 are partially
represented in Table 5.8 as indicated in the table notes.

The shaded cells in Table 5.8 are the responses that indicate how performance
data are used for the purposes of performance management. Ninety-seven percent of the
responding states, including the three case study states, report using data to manage
performance. Eight responding Administrators (26.7 percent) indicated that their states
engage in each of the performance management functions at least yearly. Two
Administrators (6.7 percent) indicated that their states engage in each of the performance
management functions more than once per year.

Although responses indicated that nearly all of the responding states engage in
some type of performance management, the responses reflect a diversity of approaches.
Approximately half of Administrators indicated that their states “identify changes in
service delivery processes, procedures, or program elements” or “identify
weaknesses/strength in the child care system and strategies for improvement” more than
once per year (53.3 percent each). Approximately half of Administrators indicated that
their states “support resource allocation decisions for future budgets” and “inform future

contracting decisions” yearly (46.4 percent each).
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Table 5.8: Type and Frequency of Performance Data Use Collected for CCDF-
related Programs/Initiatives (N=varies)

Categories of More than No regular
Performance ;—gg‘gsrr?lznce Data Use once per year VeI frequency
Data Use Case % Case % Case | %
Increasing Report data to the public
Public through something like a 154 | AR | 308 | MD | 26.9
Accountability | “report card” (N=26)
Report data to the public AR,
through press releases (N=26) 115 38 MD ST
Report data to the public
through our web-site (N=28) 321 17.91 All 1393
Improving Support resource allocation AR
Resource decisions for future budgets MD | 28.6 NC’ 46.4 10.7
Allocation (N=28)
Inform future contracting AR,
decisions (N=28) MD | 25.0 NG 46.4 14.3
Evaluating Evaluate state or local
Staff government staff performance 208 | AR | 333 | MD | 20.8
(N=24)
Improving Identify technical
Program a55|stance/tra|n|ng_needs to MD | 414 | NC | 379 13.8
Practice support better service
delivery (N=29)
Identify changes in service
delivery processes,
procedures, o program MD | 533 | NC | 233 10.0
elements (N=30)
Identify best practices that
become encouraged or MD | 346 | NC | 34.6 23.1
required (N=26)
Improving Identify weaknesses/strength
Ser\_/lce in the (_Ihl|d care system and MD | 533 | NC | 300 10.0
Delivery strategies for improvement
Systems (N=30)

Notes: Five states that did not participate in this question at all. Respondents also could indicate a
frequency of Biennial or Not at all (these responses are reported in Appendix C. The boxes shaded in gray
represent performance management actions.

Despite many of the similarities reported by the Administrators in the three case

study states about the types of data collected and the types of analyses performed, their

answers are distinctly different in terms of how often they use the performance data

collected. The only item where they agree is that they “report data to the public through

our web-site” with no regular frequency. It is important to note, however, that all three
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states report data through their web-sites, and based on what is posted there, it would
appear that no regular frequency means something like “as soon as it is ready” rather
than indicating a lack of posting. Maryland’s responses would seem to indicate a more
regular review of and use of CCDF-related performance data, but in speaking with
governmental and nongovernmental interviewees on this matter, it appears that staff in
Arkansas and North Carolina lead agencies may be reviewing performance data just as
frequently.

For example, in Arkansas state administrators showed me their monthly tracking
sheet on programs making progress in their new Better Beginnings QRIS system. They
specifically talked about how they not only look at the data, but try to figure out new
strategies to help child care operators enter and progress in the QRIS system. They also
talked about analyses they perform to understand the child care subsidy participation
rates of QRIS-participating child care operators, and they reported implementing a new
“coaching” strategy to address some of the issues they had found. Since the QRIS had
only begun in 2010, this would indicate a more frequent use of data for improving

practice than biennially.

In North Carolina, state government interviewees indicated that they required
submission of performance data from the organizations contracted to perform CCDF-
funded services twice per year. They said that data are used primarily to write up agency
accomplishments and then defend budget needs. They indicated that because no
additional funding had been available for the last few years, that there aren’t incentives to
analyze the performance data as changes are not likely to be made. They also indicated

that in terms of oversight of agency contracts, that NC-DCDEE staff, referred to as
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subject matter experts (SMES), are regularly in contact with the contracted organizations.
The performance reports are viewed more as a formality, confirming what the SMEs

already knew about the performance of the programs.

In North Carolina, the responses of the state administrators mask the use of
performance data done on behalf of the state to improve program practice that is
performed by contracted organizations. For example, as indicated in Table 5.6, North
Carolina requires “the contracted agency responsible for administration of the program”
to regularly perform analyses of the data. This contracted agency role is reflected in the
contract of the NC CCR&R Council as a management intermediary organization where
one of the 2011-2012 Outputs of their NC-DCDEE contract indicates, “Regional Program
Managers will conduct at least one site visit per quarter (including one for program
monitoring purposes’ to each of the regional lead child care resource and referral
agencies. In addition, “Council members will meet at least once per quarter with [NC-
DCDEE] to discuss CCR&R and early care and education and school-age child care
needs.” Both of these outputs infer that the NC CCR&R Council will be analyzing and

using data to inform the content of these meetings and technical assistance visits.

Examples of performance data use for the purposes of performance management
were reported by 18 states in response to survey Question 30 “If your state used data to
identify needed changes in service delivery processes, procedures, or program elements
of CCDF-related programs/initiatives, please give one example of how the process
worked and what was improved.” A few of those examples are provided here to illustrate

how performance management is manifested in the states.
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Ten of the Administrators’ comments are clearly related to the child care subsidy

policies and procedures. Some of those are provided here:

“Data was collected to improve the process of delivering payments to child care
providers. Reimbursement was done manually by caseworkers. The process led to
errors by provider and caseworkers. In 2011 the state moved to an electronic process
for determining attendance and paying reimbursements.”

“Based on an analysis of data that showed reimbursement delays and inaccuracies to
child care providers participating in the child care subsidy program, invoice
processing was centralized and outsourced to a private vendor. The result is
accurate, timely (within 1 day) payments being made with several layers of
confirmation and oversight to ensure payment accuracy.”

“We are facing a budget shortfall, data was used to determine the use of certain
aspects of our program, such as continuity of care policies, and the potential cost
savings if those programs were eliminated or adjusted. This process allows for
specific program changes without blanket, across the board eligibility cuts or waiting
lists.”

“We use parent surveys to evaluate the effectiveness of CCDF voucher process.
Results drive increased TA and changes in policy as necessary. This process has
increased the timeliness of contact (returned phone calls, appointments, and other

)

correspondence) and the quality of consumer education.’
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Some comments also addressed quality child care issues, as exemplified by these two:

o “Used web-based data cube to identify most frequent and egregious deficiencies cited
for child care providers and targeted grants and training to address these frequent
deficiencies.”

e “Data that correlates the level of professional development with improved program

quality helped determine where to focus the quality improvement funding.”

Summary

In this chapter, the CCDF-related decision-making processes and environment in
Arkansas, Maryland, and North Carolina were explored through the context of the
Decision Process Framework to provide more depth of understanding about how
decisions in the states are made. Examining CCDF-related decision-making through the
integration of documents, the survey, and interviewees enabled a process tracing
approach which provided additional insights on how the elements of the framework work
together. This examination also revealed some elements not strongly or clearly
represented in the DPF that appear to be as least as important at the elements already in

the framework.

Three themes identified in Chapter 4 were repeated again in Chapter 5. State
Administrators must balance multiple priorities, their span of control does not always
allow them to perform their functions in the most effective manner, and virtually all
elements of CCDF implementation are enmeshed in a system of relationships. In
addition, some important nuances emerged around the concepts of using data and

improving performance.
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Balancing Federal, State, and Partner Priorities

North Carolina’s SEEK provides a tangible example of how OCC guidance and
resources combine with state-level priorities to create an implementation trajectory and
strategy. SEEK also demonstrates how Administrators must straddle goals coming from
the federal and broader state government (save money and reduce fraud) and goals
coming from the community (be fair to child care operators and treat families well). The
Administrators sought out information (the visit to Oklahoma), measured state success
(tracking complaint/concern calls), re-evaluated plans based on data received (delaying
the next phase of implementation), and used data to inform service delivery (e.g.,
provided additional training before moving the system forward). Finally, the
Administrators’ experience with SEEK demonstrates the challenge of engaging with
nongovernmental partners in a scenario where the political environment has not left much

room for compromise.

Systems of Relationships

The strategic planning process in Maryland appears to be a structured, systematic
process for collaborative goal-setting and execution. The rules of collaboration,
including who participates in which stages of the process, are established in statute.
Decision-making is conducted in a sequential pattern through the system, and all goals

are aligned with the original strategic decisions.

Span of Control: Setting Goals and Measures of Success

The survey data indicate that Administrators are most likely to have goal
development In my purview, but least likely to have development of research and

evaluation activities In my purview. Goal development and development of measures of
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programmatic success did not emerge as paired actions. In four states where
Administrators indicated goal development as In my purview, they did not indicate
development of measures of success as also in their purview. This mismatch is also true
for two states where Administrators indicated that developing measures of success is In
my purview, but not determining how data will be gathered to measure the success.

MD’s strategic planning process and AR’s PYDP provide examples of the
limitations Administrators face in attempting to set goals and measure success.
Although PYDP is not even to the implementation stage yet, the AR Administrator
recognizes that her role in determining how to measure its success is limited by the
parameters established in the authorizing legislation. She must require organizations
receiving grants from PYDP to report against the parameters set forth in that legislation,
and her administrative unit, must in turn, report against those predetermined measures to
the general assembly.

In Maryland the three year strategic plans created by the MD-ECAC (a
governmental-nongovernmental collaborative group) sets the goals and vision for the
next three years. It is MD-OCC’s job to achieve those goals through appropriate
strategies. They consult with their own advisory group about the strategies, but the
measures of success are already set.

Using Data and Improving Performance

NC’s SEEK program implementation provides some insight into how use of data
may inform the entire process of selecting a strategy, evaluating success, and improving
performance. Importantly, the SEEK strategy and implementation also reveal some of
the limitations the Administrator experiences. The state sought data from at least one

state that had implemented something similar before to learn prior to implementation.
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The state also created an open mechanism for receiving feedback about how the pilot
process was being implemented. Despite having a timeline for rollout, the
Administrators listened to the concerned stakeholders and are taking measures to improve
implementation processes before final roll-out takes place.

The differences observed between survey answers and practice as reflected in
interviews and documents also points to either some confusion about “use” of data as a
concept or some confusion about “use” of data as reflected in the survey. In the survey,
Arkansas only claimed to use the data biennially and North Carolina only claimed to use
the data yearly. In fact, when meeting with interviewees in Arkansas and North Carolina
they showed me and talked to me about ways they use their data for continuous review
and program improvement.

Finally, as discussed earlier in the chapter, it appears that the use of intermediary
agencies to perform functions related to using data to improve performance masks the

fact that the state and its programs are benefitting from these functions.

The issues of collaboration and data use are further explored in the next chapter
by examining the meta-governance actions of the Decision Process Framework —
framing, transferring, and feedback — through eight case study groups in the three case

study states.
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CHAPTER 6: Toward a Theory of Meta-Governance
Introduction

The ultimate goal of this case study approach is not simply to answer the research
questions, but to develop what George & Bennett (2005) refer to as heuristic theory-
building on the actions of meta-governance. Theory-building requires that potential
variables, causal paths, and mechanisms be explored. | use a process-tracing method
(George & Bennett, 2005) in the cross-case analysis to uncover these potential causal
paths and mechanisms as | explore how each of the eight groups selected for case study
were formed, how they engage members, how the state Administrators facilitate the
groups, how the groups generate and transfer knowledge or decisions, and how data enter
the decision-making processes. | find that the groups can be arranged along continua of
formality and engagement. These continua provide insights into the extent to which the
groups meet the definition of a governance network, and raise questions about whether
the existence of conditions fostered by meta-governance are sufficient to claim the

existence of meta-governance.

This chapter is organized as follows. First I provide brief reminders of the
selection process for the eight groups and the elements of meta-governance. Next, |
apply the meta-governance framework to the eight groups, with Arkansas presented first,
followed by Maryland and North Carolina. Within each state, | also provide a broader
perspective on meta-governance beyond the committees that emerged from the
interviews. Then | compare the eight selected case study groups and the informal groups
that were revealed through interviews to the definition of governance network established

for this study to determine the extent to which the groups meet this standard. Finally, |
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discuss some insights in governance networks and meta-governance provided by this

analysis.

An Overview of the Eight Case Study Groups

Groups were selected with the intent to meet the criteria set forth in Chapter 2 as a
governance network which: (1) must include the state government and at least two other
organizations, (2) the organizations must be engaging together to make decisions about
the design, goals, management, and/or performance of part of the CCDF, and (3) all
participating entities must engage with each other (the state cannot simply be consulting
with multiple entities that do not interact with each other). Information | learned about
groups during the data collection process led me to modify the criteria in two ways. |
added a fourth criterion: all groups must have been formed by the state government. In
addition, I modified criteria (1) to read: the state government must either serve as a
member of the group or be a client of the group and the group must include at least two
other organizations. This is more fully discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix I. Six of the
eight groups ultimately selected to serve as the “class of events” for this study were
originally identified by the CCDF Lead Agencies. Two groups were identified by

nongovernmental interviewees.

Many interviewees held membership in multiple groups — inside and outside of
the study. When interviewing individuals, | attempted to capture their perspectives based
on each of their membership roles and groups separately, but individuals sometimes had a
hard time framing their responses this way. Thus, perspectives on specific groups and
how they operate is offered, as well as more general perspectives on how the state

engages or has engaged with nongovernmental stakeholders.
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Table 6.1: Class of Events in Participating States

State | Name of Statutorily Defined? CCDF Focus | Year formed? | # of Lead # of # Other
Group Area? /Meeting Agency Other Members
Frequency Members | State Gov
Members
AR Arkansas Yes. Can develop issue- | All CCDF Originally 0, 3 18
Early specific work groups with | areas and 1989; staff
Childhood nonmembers beyond amended in support
Commission | participating. 1999 committee
but do not
Three-year terms; 18 At least serve on it
Governor apt’d; 4 apt’d quarterly;
by house/senate announced
committees and open to
public.
AR Arkansas Promulgated, not clear if | Quality 2003 1 3 16
Early in statute.
Childhood Three times
Professional | 3 standing members, but per year
Development | others on two-year terms;
Systems ad hoc nominating
(AECPDS) committee appointed by
Steering chair solicits for members
Committee
MD | Governor’s Yes, but meetings opento | All CCDF Part of the 1 11 19
Appointed the public. areas and Governor’s
MD State beyond Children’s
Early Four-year terms; Cabinet which
Childhood Governor-Appointed began in 1987
Advisory
Council At least
quarterly;
announced
and open to
public.
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State | Name of Statutorily Defined? CCDF Focus | Year formed? | # of Lead # of # Other
Group Area? /Meeting Agency Other Members
Frequency Members | State Gov
Members
MD MD Office of | Yes, but meetings opento | All CCDF 1991, with 1 7 16
Child Care the public and others are | areas and current name
Advisory invited to participate. beyond (Early (Plus 7
Committee Workgroups frequently Childhood discretionary
include nonmembers. Development members)
Advisory
Three-year terms; All but Council) in
two appointed by the 2005
State Superintendent of
Schools; one each appt’d At least
by Senate President and quarterly;
House Speaker announced
and open to
public.
NC NC Child No. Quality and 2004 0, 0 6
Care Two representatives from | Accessibility but joint
Resource & | each of three community- At least 10 meetings
Referral based CCR&R agencies: meetings per with
Council Child Care Services year. At least members
Association, Child Care 4 times per of the Lead
Resources, Inc., and year with Agency
Southwestern Child CCDF Lead held 4
Development Agency. times/year
NC DCD No. Subsidy, but Started about 7 0 19
Subsidy No formal process for also Quality as | 2005 or 2006.
Advisory selecting members and it relates to Other versions
Committee current group has been on | access by have existed
since before current subsidized in past.
Administrator in position. | children

Representatives of child
care subsidy local
purchasing agencies,

No prescribed
frequency.
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State | Name of Statutorily Defined? CCDF Focus | Year formed? | # of Lead # of # Other
Group Area? /Meeting Agency Other Members
Frequency Members | State Gov
Members
local Smart Start staff,
state Smart Start staff,
CCR&R, child care
operators, and Lead
Agency staff.
NC NC Division | No. Quality Soon after 7 0 28
of Child One representative July 2010. No
Development | nominated from each of prescribed
Professional | 14 CCR&R regions, 9 frequency.
Development | representatives of
Advisory statewide nonprofit orgs, About July
Committee two child care operators, 2009-July
and a couple others, plus 2010.
Lead Agency staff. Regional
(Funded by ARRA and stakeholders
facilitated by NC held day-long
CCR&R Council.) meetings in
their regions
about 4 times.
NC QRIS No. Quality September, 18 1 28
Advisory CCR&R agencies, local 2009
Committee departments of social
services, local community Expected to

colleges, universities,
statewide nonprofit orgs,
Head Start, child care
operators, local Smart
Start organizations

meet for about
two years, but
has continued.
No prescribed
frequency.
Sub-
committees
meet as
needed.
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The Elements of Meta-Governance

Through meta-governance actions, Administrators strive to create functioning
collaborative networks that will produce more as a group than either the state or the
individual organizations participating in the group could have done individually. The
Administrators work to invite an appropriate mix of individuals to the table (activating),
to establish clear rules of engagement (framing), to align values (mobilizing), to build
trust (synthesizing), and to produce and transfer knowledge into practice or
implementation (transferring). The Administrators may also introduce performance data
(feedback) into the group for consideration as the group contemplates the issues,

strategies, goals, and decisions for which they have been engaged to discuss.

As explicated in Chapter 2, | examine these seven elements of meta-governance
through three elements of the proposed Decision Process Framework — Framing,
Transferring, and Feedback. The elements of anchoring, activating, framing, mobilizing,
and synthesizing are represented as “Framing” in the DPF, while transferring and

feedback are represented through the same word in the proposed framework.

Applying the Meta-Governance Framework to the Eight Cases

Eight case study groups across the three case study states were selected for
examination and analysis. Comments from interviewees and documents were coded to
each of the seven meta-governance framework elements to create these narratives about

the functioning of these groups.
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Arkansas Case Study Groups

These two committees were formed in partnership with the Arkansas Division of
Child Care and Early Childhood Education, and have been selected as case studies for
examining the seven elements of meta-governance. Both of these committees are
statutorily required. The Arkansas Early Childhood Commission has a broad focus on
state early childhood education issues, and serves as the state’s ECAC meeting the Head
Start guidelines. The Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development Systems
(AECPDS) Steering Committee specifically examines issues related to Arkansas’ child

care professional development system.

Arkansas Early Childhood Commission

Anchoring. The original authorizing legislation created the Commission in 1989.
It is now prescribed through Acts 202, 1132, 1222, and 324. The members are appointed.
The Chairman is selected by a majority vote of the membership of the Commission. The
Chairman serves a one-year term, and may not serve more than two consecutive terms
but may serve a third term if not consecutive. All meetings are open to the public and are
announced publicly. Commission members are to be available to listen to the public and
address concerns both in and outside of the meetings. A quorum consists of a simple
majority. Commission members do not receive compensation or a per diem, but they are
entitled to reimbursement for travel and business expenses in accordance with official
state travel regulations. The Commission is required to report annually to the House
Education Committee and the Senate Education Committee on their progress toward

meeting their duties.
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Activating. The Commission consists of 18 members appointed for three year
terms. Fourteen members are appointed by the Governor. One each are appointed by the
chair of the House Subcommittee on Children and Youth of the House Committee on
Aging, Children and Youth, Legislative and Military Affairs; chair of the Senate
Committee on Children and Youth; chair of the House Committee on Education; and,
chair of the Senate Committee on Education. Some individuals appointed by the
Governor serve in particular roles, such as “the director of the Department of Health or

29 ¢

her designee,” “the Director of the Vocational and Technical Division of the Department
of Education, or its successor, or his designee,” and “the Director of the Department of
Education or his designee.” Others are designated by type of populations: child care
providers, Head Start program, HIPPY program, administrator of a public school district,

teacher of early childhood in a public school district, trained early childhood education

professional, and a parent of a child who attends a child care program.

Framing. Commission members may only act as a whole governing body, and
no Commission member may speak on behalf of the whole group. Rules exist to address
conflict of interest. Attendance is required at the meetings, and members may be subject
to removal for excessive absences. The Commission may appoint working groups. The
Commission may also provide support letters to an organization, but it cannot issue
letters that would favor award of a contract to one organization over another.
Interviewees indicated that the Chairperson sets the agenda for the meetings, but that AR-

DCCECE staff make suggestions for the agenda.

Mobilizing. The formal mission of this Commission reads as follows: “As good

stewards of the public trust, we will support and advise the Division by ensuring that all
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Arkansas children and their families have access to a safe, high-quality, developmentally
appropriate, nurturing, learning environment and by educating and assisting parents,
child-care providers, and communities to prepare our children for future success”

(http://www.arkansas.qgov/childcare/services/aecc/policies.html).

Synthesizing. The Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education is
tasked with helping the Commission carry out its duties. “The Director of the Division
shall serve as staff to the Arkansas Early Childhood Commission and shall provide
information, advice and recommendations to the Commission concerning activities of the
program and staff so that the Commission may carry out its advisory functions.”

Interviewees indicate that all units of AR-DCCECE report to the Commission regularly.

Transferring. Interviewees indicated that the Commission sets the strategic plan
for AR-DCCECE and that they approve licensing regulations, both the draft version that
goes out for public comment and the final version that is sent to the general assembly for
final approval. One interviewee indicated that the Commission disseminates
information. Interviewees indicated that the Commission is not typically involved in

issues related to child care subsidy.

Other than indicating that the Director of the Division of Child Care and Early
Childhood Education will assist the Commission in carrying out its duties, the law does
not indicate how decisions the group makes will become translated into action. Based on
the purview of the group as written into the law, however, these actions might include:
providing technical assistance in the design of training programs, assisting in the

development of a comprehensive long range plan for early childhood programs,
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facilitating coordination and communication among the state agencies that provide early
childhood programs, advising the Department of Education and other state agencies in
the development of programmatic standards for early childhood programs, reviewing and
approving proposed rules and regulations setting standards for licenses of child care
facilities, selecting panel members for the Child Care Appeal Review Panel, advising
AR-DCCECE on the administration of the child care facilities loan guarantee trust fund,
promoting strong local community support for early childhood education programs, and

promoting public awareness of child care and early childhood programs.

Feedback. The law does require that the Commission “examine the
recommendations of national and regional groups and systems producing scientifically
proven and cost effective results used by others to provide child care and early childhood
services.” One interviewee indicated that the Commission gathers information from a

variety of sources, and stays abreast of early childhood education issues.

Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development Systems (AECPDS) Steering

Committee

All of the quotations appearing in the discussion of this Committee come from the
following document:
http://professionalregistry.astate.edu/chsdownloads/Promulgated_Document.pdf.
Anchoring. The AECPDS has guiding principles, the preface of which says “The
Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development System (AECPDS) will utilize a
cooperative approach among all constituents, access existing community and state

resources to their best possible use, and involve local communities as appropriate in the
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decision making process.” Commission members do not receive compensation, but they
may receive travel reimbursement if it would not otherwise be provided by their
organization. A quorum of the total committee (11 members) is required to conduct the
business of the committee. Qualifications of all members are: (1) to be registered in the
Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development System Registry; and (2) to be
available and committed to attend committee meetings. The Committee meets three
times per year.

Activating. An ad hoc nominating committee appointed by the chair solicits
names of potential members from the following groups: Child Care Family Homes,
Children’s Program Administrator & Teacher/Caregiver, Home Educator Programs,
Professional Early Childhood Organization, Resource and Referral, Higher Education,
Department of Education-Early Childhood Grants, Department of Education-Early
Childhood Special Education, Developmental Disabilities Services-Early Intervention,
Head Start, Head Start Collaboration Project, Division of Child Care and Early
Childhood Education. The term of office is for two years, and members may serve two
consecutive terms. Members not attending 75% of the regularly scheduled meetings
during the two-year term will automatically be removed from the committee.

Framing. As indicated in the AECPDS promulgated document, the AECPDS is
charged with making recommendations to relevant stakeholders, appointing members to
the CDA Advisory Committee, implementing the grievance process for issues related to
the Registry Office for trainers, professional development training and practitioners, and

making recommendations to replace exiting Steering Committee members.
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Mobilizing. As indicated in the AECPDS promulgated document, the purpose of
the AECPDS is “to serve as a body to guide, advise and make recommendations
concerning issues related to the Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development
System.” The Vision of the group is develop value among early childhood professionals
in Arkansas for “a coordinated professional development system based upon research and
best practice, which contains high quality professional development opportunities, and

allows for the development of carcer pathways to meet diverse needs of individuals.”

Synthesizing. According to one interviewee, it was the Head Start Collaboration
Office (in 2001-02) that ultimately transformed an informal group that had been meeting
since the 1990s to work on these professional development systems issues into the formal
group represented here. Someone at AR-DCCECE had been setting the agenda, but since
that person left and their position has not been refilled, agenda-setting reverted to the

committee chair.

Transferring. Data collected do not provide enough information to determine
how the work of this committee becomes translated into action. Many of the members of

the committee, however, are those who would take the intended actions.

Feedback. Interviewees reported that much of the data used in these meetings
come from the TAPP Registry. Interviewees indicate that there has been more of an

effort to examine and analyze the data in recent years.
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AR Perspectives on Collaboration

Overall Perspectives of Nongovernmental Interviewees

Better Beginnings, the state’s new Quality Rating Improvement System (QRIS),
was frequently discussed by both governmental and nongovernmental interviewees as a
program that represented a new beginning for thinking about how all the elements of their
early childhood system fit together, including child care subsidy, and using data regularly
to examine and strategize around progress. At the time of the interviews, the CCDF Lead
Agency had been producing monthly reports to closely track disaggregated participation
in the program by certain kinds of child care operators, in certain regions of the state, and
serving certain populations of children, particularly low income children. The state
Administrators and contracted delivery representatives were examining these reports each

month and strategizing about how to address gaps.

AR Meta-Governance Beyond the Committees

Nongovernmental interviewees frequently made comments that went beyond the
bounds of the particular committees profiled here to reference the relationships among
the various organizations, and between their organizations and the state government, and
relationships in less formal working groups. The comments of both governmental and
nongovernmental interviewees indicated that there is a core group of organizations that
regularly functions collaboratively, but some interviewees thought AR-DCCECE should
look beyond that core group to others whose expertise may not be in early childhood, but
who may still have something to contribute to the conversation. | discuss these

comments within the meta-governance framework.
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Anchoring. Comments from governmental and nongovernmental interviewees
indicated that there was an “open” nature to the relationship between AR-DCCECE and
its partners. “Open” references the idea that any party can raise ideas or concerns for
discussion at any time, and that the state administrators made time to speak with

individuals affected by or operating within the systems in their purview.

Activating. Sometimes partners volunteer to work on issues, and sometimes AR-
DCCECE asks them to participate. Frequently contracted organizations reported that
there is a team approach to the projects that they are contracted to manage where they
engage frequently with AR-DCCECE staff, especially when getting new program
elements off the ground; one said participation “feels expected and valued.” By the same
token, some interviewees who were not among those who participate frequently did not
feel that the process was open for anyone to engage in. They desire more active efforts

from AR-DCCECE to engage with programs beyond their regular set.

Framing. Based on the comments of interviewees, AR-DCCECE has framed the
relationship between their staff and the community partners as one where they are on the
same team. One interviewee characterized it this way, “mutual trying to stay ahead of
things.” Another interviewee said, “Everything we do is a very back and forth process.”
“People [AR-DCCECE staff] are open to hearing what needs to be reconsidered.”
Another interviewee said, you can “see a concern, bring attention to it, revisit it, and
resolve it.” One interviewee characterized the relationship this way, “Do they listen?-
Yes. Do we get everything we want?-No. But, they often explain the decision. They do

what they can, when they can.”
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Mobilizing. One interviewee summed up the sentiments expressed by many
governmental and nongovernmental interviewees by saying we “get there faster if
together.” Another said, they “convene disparate groups for common purpose.” Another
emphasized, “We [AR] don’t get the big bucks so we have to leverage and create
partnerships. We stretch the dollar as far as we can.” The one area where some tension
was expressed was in the emphasis that has previously been placed on early childhood
instead of school-age. Even there, however, one interviewee noted AR-DCCECE has
“no pre-existing OST agenda. They are very open and inclusive” regarding recent work
that AR-DCCECE and partners have been doing to draft regulations for stand-alone

school-age programs.

Synthesizing. One interviewee characterizes the relationship with AR-DCCECE
staff as one of respect with “open communication.” Others talked about how the
smallness of the state and the consolidation of so many functions within AR-DCCECE
create cohesiveness and trust saying: “[ AR-DCCECE] is the central organization — all
roads lead there; it really helps a lot.” Another interviewee said, the “state is small. We

know each other personally. We work things out at many tables together.”

Transferring. As one interviewee said, “we are the boots on the ground,”
basically meaning that transferring decisions from the working groups to the field isn’t an
issue because the people on the working groups are also the ones who implement the
decisions in the field. Some interviewees also noted that if the ideas didn’t work in the
field as envisioned, AR-DCCECE was open to “tweaking” the method and allowing for

“fluid” evolving of implementation.
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Feedback. In regards to using data to inform decisions, governmental and
nongovernmental interviewees were generally on the same page — the state has been
working on this and they are improving. Reflecting on what they have seen so far,
interviewees made comments such as “/ turn in my numbers, but I don’t see where they
go,” I “don’t see much data used in meetings,” you “don’t get a sense of data use; not as
represented at meetings.” Some interviewees, however, indicated that both the state and
the contractors have begun to capture their data in ways that are more usable, and
therefore they use that data more often. As one said, “in the last couple of years, we
analyze more, cluster programs, assess needs, conduct evaluations of programs, and
meet needs through data.” Another interviewee said, “As a state we are learning more
and more about how to use data to build a system.” A number of formal evaluations
have been conducted in recent years, and during the time of the interviews, internal AR-

DCCECE teams were meeting regularly to discuss the creation of new data systems.

The State Perspective

As described by interviewees inside and outside the state, for the last several years
AR-DCCECE has been intensively engaged with its partners to design new parts of its
child care and early childhood education system, and to redesign other parts of that
system. As one nongovernmental interviewee noted “Tonya [the Administrator] is about
quality, quality, quality.” As one state interviewee noted “decisions should be based on
the needs of children not on adults” as a reference to redesigning the quality system, and
she said “we need to be thinking who are you going to serve, and how are you going to
serve them” in relation to the limited resources that child care subsidy has and the need to

better connect child care subsidy to child care quality.
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As was the case with nongovernmental interviewees, most of the collaborative
work that AR-DCCECE staff spoke about was not performed in the two committees
profiled here. The staff spoke frequently about collaboration in the areas of child care
licensing, the development and implementation of Better Beginnings, and technical
assistance and training policies and procedures. The stories recounted by the staff and
the stories recounted by the nongovernmental interviewees who frequently participate in
the collaborative efforts were virtually the same. The way the staff talked about the
informal work groups indicated that engagement with partners is standard operating

procedure.

Maryland Case Study Groups

Two committees formally created to advise MSDE on early childhood education
issues have been selected as case studies for examining the seven elements of meta-
governance. Both of these committees are statutorily required. The Governor’s
Appointed Maryland State Early Childhood Advisory Council serves as Maryland’s
ECAC meeting Head Start guidelines. The MD Office of Child Care Advisory
Committee serves as the official advisory committee to MSDE’s Office of Child Care,

the Lead CCDF Agency.

Governor’s Appointed MD State Early Childhood Advisory Council

Anchoring. “In accordance with Section 9837b of Title 42 of the United States
Code, the Early Care and Education Committee (ECE Committee) of the Maryland State
Children’s Cabinet was designated to serve as the State Advisory Council on Early

Childhood Education and Care, by issuance of Maryland State Executive Order
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01.01.2008.09.” Members, processes, public access, and accountability are prescribed in
the Executive Order. The Chairperson is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the
Governor. The Chairperson sets the agenda, runs the meetings, serves as the liaison
between the Council and the Governor, convenes special meetings, appoints chairpersons
for subcommittees or ad-hoc committees, and prepares the annual report. Nonmembers
may participate, but cannot vote. The Council may appoint up to five ex-officio
members, but those members cannot vote. Meeting dates and minutes are posted on

MSDE’s web-site, and are advertised in the Partners newsletter.

Activating. The original version of this group came from the Annie Casey
Leadership Action Program. The 27 representative types are defined in the Executive
Order, but MD-OCC makes recommendations for particular individuals. The voting
members are appointed by the Governor to four year terms and include the State
Superintendent of Schools or designee, the State Director of the Head Start Collaboration,
the Executive Director of the Governor’s Office for Children or designee, a member of
MSDE’s Division of Early Child Development, another MSDE member responsible for
early childhood services, and representatives from the following organizations: local
educational agencies, institutions of higher education, local providers of early childhood
education, Head Start agencies, MSDE’s Division of Special Education/Early
Intervention, Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, a local management
board of a Maryland county or Baltimore City, the Maryland State Parent Information
Resource Center, the Ready at Five Partnership, the Maryland Parent Teachers
Association, Maryland public libraries, the business community with demonstrated

leadership in early childhood education, Friends of the Family, Inc, the Task Force on
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Universal Preschool Education, the Maryland State Teachers’ Association, the Maryland
Committee for Children, the Maryland Department of Disabilities, the Social Services
Administration of the Maryland Department of Human Resources, the United Way of
Central Maryland, the Maryland Association of Elementary School Principals, a local
government agency that provides services to children, and a local community action

agency.

The meetings are open to the public, and “to the extent appropriate, meetings shall
be held in a place accessible to the general public.” MD-OCC sometimes encourages
certain nonmembers to attend with the thought that it is good to bring in new ideas

periodically, noting that some positions remain filled by the same individuals for years.

Framing. The rules and scope of this Council are defined in the Executive Order.
Members are required to attend, and may be removed due to excessive absences.
Agendas are sent a day to a week ahead. One committee member noted that the Council
does not have adequate staff support, but that MSDE is doing the best that it can

considering it has been “cut to the bone” in state budget cuts.

Mobilizing. “Its mission is to identify the most important factors and most
effective strategies for making the greatest possible gains in early care and education.”

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/divisions/child care/planning

Synthesizing. One person called this group the “unifying group”. Its members
deliberate on and provide direction for goals and standards. One interviewee expressed a
perceived “pecking order” of members and opinions, indicating that public education

opinions are most valued, Head Start opinions are next, child care center opinions next,
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and then family child care provider opinions are least valued. The interviewee indicated
“In spite of best efforts, state public schools seem to dominate and rule discussions.” The
same interviewee indicated that there doesn’t seem to be recourse, or any information

about means of redress, if decisions are made that members do not agree with.

Transferring. The group transfers its decisions into actions through its strategic
plan, which mandates that the MSDE Early Childhood Division align its objectives and

strategies with the plan that it crafts every three years.

Feedback. Annually, the group reviews the Maryland School Readiness data and
prepares a report based on those data. The minutes from the March 11, 2011 meeting
indicated a focus entirely on data. They were not reviewing actual data in the meeting,
but rather discussing data sources that could be used in the future for measuring success

in meeting certain indicators in preparing children better for school.

MD Office of Child Care Advisory Committee
(http://www.msa.md.gov/msa/mdmanual/13sdoe/html/sdoe.html#advisorycouncil)
Anchoring. “Formed in 1991 as the Advisory Council, the Early Childhood
Development Advisory Council adopted its present name in 2005 (Chapter 394, Acts of
1991; Chapter 585, Acts of 2005). It advises the Office of Child Care on regulations,
issues, problems, and interagency priorities.” Meeting dates and minutes are posted on
MSDE web-site. Meetings are open to the public, and anyone can participate, but only

members may vote.

Activating. The Council has from twenty-five to thirty members. They include a

senator named by the Senate President and a delegate selected by the House Speaker.
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Other members are appointed by the State Superintendent of Schools (Code Family Law
Article, secs. 5-590 through 5-593). Members serve three year terms.

Recommendations for the specific individuals emerge from the MD Office of Child Care,
state membership associations, current council members, and sometimes people self-
identify. Meetings open. Nonmembers may participate, but cannot vote. MD-OCC

sometimes encourages certain nonmembers to attend.

Framing. Rules and scope are defined in statute. Interviewees indicated that

they understand their role to be that of vision and feedback, not part of a working-group.

Mobilizing. This group reviews proposed regulations, recommends policy
priorities, and identifies issues of importance to child care operators and consumers. It
“helps shape and guide the goals and operations of the DECD Office of Child Care.”

http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/divisions/child care/planning

Synthesizing. Interviewees indicated that this group does not function as a
working group where members investigate issues and develop solutions together. They
describe it as more of a place where they can become informed about what is going on,
and are able to ask questions. Reading the minutes of the November 17, 2011 and the
February 23, 2012 Advisory Council sessions, it does appear that the group functions in
an update-question-answer format. It appears, however, that the questions often lead to
new research or action items for MD-OCC to investigate and bring back to the group.
Some interviewees indicated that they felt their concerns are heard in the committee, and

that changes have been made to reflect their expressed concerns during implementation.
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Transferring. A number of interviewees commented that MD-OCC does not
always get information out about program changes in a timely manner. Interviewees
offered mixed comments about the MD-OCC and the MD-OCC Advisory Council, so it
is hard to say whether it is the Advisory Council or the state administrative unit they are
speaking about. The interviewees indicated that MD-OCC is generally timelier in

releasing information about the start-up of new programs than about program changes.

As | was speaking to many interviewees in early January, the issue of delayed
change notices was particularly fresh in their minds. One interviewee told me that she
received notice on December 28, 2011 that a particular professional development
scholarship program would be frozen starting January 1, 2012. Interviewees indicated
that part of the problem in timely communication is that MD-OCC relies too much on

standardized mechanisms — the newsletter for example.

Interviewees to whom | spoke often view it as their role to help direct child care
operators navigate the systems, but they feel they are disadvantaged by receiving
information at the same time as, and sometimes later than, the direct child care operators.
Some of the interviewees wish that MD-OCC would utilize them more as a vehicle for

communicating with child care operators, rather than viewing them as just another group.

Feedback. The comments of interviewees did not point to the use of data
specifically in the OCC Advisory Council, but the comments of all the interviewees and
the many documents reviewed indicated a clear interest in and use of data within the MD-
OCC. An examination of the minutes from the November 17, 2011 meeting, indicates

that data were examined and discussed in that meeting including data on the child care
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subsidy waiting list, data on the start-up of the Maryland EXCELS program, and an

announcement that data collection had ended on a child care access survey.

MD Perspectives on Collaboration

MD Meta-Governance Beyond the Committees

Interviewees from contracted organizations described a collaborative approach to
designing and implementing contracting activities. For example, in the child care
resource and referral system budget cuts were going to be necessary, but MD-OCC
allowed the Network to propose a solution for how to redesign services within the new
budget constraints rather than have MD-OCC make the cuts and designate where the cuts
would be made. MD EXCELS provides another example where the contractor and the
MD-OCC staff have been working together closely to plan the roll out, design, and

implementation of the project.

On the other hand, interviewees expressed that they were informed about many
changes that had been made, but they were not given an opportunity to express opinions
about the ways that budget cuts would be handled. The nongovernmental interviewees
would have liked to have the opportunity to help MD-OCC make some of these hard
resource-cutting decisions. Everyone understood that cuts had to be made, and they

believed that MD-OCC disliked the cuts as much as they did.

As much as the nongovernmental interviewees wish for more input with MD-
OCC, they wish that MD-OCC had purview over more of the things that affect child care
operators because they feel that MD-OCC has a clearer perspective than other MSDE

branches of what is appropriate for non-school-based child care programs. Concerns

288



were raised, in particular, about Maryland’s Pre-K regulations and some of the trainings
designed for child care operators. Interviewees indicated that MSDE’s sister branch, the
Early Learning Branch, has purview over these things and that the individuals in this
branch are more accustomed to thinking about early childhood education offered in a
school-based setting rather than in a community-based setting. Interviewees wished that
either the Early Learning Branch (ELB) would consult more with MD-OCC or that ELB

would consult more with them directly.

Finally, even though some of the interviewees serve on both the OCC Advisory
Council and on the State Advisory Committee, their comments tended to focus on the
OCC Advisory Council. | am not certain if that is because of the kinds of questions | was
asking, or some other factor. Their comments, however, drew out the fact that
Maryland’s Advisory Committees are essentially tiered in their functions. The following
explanation provided by Rolf Grafwallner, Assistant State Superintendent Division of
Early Childhood Development, about how the governance of the Race to the Top (RTT)
Early Learning Challenge would be managed in Maryland provides further insight into
the tiered structure: “I just wanted to say, the official governance structure is, of course,
since it’s a MSDE- led project, with MSDE being the fiscal agent, our State Board has
formal oversight but it’s actually done by our State Advisory Council, takes on the role,
as it did for the writing of the application, it’s taking the lead and being the lead team.
That council is taking on the role of overseeing the implementation on behalf of the State
Board. ..... We do intend to have not only you informed, but get feedback from you as well
as we go through various activities, so it’s happening at different levels. Your

organization is also engaged in, or represented at the State Advisory Council so we
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encourage you to use that as a venue as well” (OCC Advisory Council meeting minutes
for February 23, 2012).

North Carolina Case Study Groups

Four committees formed by the North Carolina Division of Child Development
and Early Education (DCDEE) have been selected as case studies for examining the
seven elements of meta-governance. None of these committees are statutorily required.
The NC Child Care Resource & Referral Council and the DCD Subsidy Advisory
Committee existed before the current state CCDF Administrator was appointed to her
position. She created the other two committees to serve in a relatively short-term
planning capacity. They were formed as temporary committees, but both have been in
operation for more than one year. QRIS and Professional Development are two areas that
OCC has been focusing more attention on of late, but the Administrator’s interest in those
areas does not stem from OCC’s interest as North Carolina’s significant focus on these

areas pre-dates OCC’s focus.

NC Child Care Resource & Referral Council

The North Carolina Child Care Resource & Referral Council (NC Council) was
formed in 2004 to address the need to create a performance-based child care resource and
referral system. No state government agency representatives serve on the NC Council,
but it was formed by the CCDF Lead Agency in North Carolina specifically to work on
CCDF-related issues. The NC Council meets with the CCDF Lead Agency at least four
times per year to jointly discuss issues. The CCDF Lead Agency is its client, as well as

its primary funder.
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Anchoring. The NC Council is more like a virtual organization than an advisory
group or committee. It serves as an intermediary management organization for the
nonprofit agencies across North Carolina that delivers services in the CCDF-funded child
care resource and referral (CCR&R) system. It also serves in an advisory capacity to
NC-DCDEE. The NC Council itself has formed its own Advisory Council to provide
information to and receive information from a variety of statewide organizations as it

makes it decisions and formulates it advice.

Activating. In 2004, the then state CCDF Administrator and her team requested
that representatives from three agencies come together to provide technical assistance and
support to child care resource and referral agencies around the state. NC-DCDEE was
attempting to regionalize the CCR&R system in North Carolina to ensure that children,
families, and child care operators across the state could access CCR&R services
wherever they were, and that all services met certain standards of quality. After the
provision of initial technical assistance and training, NC-DCDEE asked the organizations
to continue to work together to manage the newly formed system, to serve in a planning
and coordinating role to help in establishing system processes, procedures, and quality
assurance mechanisms, and to serve in an advisory capacity about how to shape, guide,

and evaluate the system.

Framing. NC-DCDEE did not really play a role in this regard. The group
members worked together to establish the rules, values, and norms in order to provide a

cohesive vision and present cohesive messages.
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Mobilizing. The NC Council partners with NC-DCDEE to build the capacity of
North Carolina’s Child Care Resource and Referral System. The current system was
formed in 2004 in an effort to ensure that all 100 counties received high quality CCR&R
services including parent education and referral, provider technical assistance and

professional development.

Synthesizing. NC-DCDEE does not have a direct day-to-day role in this regard,
but when the NC Council was established, it agreed to a contracting structure that created
parity between the three organizations giving an equal voice to each of them. This helped

in the initial trust-building process.

Transferring. In addition to their planning and advisory role, the NC Council
has the responsibility to transfer decisions into action. They do this through crafting
policies and procedures, and through meetings, trainings, technical assistance, and quality
assurance monitoring. They are funded to do all of these things so they can assure that
approved decisions are transferred into changes in service delivery in the CCR&R

system.

Feedback. The NC Council is in a unique position to incorporate data into their
meetings and decision-making, as they are the management group that also collects the
data from the direct service CCR&R agencies across the state. The members of this
committee view data as an important tool in the work that they do. As one member of the
committee said, we are always asking “how do we track this?”” “how do we move critical
mass?” “how do we address this gap we are seeing?” Another committee member said,

we have a “constant focus on what moves the needle forward [referring to quality of
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service delivery].” That same committee member indicated that she sees the importance
of the NC Council in not just ensuring that data collection takes place, but in analyzing
the data and sharing those analyses with the service providers and NC-DCDEE. She says
she has observed the CCR&R performance data being used by the state and other
nongovernmental agencies, but that it is the analyses performed by the NC Council that

cause the data to be used.

DCD Subsidy Advisory Committee

When asked about the most important reason for serving on this committee,
interviewees uniformly said the opportunity to participate in the state subsidy market rate
discussion was the most important reason to be there. Each state is required by the
CCDF to conduct a state market rate study every two years. OCC recommends that states
adopt payment rates for subsidized child care at 75% of the market rate with the idea that
will allow parents to access 75% of the care available. States have substantial flexibility
in the analytical assumptions they use, how they group information together to create a
“market,” and in states that use tiered reimbursement rates corresponding to QRIS rating
levels, how to determine market rates for those levels. DCDEE contracts with North
Carolina State University (NCSU) to conduct the market rate studies. When the data are
available, NCSU attends the committee meeting to present the data and the models they
have used to the committee for discussion. Committee discussion has resulted in NCSU

running different models that yield different results.

Anchoring. As long as anyone can remember, there has been a child care subsidy
advisory committee in North Carolina. This one, however, started up about 5-6 years

ago. The old committee was really a sub-committee of North Carolina’s Department of
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Social Services Directors (representatives of the 100 counties). People belonged to the
old committee by virtue of their role as child care subsidy administrators — some of them
were county employees and some of them represented nongovernmental organizations
that were contracted to run child care subsidy programs. About six years ago, the DSS
Directors decided that only official county representatives could vote at the subsidy
advisory committee meetings. Some of the nongovernmental members protested, and the
then director of the DCDEE agreed that it was important to have the voices of both
county government staff and nongovernmental members represented. The old committee
was replaced by this new committee which is primarily comprised of nongovernmental
representatives although some county government representatives are still invited to

attend.

Activating. Original invitations were extended by the then state CCDF
Administrator. There is no formal, termed appointment. Most of the individuals who are
on the committee have been there since it was established. Members represent five types
of populations: organizations that administer state child care subsidy programs, local
Smart Start organizations which coordinate and fund services in their communities for
children birth to five years, the state Smart Start organization which also provides child
care subsidy funding, child care resource and referral organizations that work on issues of
quality and accessibility, and child care operators who serve subsidized children. Some
members of the committee indicated that they did not know why they specifically had
been selected. They did not know, for example, if upon their retirement their successor in
their place of employment would also be their successor on the committee, or if that

meant that someone else would be invited. DCDEE staff indicated that the membership
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structure was loose, and if someone volunteered to participate, that they would be

welcome to join.

Framing. Interviewees indicated that this advisory committee is fairly informal.

The interviewees seemed comfortable with this informality.

Mobilizing. NC-DCDEE sets the agenda for the meetings, but sends it by email
and asks committee members to add anything else they want to talk about. All
interviewee members indicated that they felt like they could initiate discussions in the

committee.

Synthesizing. The interviewees who participate in this committee all share a
passion for child care subsidy. The interviewees indicated that they feel like their
participation in the committee makes a difference in important child care subsidy

decisions that are made.

Transferring. The one function that interviewees indicated is the most important
reason to serve on the committee is the one that results in transferring the conversations
into actions. Recommendations about adopting particular reimbursement rate
methodologies eventually translate into new reimbursement rate levels for the provision
of child care subsidy. The OCC does not require that states implement the results of their
market rate studies, and budgets often play into decisions of how much to raise the rates,
but the decisions are also grounded in the market rate discussions. Many times
committee members have seen their discussions translate into implementation of new

subsidy reimbursement rates.
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Feedback. Child care subsidy data are readily available through DCD’s web-Site.
Interviewees indicated that they appreciate that they can easily access information about
how much is being spent in each county, on which populations, and in what type of care.
Examining data is a frequent activity in this committee, and it is one of the primary things

that interviewees expressed liking most about participating in this committee.

NC Division of Child Development Professional Development Advisory Committee
Anchoring. Since 1993, there has always been a child care professional
development advisory committee in North Carolina. People used to refer to it as The
Institute. About three years ago, that group incorporated into its own 501(c)(3) nonprofit
organization called The North Carolina Institute for Child Development Professionals.
When that organization incorporated, NC-DCDEE felt like it needed to create another
group to advise on child care professional development issues. Funding was available
through the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) so NC-DCDEE funded
the NC CCR&R Council, in collaboration with the NC Institute for Child Development
Professionals, to facilitate stakeholder meetings across the eighteen child care resource
and referral regions. Subsequent to those regional meetings, participants were asked to
identify and nominate leaders who had emerged from the process. DCDEE selected
participants from among those leaders to populate the new NC Division of Child

Development Professional Development Advisory Committee.

Activating. As members to the newly formed committee were nominated by
their regions for their demonstrated leadership in the regional plan development process,
the thought was that this would grant them some legitimacy and acknowledged expertise.

Although they do represent particular regions of the state, their roles in those regions are
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not necessarily central to the existing professional development systems. A number of
individuals who participated in the regional planning process indicated that they did not
know who their regional representatives were (even when | gave them the names), and
further indicated that they had not heard anything from these representatives about what

was happening on the committee.

Framing. The process was specifically designed to create a wide net of
representatives and ideas, with the thought that regions across the state of North Carolina
may experience professional development needs differently because of access to certain
kinds of institutions, regional education levels, or other factors that might not be readily
apparent in the state capital. Although each region was provided with a template to
complete, and particular areas to consider, they were encouraged to personalize the

process to their regions.

Mobilizing. In FY 2010, “the state supported a systematic process of discussion,
data collection, and analysis to identify and document a vision for professional
development in the state as well as gaps in need of focus and resource allocation” (NCPD
Plan Draft 9.6.11). Interviewees who participated in the regional processes had mixed
perspectives. Some thought it had served a really important function of bringing together
individuals who contribute to the professional development system, but who do not
always collaborate. Those interviewees indicated that their regions planned to continue
having meetings although there was no longer funding to support it. Other interviewees
were disappointed in the process because they felt like the state had been working

towards a system and a plan for many years, that there were external systems that the
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state should try to align with, and that this process for gathering individuals together did

not accomplish what was intended.

Synthesizing. Regardless of their positions on the regional meetings, however,
interviewees were uniformly confused about what was happening in the new committee
and what would happen with the plans they had created. Concern was expressed by
multiple individuals that all the work on the plans would not really result in anything
new. There was also confusion among interviewees about another professional
development planning forum to which many of them had been invited. They perceived it
also to be sponsored by NC-DCDEE. It turns out that it was actually sponsored by the
FPG Child Development Institute to specifically focus on professional development
issues related to inclusion, but none-the-less, considerable confusion remains in the state

about why these efforts were uncoordinated.

Transferring. At the time of the interviews, NC-DCDEE was writing a report to
compile the findings and data across all the regional plans into a single state plan.
Interviewees seemed to know this was happening, but they felt like they were not getting
any information about the expectations for how the regional plans would be used in the
future, or what the committee was supposed to produce or discuss. Interviewees
indicated that a number of meetings had been canceled; some understood that the process
had been interrupted by the work needed to apply for the Race to the Top Early Learning
Challenge Grant, but there was not universal understanding about this. One interviewee
said she “heard that the information collected through the regional professional
development planning process had been used for the Race to the Top application,” but

she wished that they had been given some feedback about their plans.
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Feedback. Documents and interviewee comments do not reveal a use of data in
the regional meetings. The SWOT analysis performed appears to have relied on expert
opinions and experiences of those involved. Since it is not clear how the data collected in
the regional planning processes will be used, it is also not clear how data may enter the

decision-making process.

ORIS Advisory Committee

QRIS stands for Quality Rating Improvement System. This is a system for
improving the quality of child care programs that layers on top of traditional licensing
systems which are designed to keep children safe. QRIS programs typically focus on
assessing child care environments, assessing the relationships between child care teachers
and the children they work with, and assessing the educational levels of the individuals
working in child care programs. This committee was originally formed by DCDEE in
September 2009. During the 2011 North Carolina legislative session, the committee
suspended its work. Some interviewees thought that the legislature had actually
demanded that the committee cease its work, while others indicated that it was a strategic
decision to stop because the legislature had developed such an anti-regulation climate that

it was better not to call attention to any regulations by meeting.

Anchoring. When DCDEE created the QRIS Advisory Committee, they wanted
to be sure to create an environment where individuals felt respected and supported. With
this in mind, they secured a trained facilitator to run the large group meetings and to
ensure that all participants understood their role and the stages of the process; they
assigned staff members to the large group and subcommittees to participate, but also to

support the process; and, they made it clear to group members that they had a real voice
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in the process. As one interviewee said, “I get to listen, have a voice, agree/disagree, and
express concern.” Mixes of face-to-face and web-based meetings are held. When
members need to travel, they can claim a mileage reimbursement which is important in
facilitating diverse membership because some individuals have to drive up to six hours to

participate.

Activating. NC-DCDEE invited representatives from organizations involved in
child care issues around the state, and individuals with particular kinds of relevant
expertise to participate in the committee. It was not clear to all individuals interviewed
exactly why they had been selected, but some individuals had a clear sense of why they
had been asked. All interviewees who were participating were glad they had been asked.
Individuals serving on the committee also serve on at least one of five sub-committees:
assessments, standards, professional development, finance, and systems level evaluation.
Individuals were assigned to subcommittees sometimes based on specific knowledge, but
also to create a balanced representation across the kinds of groups participating in the

process

Framing. All interviewees indicated that the facilitator had helped them
understand all the expected roles, processes, and rules. One important participation rule
was that no one would share the work of the committee until it was finished, and final
recommendations had been made. There was concern that the work of the committee
could be undermined if others heard what they were considering before it was finalized.
Some interviewees expressed a bit of discomfort with this element of the process, but

they adhered to it.
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Mobilizing. North Carolina has had its QRIS for about 10 years. The QRIS
advisory committee was formed to examine the strengths and possibilities for
strengthening the current system in both the long and short-term. Some criticized the
Administrator for creating such a committee when there was no additional funding
available to implement changes. The Administrator indicated that she wanted NC to be

ready with ideas for quality if opportunities became available.

Synthesizing. The committee kicked off with a two-day retreat for all members.
All of the interviewees noted a respectful environment. One interviewee noted that “NC-
DCDEE definitely did not come in with a preset plan.” Interviewees noted that the
committee process builds trust by creating engagement between the members and the
groups. Each subcommittee reports back to the larger committee on their work, and
defends their positions and recommendations to the larger group. Everyone has an
opportunity to express concerns, and then a reconciliation process takes place. As one

interviewee said, “We trust others will bring different viewpoints and lenses.”

Transferring. The point of the QRIS Committee was to be ready with ideas if an
opportunity arose. That opportunity came in the form of the Race to the Top Early
Learning Challenge grants. Interviewees both inside and outside of state government
indicated that the work of the QRIS Committee directly informed much of what was put
into North Carolina’s proposal for the RTT-ELC. They had submitted this proposal
about a month before | came to the state to conduct the interviews, and they learned a
month after the interviews that they had been awarded nearly $70 million from the U.S.
Department of Education to implement their vision

(http://www?2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-earlylearningchallenge/awards.html). In
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addition, the final recommendations of the committee will be sent to DCDEE leadership
staff to consider how implementation should be prioritized and structured, and what items
will require rule-making. Those items requiring rule-making will be forwarded to the

N.C. Child Care Commission.

Feedback. The state CCDF Administrator kicked off the first QRIS Advisory
Committee meeting in September 2009 with a presentation called “Status of North
Carolina Child Care Quality: Supports and Constraints” which presented data collected
from 2001-2009 on the progress that had been made in improving the star ratings of child
care centers and homes. The data analyzed the system overall and by sub-elements of the
system. The presentation also compared North Carolina to other states, and to the
Department of Defense (which is frequently considered to have the gold standard of child
care quality). Members of individual subcommittees brought data and information from
other states for their committee members to consider. NC-DCDEE staff made data
available when requested; as one interviewee said: we “can ask data-specific questions
and get the answers if that data has been collected.” In addition, one of the sub-
committees is an evaluation sub-committee that is chaired by an expert in evaluation.
That committee is charged with making recommendations for how to evaluate any of the
new initiatives that are being recommended, showing intent to create a feedback loop for

the process.
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NC Perspectives on Collaboration

Overall Perspectives of Nongovernmental Interviewees

Many interviewees noted that the newer committees (Professional Development
and QRIS) have “a lot of new faces.” They indicated that they see a clear effort to
involve individuals from across the landscape of professions in the early childhood
system from director child care operators to university professors who research the issue,

to everyone in between.

Nongovernmental interviewees indicated a strong commitment to participate. For
some, it is really a direct part of their jobs, as they are paid leaders of membership
organizations and they need to be representing their members on these collaborative
groups. But, even those individuals say that participation is only worth it because they
expect results from their efforts. As one interviewee said about a committee she

participates in: it is “not just form; it has substance.”

When asked to reflect on perceptions of DCDEE collaborative engagement with
nongovernmental stakeholders, one interviewee said, “Deb [CCDF State Administrator]
IS trying to create a learning culture.” Another interviewee said, “DCDEE has every
intention of collaborating well...caring, hardworking, and competent people.” Another
interview indicated that the “tone” at DCDEE is “positive,” it is a “pleasant place to be,”

and the staff show a “level of respect” for the nongovernmental collaborators.

When the nongovernmental interviewees are asked why they participate in these
collaborative committees, their responses indicated that they feel like they have an

important role in shaping the system to better serve children and families. Comments
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were uniformly positive, and representative descriptions include the following: we
“share dilemmas and solve problems together,” we “need push and pull for [the] best
system, ” and we have a “mutually respectful relationship crafted to have dialog around

the system.”

The nongovernmental interviewees think of the collaborative activities they
engage in as “worthy work,” and they expect it to lead to actions within the system. They
consider their time in these committees well-spent because they have evidenced previous
changes based on their participation, and they expect to see changes in the future. They
recognize that there are money constraints to implementing the ideas put forward, and
that some ideas are short-term while others are long-term. They do not have the
expectation that all ideas will be adopted, but they participate because NC-DCDEE has
given them the impression that they are receptive to new ideas, and there is a chance that
they will be integrated into or used to change the child care system in the state. Some
hoped to see their work reflected in the Lead Agency’s state CCDF plan, and some hoped

to see tangible actions taken to alleviate identified gaps or coordination issues.

Although neither the nongovernmental organizations nor the state seem to have
tracked the time that the collaborative partners spend in the committee meetings,
assembling information to be used in the committee meetings, or time travelling to the
committee meetings, the informal accounts of that time indicate it is quite substantial,
especially for the collaborators whose organizations serve the further reaches of their
states. A number of collaborators reported travelling three or more hours one way to
attend meetings in the state capital. They appreciated that the meetings themselves were

frequently held “all day” to minimize the numbers of times that people had to travel.
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Some did note that while most of the meetings continued to be held in person, there was
some use of video-conferencing technology, such as Go-To-Meeting, to facilitate sub-

committee meetings.

Meta-Governance in NC Beyond the Committees

Nongovernmental interviewees frequently made comments that went beyond the
bounds of the particular committees to reference the relationships among the various
organizations, and between their organizations and the state government. There was a
sense of building the child care system together, but within that systems-building effort
there are tensions that arise, and in some ways are always present. Their comments
suggested that the state must always be cognizant of and dealing with these tensions. |

discuss them here within the meta-governance framework.

Anchoring. To what extent should goals be assigned to groups or developed
within the group? Interviewees brought mixed perspectives on this issue. One
interviewee wished that one of the groups she was serving on would have been more
goal-directed because she felt like “we just kept nibbling around the edges, not getting to
the core” of what really needed to be done. Another interviewee expressed that there is
national research out there that helps us understand the elements to strive for in good
early childhood systems, and that the research should guide the goals so the group should
focus on how to get there, not on where they were going. On the other hand, some
interviewees were really happy that the group process allowed everyone to bring to the

table what they thought was important. All interviewees expressed that NC-DCDEE
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essentially had an “open-door” when it came to listening to concerns and considering

ideas for discussion; this was something they all appreciated.

Activating. Three inter-related issues came up regarding activating group
members, or activating individuals who participate more broadly in systems-building
discussions: formality vs. informality, the different “hats” individuals wear, and the
strength and influence of particular individuals. Much of the child care systems-building
work occurs through groups that are informal in the sense that there are no official rules
of membership, members do not have particular terms, and members’ roles are not
defined in any official documents. This informality allows groups to form and disband,
for members to come and go, and for members to serve “forever.” That the groups come
and go is evidenced by both the subsidy advisory committee and the professional
development advisory committee examined here, which are new iterations of committees

that previously existed.

On the one hand, interviewees appeared not to mind the informality; on the other
hand many of them expressed that they did not know why they had been chosen to serve.
On the one hand, some appreciated that committees could come and go, but on other the
hand, some worried that the informality could eventually lead to a scenario where
nongovernmental participants were excluded from important decisions because there was
no formal mechanism to ensure that they were included. Their worries were not
grounded in this particular administration, but rather in some future administration that

might hold views less in line with their own.
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Connected to this concern about informality is the issue that many individuals in
the child care community wear different “hats,” so to speak. They may simultaneously
have local service delivery roles, statewide service delivery roles, roles focused on infants
and toddlers, roles focused on professional development, and roles focused on supporting
families. They may serve as paid staff to one organization and as volunteer staff or board
members for another. They did not always seem to know which role they were
designated to represent while on a particular committee. For example, when | met with
interviewees, | asked them to talk to me about their role as designated by NC-DCDEE on
the list that had been provided to me. Sometimes when | told the interviewee what role
they had been designated to serve in, they did not realize that was the capacity in which
they should be serving. Other individuals were very intentional about their roles. As one
interviewee stated, “I hope | consider the nuance of each [role].” Another interviewee
indicated that sometimes it was a challenge to help NC-DCDEE staff see the individuals
as representing particular roles instead of particular organizations. For example, staff
may want only one individual from an organization represented, but that one individual
may not be able to adequately represent all the roles, or it may be that they want to

represent a particular role but then are forced to represent a broader set of roles.

The desire to limit the number of individuals participating by organization raises
another concern. If fewer individuals per organization may participate, then it virtually
guarantees that the individuals with the most well-rounded experience will be the same
individuals invited each time. Due to the many specialty areas within child care, most
staff have experience and expertise in particular areas — not across many areas. The ones

with the well-rounded expertise tend to be at the top of the organizations. One
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interviewee expressed concern that “NC has benefitted from a strong group of leaders
with strong informal networks to address big strategic issues,” but it isn’t clear how well-
prepared “the bench” is to take over when they leave. If these leaders are always the ones
in the meetings, how are those that may take their place being prepared to function in

these networked environments in the future?

Framing. In talking about the committees that she participates in, one
interviewee said “there’s not just form, there’s substance” indicating that the committee
meeting were not just about bringing people together to talk, but that they were also about
getting things done. A few interviewees expressed their appreciation that some of the
newer groups had trained facilitators, and that there was a significant focus on
relationship-building in the meetings. While they like to get things done, they like the
focus on form too. Some other interviewees indicated that they wished there was more
focus on relationship-building, not in these groups specifically analyzed in this study, but
more generally speaking in the child care system. They felt that there had been too far a
shift towards focusing on data as a way to make changes, rather than focusing on the
importance of people, their interactions, and how they might learn from each other in a

facilitated but less structured way.

Mobilizing and Synthesizing. These two elements of meta-governance were
hard to tease apart given the comments of interviewees and the ways in which issues of
boundaries, goal consensus, and trust become entwined through elements of the child
care system. As previously discussed, state child care systems evolve through multiple
funding streams emanating at both the state and federal levels. The big three, so to speak,

in North Carolina are the CCDF-funded systems, the Smart Start-funded systems, and the
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NC Pre-K system. In many instances, all three systems fund the same initiative or the
same organization, but typically organizations have one funding stream or the other as
their primary funding home, with the others as secondary funders. Organizations tend to
align most strongly with their primary funder, and this causes divides in thinking,
strategy, and in some cases, trust. Some interviewees expressed that the big systems-
funders should invest more in building better bridges of trust between the systems, and
the organizations aligned with the systems. For other interviewees issues of trust and

alignment were not raised.

Synthesizing. There was one issue, however, where synthesizing emerged by
itself — a perceived lack of connectivity across the committees. As part of the interview
process, | specifically asked members of one committee if they were aware of or felt
connected to the activities of other committees. The answer was a resounding “no”
unless they served on multiple committees, and then they felt that they were the only
linking pins between the committees. Interviewees had pondered the issue on their own
as it related to the co-existence of the Professional Development Subcommittee of the
QRIS Advisory Committee and the Professional Development Advisory Committee. A
number of interviewees mentioned that one individual who served on both of these
committees had made cross-presentations to inform each committee, but there was

generally not a clear understanding of why both committees should exist simultaneously.

Transferring. Interviewees described a tension of statewide-ness vs. local-ness.
The discussion of the professional development advisory committee and its process for
assessing needs and generating ideas to address those needs tended to precipitate the

comments in this area, but many of the comments were clearly not just about this
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committee process. Should local ideas, innovation, and local implementation of solutions
be encouraged or should local gaps be addressed through statewide solutions? Comments
from interviewees actually tended to move in different directions depending on what
specific part of the child care system was under discussion. In the area of child care
subsidy where there has always been some local autonomy, and that autonomy felt
threatened by the implementation of SEEK, a number of interviewees stressed the
importance of local decisions to meet local needs. When discussing the professional
development system, however, some of those same interviewees expressed that a

statewide approach, rather than a local approach, would be better.

Feedback. NC-DCDEE provides monthly statistics about child care-related
services through its web-site that anyone may access and use. A number of interviewees
talked about being able to ask NC-DCDEE staff members for data on something they
were talking about and having that data provided in a timely manner. As one interviewee
said, “people care about data” when referring to the individuals both inside and outside

of government who work on child care systems issues in North Carolina.

Overall Perspectives of State Government Interviewees

The NC-DCDEE interviewees indicated that they valued the participation of their
nongovernmental collaborators. Their answers indicated that they did not see
collaboration as a necessary evil, but rather as a resource of time and expertise in
identifying and meeting child care system needs. As one state interviewee said in regard
to professional development, “We shouldn’t claim that we in Raleigh (state capital) know

what is best in geographic regions.”
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When asked whether committee members were selected for committee
participation based on their expertise or their roles in the child care system (activating),
NC-DCDEE interviewees indicated that “most of the time group members are picked by
the populations that they represent” with “somewhat of a strategy to get investment.”
“The hope is that the group members selected are knowledgeable enough about the
population they represent to represent them well.” \WWhen individuals are selected to
represent a certain population, “It is frequently the hope that the representative will take
information back to the population they are representing, but this is not always the case.”
In some cases, however, group members are selected for particular expertise like asking a
researcher from a university to join a group contributing their particular type of expertise
to the conversation. Sometimes that expertise is based on experience, and sometimes it is

based on education.

It was clear that the state interviewees expected that the collaborative groups
would create products and ideas that would be used. One state administrator pointed to
an instance in the child care subsidy committee where the nongovernmental participants
“helped us see the right way to analyze the data.” Interviewees specifically noted that
much of the work of the QRIS Advisory Committee had been used to inform the writing
of the Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge Grant application. Those interviewees
indicated that they did not see how it would have been possible for them to pull together
that grant application in the time allowed without the work that the group had already

done.

State administrators have committed substantial staff time to serve as members of

the committees and to support the logistical and data needs of the committees. As one
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state interviewee said, “We want volunteers to feel supported so we take care of
logistics.” In terms of their own involvement, NC-DCDEE interviewees indicated that
the staff are not just there to support the needs of the other members, but rather to
participate as part of the group saying: “we put staff on committees based on interest,
background or expertise,” “‘we hope they are participating; they have a lot of

expertise.”

When asked about the amount of time their staff spend on the committees, NC-
DCDEE administrators indicated that they do not track this. The expectation is that staff
should be able to accommodate their committee participation within their regular work
weeks. They did note, however, that how much staff time particular staff members

devote to their committees depends, in part, on their personal style.

Despite the obvious value placed on these committees, the NC-DCDEE
interviewees did not like the terminology used in this study’s analytical framework that
referred to these groups as decision-making groups. They were clear that the state
agency staff ultimately make the decisions, not the committees. The state administrators
seek advice from the committees, but it is the state administrators who ultimately decide

what recommendations will move forward in what ways.

Are the Collaborative Groups Governance Networks?
The case analysis indicates that the eight collaborative groups examined here can
be arrayed across two dimensions: (1) level of formality and (2) type of participant
engagement. Differentiated levels of formality are fairly clear across the eight groups.

The higher formality groups are those where the membership, purposes, and functioning
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of the group are explicated by way of Executive Order, statute or law. The lower
formality groups are those that are constituted, have members, and operate according to
norms or rules, but neither form nor function are explicated by any formally recognized
process. Using this continuum of formality, the study groups in Arkansas and Maryland
are more formal and the study groups in North Carolina are less formal. When
considered in the context of all the groups that emerged from the study, Arkansas groups

span the entire continuum of formality as depicted in Figure 6.1.

Figure 6.1: Continuum of Formality

Low Formality High Formality
AR NG AR AR &
AECPDS & MD
w;:med Study MD OCC ECAC
g Groups Council Groups
Groups

Similarly, the study groups could be categorized based on the extent to which
nongovernmental members engage with governmental members in generating ideas
together and working through issues together. Here, the four North Carolina study
groups would be categorized as high engagement, as would the two Arkansas study
groups, and Maryland’s Governor’s Appointed Committee. Only Maryland’s Office of
Child Care Advisory Committee would be considered a low engagement group because
members there do not appear to create anything in conjunction with the state participants.

The relative engagement of the groups is depicted in Figure 6.2.
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Figure 6.2: Continuum of Engagement

Low Engagement High Engagement
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In this continuum, “high engagement” represents the interaction of the
nongovernmental and governmental group members. Based on the accounts of
interviewees, the NC QRIS committee and the AR Unnamed Working Groups have the
highest levels of engagement because it is in both of these groups that governmental
members and nongovernmental members are working side-by-side, regardless of their
affiliation, to uncover the issues, examine the needs, create strategies, and develop action
plans to address the needs. The NC Subsidy committee is classified at a somewhat lower
level of engagement than these two, but at still a relatively high level. Nongovernmental
interviewees indicated that on some aspects of child care subsidy strategizing (like
determining the market rates), all group members work together, regardless of their
institutional home, to determine the best course of action. On the other hand, on elements
of child care subsidy like the SEEK program, the nongovernmental interviewees
indicated that while they believe that the state is listening, they are clearly just advising
and the state is continuing down its chosen path. The NC CCR&R Council is at

approximately this same level of engagement, because most of the time the
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nongovernmental members are engaging with each other to identify needs and solve
problems, and they are only periodically reporting to and meeting with the state
representatives to engage in a joint process. Finally, the AR AECPDS is also at
approximately this same level of engagement now, but had been at the level of NC QRIS

previously.

The NC Professional Development Advisory Committee is approximately in the
middle of the engagement continuum. Nongovernmental members were invited to join
the process of exploring needs and strategizing solutions to inform a larger state vision,
but the statewide advisory group that the regional groups grew from was characterized by
interviewees as inactive and without direction, indicating that it is currently lacking

engagement.

The AR and MD ECAC groups are represented at an even lower level of
engagement. Their mission is clear because it is formally defined, but interviewees did
not indicate that the members of these organizations engage equally with the CCDF Lead
Agency; it would appear instead that the balance of power is tipped toward the Advisory
Group. Finally, the MD OCC Committee appears the furthest to the left, although not at
the extreme left of the figure. The placement acknowledges that the Committee does
invite comment and feedback, and that the questions posed in the committee result in
investigative actions and sometimes implementation actions by the state agency. The
placement also reflects, however, that the state agency representatives and the

nongovernmental members are not really working together on solutions.
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Those groups on the high end of the engagement spectrum are the groups that
most resemble governance networks as defined earlier as groups where: (1) the state
government must either serve as a member of the group or be a client of the group and
the group must include at least two other organizations, (2) the organizations must be
engaging together to make decisions about the design, goals, management, and/or
performance of part of the CCDF, (3) all participating entities must engage with each
other (the state cannot simply be consulting with multiple entities that do not interact with
each other), and (4) all groups must have been formed by the state government. All of
these groups meet criteria (1), (3), and (4). Statements from interviewees inside and
outside of government also indicate that the group participants discuss design, goals,
management, and/or performance of part of the CCDF. State administrators, however,
view the phrase “make decisions” as problematic. In their view, the collaborative groups
do not make decisions, but rather serve in an advisory capacity. They indicate that the
state government has the ultimate responsibility and really the only legitimacy to make
the decision. Thus, they are not willing to talk about any of these groups as collaborative

decision-making groups.

This presents an overall challenge for classifying any of the groups as governance
networks since one feature of the governance network, as described in Chapter 2, is the
horizontal relationship between the group members. If only state administrators can
make decisions, then that implies that their relationship to the other group members is not
horizontal. The horizontal relationships of governance networks, however, are reflective
of how the group participants interact with each other inside the group setting. The

comments of both governmental and nongovernmental interviewees in the high
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engagement groups clearly indicate parity among group participants when they are inside
the group setting, and clear contributions of nongovernmental participants to final
products of the groups. Outside of the group setting, the state administrators have the
final decision-making authority about the extent to which they use the materials and
recommendations created by the group, but that does not negate the previous engagement

process.

While comments of group members make it clear that all participants engage in
decision-making inside the groups, the sensitivity of state administrators to the term
“decision-making” necessitates a revision in the definition of a governance network.
Thus, | propose rewording (2) to read: the organizations must be engaging together to
identify goals, strategies, or performance indicators, or to develop actions to improve

one or more elements of CCDF-related programs.

Using this revised definition, the groups on the right-hand side of Figure 6.2 may
be classified as governance networks, and the NC Professional Development Committee
is on the bubble. These classifications raise a question — is it possible to sustain the
highest level of engagement in groups that are long-term? The groups classified as
having the highest levels of engagement right now are the NC QRIS group which was
created to be short-term with a particular task. The unnamed AR groups are also short-
term with specific tasks. All of these groups would be characterized by their members as

working-groups. | return to this question again in Chapter 7.
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What insights do these case study groups provide about meta-governance?
The elements of meta-governance could be detected for all case study groups,
although in some groups they were more easily identified than others. | compare across
these groups using the continua of formality and engagement discussed earlier to further
explore the nuances of meta-governance. First, | examine each element of meta-

governance and then the concept of meta-governance as a whole.

In the formally codified committees, state administrators have a limited meta-
governance role in anchoring, framing, mobilizing, and synthesizing. Each of these areas
was clearly defined in the documents analyzed for the four formal groups in this study.
The codified rules are what grounded the committee democratically, established values,
created missions or goals, and provided transparency of members and transparency of
processes to build trust. Even in codified committees, there is some room for
Administrators to enhance the meta-governance process in the areas of activating,
transferring, and feedback. Only in Maryland did comments from the state interviewees
indicate that they were enhancing the codified elements of meta-governance, and only in
the areas of activating and transferring. For example, the Maryland Administrator talked
about adding ex-officio members to the MD ECAC to better represent a diversity of
voices in the discussions there. She also talked about the requirement to align her team’s
strategic plan with that of the MD ECAC. Feedback, or data, is another place that
Administrators could potentially have an impact, but it wasn’t clear that either the
Arkansas or Maryland Administrator were influencing the extent to which data were

reviewed or used in their codified committees.
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In groups that are not formally codified, Administrators must support all elements
of meta-governance. Non-codified groups can only survive if they can attract and retain
groups members for the time period needed to accomplish the tasks at hand. Comments
from voluntary group members indicated that the elements of meta-governance are very
important to securing and engaging group members. Most of the members of the
voluntary groups were pleased to serve because (a) they feel that the group is doing
important work, (b) the environment for interacting with the state fosters trust and they
feel valued, and (c) they fully expect their work to be transferred from the group into
meaningful action. Some members of some groups also value the use of data in decision-
making processes, and participate in the group because it enables them to engage the state
around data in a decision-making environment. From the perspective of the states,
however, using data together generally did not seem to be the purpose of the groups.
Instead, the state appeared to want to collect the “expert” opinions of the
nongovernmental stakeholders, which they may then incorporate as they consider the
final decisions to make. Thus, feedback of data into the groups was not frequently
observed, even when state Administrators were collecting, analyzing, and using data

outside of the groups.

Finally, it is important to consider the intentionality of the facilitating state
Administrators. In some of the groups examined, it was clear that the Administrator had
made a concerted effort to invite an appropriate mix of individuals to the table
(activating), to establish clear rules of engagement (framing), to align values
(mobilizing), to build trust (synthesizing), and to produce and transfer knowledge

(transferring). In other cases, these functions seemed to happen in that there were
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committed group members who were satisfied with their experiences, but conversations
with the Administrators indicated that they had not intentionally fostered the
environment. Itisn’t clear that actions that happen to meet the definition of meta-
governance, but are not undertaken intentionally, should be characterized as meta-

governance.

Summary

In this chapter, I provided within-case and cross-case analyses of eight cross-
sector, collaborative groups that were created to examine and address CCDF-related
implementation issues in the three case study states — Arkansas, Maryland, and North
Carolina. Examining these groups through the meta-governance framework causes the
themes of formality and engagement to emerge. Arrangement of the groups along the
engagement continuum allows for further consideration of the extent to which the groups
may be classified as governance networks. Arrangement of the groups along the

formality continuum raises important questions about the functions of meta-governance.

Those groups that the participants classify as short-term, working groups tend to
have the highest levels of engagement and the most active roles for meta-governance.
This finding raises the question as to whether these high levels of engagement, and
therefore the characteristics of a governance network, be maintained in longer-term
groups? It also raises the question of intentionality in meta-governance. In some groups,
the meta-governance functions are essentially codified, in others the Administrators
actively engage in meta-governance functions, and in other groups the conditions fostered

by meta-governance exist, but it isn’t clear that anyone has actively tried to achieve those
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conditions. Should all conditions that could be sorted into meta-governance categories be

classified as meta-governance?

Finally, I reexamine my proposed definition of governance network. | distinguish
between the decision-making environment inside of the collaborative groups, and the
responsibility of the state to make the ultimate decisions outside of the groups. | alter
tenant (2) of the definition by removing the word “decision-making,” because the
Administrator perspective on that concept does not allow any groups to meet that

standard.

In Chapter 7, | incorporate these findings into revisions of the conceptual

framework, and discuss implications, and conclusions.
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Chapter 7: Findings, Implications, and Conclusions

Introduction

In his inaugural address President Obama said (January 20, 2009): “The question
we ask today is not whether our government is too big or too small, but whether it works
— whether it helps families find jobs at a decent wage, care they can afford, a retirement
that is dignified. Where the answer is yes, we intend to move forward. Where the
answer is no, programs will end.” If “no” is defined by the federal performance
measurement system, then it is important to understand the implementation environment
(and by extension the performance measurement environment) that extends beyond the
federal government, the processes within this implementation environment, and how

decisions in this implementation environment are made.

This dissertation seeks to better understand the performance measurement
environment referenced by focusing on a federal program that Frederickson &
Frederickson would likely have considered an extreme case in the continuum of
challenges faced by federal officials in managing for performance with third party
implementation: the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF). The CCDF is a block grant
implemented by the states and territories with three broadly defined goal areas: increasing
the access, affordability, and quality of child care. In addition to the federal-to-state
intergovernmental implementation challenge, the federal legislative requirements further
charge the states with collaborating with appropriate governments and nongovernmental
organizations in shaping their program plans and decisions. Thus, this dissertation has
sought to better understand the performance measurement environment fostered by the

federal administrative agency — the Office of Child Care (OCC), the state administrative
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environment and how it shapes the framing of issues and decisions, and how performance

data are ultimately used to inform implementation decisions at the state level.

In this chapter, I provide answers to the research questions, a summary of
findings, proposed changes to the conceptual framework, implications, and conclusions.
| return to the original research questions and sub-questions, discussing the findings
supported by the data. | align those findings with the conceptual model and discuss the
changes to that model that the findings suggest. Next, I discuss the implications of these
findings for theory, practice, and methodology. Finally, I address conclusions and areas

for future research.

Answering the Research Questions

I now return to the research questions to determine how they were answered

through the survey and case study results:

1. How does the Office of Child Care (formerly known as the Child Care Bureau)

encourage state alignment with its stated Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) goals?

As the discussion of the federal interviews indicated in Chapter 4, the federal
government uses six primary mechanisms to promote its goals in the states: (a) the
content and directions for the biennial plan that states are required to complete, (b)
publications stating the vision of the OCC, (c) publications highlighting states providing
services that align with the OCC vision, (d) providing proactive technical assistance and
training that supports the OCC vision primarily through its Child Care Technical
Assistance Network (CCTAN), (e) issuing Policy Interpretation Question responses

(P1Qs) and Information Memorandums (IMs), and (f) funding or engaging in research
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that more deeply explores the areas of interest. During the study period, each of these
mechanisms was used to disseminate a new vision for the OCC. In fact, at the start of the
study the OCC was actually the Child Care Bureau, but its status was upgraded to reflect

new priorities in the Obama presidential administration.

In some ways, this study was conducted during a time that reflected these
mechanisms in action more clearly than may be typical. The study just happened to
coincide with the 20™ Anniversary of the CCDF, the year that a new strategic plan and
GPRA goals were announced, and the year that the Obama Administration’s Executive
Orders were taking effect. This created an opportunity for me, the researcher, to observe
all the tools in the federal toolbox put into action during the study period, but it also made

the federal tools and goals more evident to the study participants.

In addition, the timing of the survey was such that State CCDF Administrators
had just turned in their state biennial plans (due date for the plans was one day before the
survey) at the point that they began to complete the survey. This made it easier for them
to reflect on the various elements of the survey, because they had just reported similar
information on their state plans, particularly because those plans (as one of the federal
government tools) had just changed to require the states to report goals and proposed

measures of success.

The survey results indicated that a majority of states (87.5 percent) reflect on
“Federal Goals for CCDF” as a primary consideration in setting CCDF goals at the state
level. When presented with types of CCDF-related information that they might consider

in setting measures of programmatic success the responses varied with: 77.4 percent of
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respondents indicating they almost always consult federal guidelines for waste, fraud, and
abuse; 40 percent of state respondents indicating they almost always consider reports
that have been funded by the OCC,; a third of the state respondents indicating that they
almost always consider information provided by technical assistance staff from CCTAN;
and 28.6 percent indicating that they almost always consider other resources and reports
available through CCTAN. Here it is important to note that the CCTAN system
underwent a major transformation just after the survey was conducted. Thus, survey
results reflect the utilization of the previous CCTAN system, and not the system as it
stands in 2012. It remains to be seen if the current CCTAN system will be deemed as

useful by the states as its predecessor was.

Discussions with the state administrators revealed two reasons that state
Administrators might regularly consider federal goals when setting state goals. First,
resource losses or gains may occur based on state alignment with federal goals. The
primary funding streams for the CCDF are not influenced by performance, but funding
penalties and access to resources are tied to some state actions. In the case of federal
waste, fraud, and abuse, violations of those standards lead to financial penalties for states;
if states make improper child care subsidy payments, they cannot use federal dollars to
pay for those improperly made payments. The states must either absorb the cost of those
improper payments or expand state dollars to recoup the funds. Either way, states must
expend additional resources when they do not meet the federal waste, fraud, and abuse
standard. In terms of other federal goals, states may secure additional resources —
sometimes in-kind and sometimes in cash — if they take actions to align with the other

federal goals. Essentially, once the federal goals are set, the OCC aligns its resources
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behind those goals to support states in achieving them. States can have other goals, but
they will not be able to utilize extra federal resources (beyond their regular CCDF

allocations) in achieving them.

Second, some states perceive no conflict between the federal goals and the state
goals. The interviews revealed a scenario of “natural” alignment. In this scenario, the
state Administrators perceive the federal goals as having been formed by observing what
the leader states were already doing an adopting those goals. For example, the 2012
OCC GPRA goals include a goal focused on states adopting QRIS systems to improve
the quality of child care. North Carolina was an early adopter of the QRIS model, and

has had one in place for 10 years prior to the adoption of this federal goal.

The issuance of a recent PIQ and an IM related to child care subsidy policies in
the states allowed me to engage in a process tracing discussion in the three case study
states where | asked both governmental and nongovernmental interviewees to trace for
me what happened following the issuance of these documents. This process tracing
discussion revealed four things. First, it revealed that while the Administrators reflect on
federal cues in setting of goals and measuring of success, they consider the federal cues
that come through P1Qs and IMs as matters of internal business, rather than items to be
shared with nongovernmental partners. The case study Administrators were uniform in
their response on this even though one state (NC) had an Advisory committee devoted to
examining child care subsidy issues. Second, as might be expected from the
Administrators’ responses, the nongovernmental interviewees did not know about the
PIQs or IMs that had been issued, and most of them did not know that the OCC issued

things called P1Qs and IMs, confirming that the Administrators do not share this
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information with their partners. This, in turn, reveals that no matter how open the
agendas appear in some of the collaborative groups, it shows that the Administrators are
filtering the information that appears on the agenda by not making the collaborative
groups aware of some of the issues that they could be talking about. Finally, tracing the
process in North Carolina provided some methodological insights on the value of
process-tracing which are discussed in the Methodological Implications section of this

chapter.

2. How do differences in state governance structures affect the design and management of

the child care service delivery systems?

As discussed in Chapter 4, state governance structures have a number of
implications for the design and management of the child care delivery systems. First,
how states have configured responsibilities (or purview) for CCDF-related and non-
CCDF-related child care programs has span of control and collaboration implications for
Administrators. Administrator responses to the survey indicated that their span of control
over CCDF-related elements ranges from 100 percent to 13 percent, with a median of 69
percent. This means that many Administrators need to do a substantial amount of intra-
state collaboration to integrate and plan across CCDF areas. All three case study states
had a high span of control in the CCDF areas, so differences across high and low CCDF

span of control could not be explored in this study.

In addition to CCDF-related programs, a number of Administrators also had
responsibilities related to other federal programs (like TANF or Head Start), and some

state child care-related initiatives like pre-K programs. Across the 26 areas of possible
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child care-related responsibilities that | asked about in the survey, Administrators
indicated a span of control ranging from 8 percent to 85 percent coverage. This has
further implications for how much intra-state collaboration is necessary to integrate

acCross programs.

Among the case study states, the Arkansas Administrator has the largest span of
control across all child care-related programs in her state, while the Maryland
Administrator has the least. In part, these differences are due to the different
administrative levels in which the Administrator role is situated with the Arkansas and
North Carolina administrators situated as the Directors of Divisions and Maryland’s
Administrator situated as the Director of a subset of a Division. The extent of the
purview of these Administrators affects their options in designing their child care

systems.

The child care system design and management options of the Administrators may
be further constrained by the Governor’s Priorities, requirements of state performance-
based budgeting systems, codified collaborative committee structures and purviews, and
statewide government procedures that apply to the development of regulations. For
example, Governors sometimes situate special initiatives in their offices when they are
first initiated (as was previously the case with North Carolina’s pre-kindergarten
program) or they initiate special task forces to investigate issues where the
recommendations may become the responsibility of the Administrator at a later date (as
in the Arkansas Governor’s task force on out-of-school time from 2008 that resulted in

2011 legislation and 2012 rulemaking through the Administrator’s Division).
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It appears that each design and management decision follows a unique path with
some predictable contributors. In the area of child care subsidy, Administrators appear to
have the most autonomy. In Arkansas and Maryland, the codified committees have not
considered matters of child care subsidy to be in their purview, and the Administrators
seemed to indicate that subsidy-related decisions tend to be fairly internal,
straightforward processes. Arkansas has begun to re-evaluate all its subsidy policies with
an eye toward better connecting the goals of subsidy and quality, and through that
process has begun to engage collaborative partners in strategizing about how to get more
programs serving subsidized children to participate in the quality efforts. North Carolina
has always had an advisory committee around subsidy issues, but their help is solicited

on specific matters.

Child care licensing decisions have pre-defined paths in each state, and each of
those paths is somewhat different. Issues of child care quality and accessibility tend to
have the most variability in how and where decisions are made. This is the area that most
directly intersects with pre-K programs in most states. Whether quality efforts for child
care are directly linked to quality efforts in pre-K programs largely depends on span of
control, but frequently goes more deeply to the question of what is education? Pre-K is
frequently defined as early childhood education, whereas child care frequently is not.

This often causes different standards to be applied.

Process tracing offers the best insights on what the differences in state structures
imply for design and management because it highlights the nuances of the relationships

between the various state agencies, nongovernmental organizations, codified systems,
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and the layering of past and present that play into the creation of the decision

environment.

3. To what extent do the states use evaluation and performance data to inform design and

management of CCDF funded programs?

Administrator survey responses indicated variability in the data sources used for
tracking goal success, the entities regularly performing data analyses in states, the types
of data analyses regularly performed, and the frequency of use of performance data
collected for CCDF-related programs and initiatives. Administrator responses, however,
indicated some similarity across states, with all responding states indicating that they
collect “administrative data on numbers of individuals served”, and more than 90 percent
of states indicating collection of “administrative data on resources used” and
“administrative data on numbers of units of service provided.”

The two entities most frequently listed as regularly conducting analyses of
performance data are “the Lead CCDF Agency” in nearly 100 percent of the states, and
“the state budget office” in almost half of the states. All of the Administrators indicated
that at least one of the regular analyses performed was the comparison of current data to
past data to examine trends over time. Three-quarters of the administrators indicated that
they compare current data to performance targets to determine the extent to which goals

had been met.

Although responses indicated that nearly all of the responding states engage in
some type of performance management, the responses reflect a diversity of approaches.

Approximately half of Administrators indicated that their states “identify changes in
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service delivery processes, procedures, or program elements” or “identify
weaknesses/strengths in the child care system and strategies for improvement” more than
once per year (53.3 percent each). Approximately half of Administrators indicated that
their states “support resource allocation decisions for future budgets” and “inform future
contracting decisions” yearly (46.4 percent each). Eight responding Administrators (26.7
percent) indicated that their states engage in each of the seven performance management
functions at least yearly.

In all three case study states, Administrators emphasized the importance of data.
They all require organizations with which their agencies contract to have performance
measures that the contractors report against. In Arkansas, they are primarily asked to
submit raw data to the state, while in North Carolina they are typically asked to submit

reports analyzing the outputs and outcomes of their service delivery efforts.

As discussed in Methodological Implications, below, interviewees had a hard time
answering questions about data use. A combination of document analysis and interviews
indicate that performance data are used to inform design and management, but except in
Maryland, the process for routinely incorporating the data and analyses is not transparent.
In Arkansas, both governmental and nongovernmental interviewees indicated that
Arkansas hasn’t done much data analysis and use in the past, but is working hard to
incorporate more of it in now and in the future. In North Carolina, there is an indication
that data are valued in the decision-making processes, but there was little evidence of its

use.
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4. How are performance data used to inform design and management of child care

systems in networked state governance?

This question pre-supposes a particular purpose for state governance networks.
Interviews and analyses of documents, however, indicated that not all collaborative
groups are formed for the purpose envisioned in this question. The purpose of the
collaborative groups examined in this study seems to be primarily to bring a variety of
stakeholders together to discuss the issues facing the child care system. Those
discussions often infuse research, especially research about what has worked in other
states, but they less often seem to involve performance data. There are some exceptions

to this, but again it depends on the purpose of the group.

The NC CCR&R Council regularly analyzes performance data, and uses those
analyses to inform their quarterly meetings with NC-DCDEE. The Council, however,
was formed for the purpose of improving the capacity of the CCR&R system. Its
mission, therefore, requires it to constantly examine and use the data to improve the

system, and make recommendations for systems changes to further improve services.

In Arkansas, it seems that informal, unnamed work groups often form that link
organizations contracted to provide services with the internal AR-DCCECE staff. It
appears that these groups are most likely to form when new services are starting up to
regularly monitor and analyze progress, and to strategize about where and how to modify

approaches to better accomplish the intended work.

In Maryland, performance data are part of an integrated system that begins with

the strategic plan adopted by the MD ECAC. This plan is operationalized through the
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MD-OCC internal strategic plan, which authorizes particular strategies and attaches data
collection and analysis requirements to contractors. Those contractors report back to
MC-OCC and create some public reports. MD-OCC also collects data through programs
it administers directly. Ultimately all of these data are passed back to the committee for

analysis and review.

Findings
Ten findings have been discussed across Chapters 4, 5, and 6. | consolidate and

list them briefly here as a reminder of what has been uncovered in this dissertation.

Finding 1: CCDF State Administrators must balance multiple priorities across levels of
government, and among nongovernmental stakeholders, as they consider goals and

measures of success.

Finding 2: State Administrators varied widely in their span of control of CCDF elements,
related federal programs, and related state-funded initiatives. Where programs are

situated in state agencies and span of control tend are fluid over time.

Finding 3: Systems of relationships are complex. CCDF State Administrators collaborate
across intergovernmental levels, within state government, and with stakeholder
organizations. Those relationships shift over time, and within the systems of
relationships, different agencies and organizations lead the others at different times as

they work together to address citizen needs.

Finding 4: CCDF State Administrators may experience a mismatch in their purviews for

goal-setting and measuring of success which affect their ability to use data effectively.
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They may be allowed to set their own goals, but then another state entity is given the

purview to set measures of success, or vice versa.

Finding 5: Performance data may be analyzed and used to improve CCDF-funded
services and program performance more frequently than what is captured by examining
data analysis and use within state agencies. Intermediary and contracted organizations are
frequently required to collect, analyze, and use performance data that improves state
services, but because these actions occur outside of the state agencies they may not be

adequately captured and documented.

Finding 6: Evidence exists that CCDF State Administrators use existing research and
performance data to inform decisions and improve program implementation. They
sometimes have difficulty articulating this use, but it can be observed through documents

and drawn out in interviews.

Finding 7: The extent to which performance data are used to inform discussions and
decisions in CCDF-focused governance networks depends on the purpose of the groups.
In some groups, Administrators are more interested in soliciting the feedback of the
participants than in having the participants review and discuss data. Some groups,
however, have as part of their explicit missions to review data and recommend actions

based on that data.

Finding 8: Decision-making functions occur both inside and outside of governance
networks, but Administrators are particularly sensitive to the use of the term “decision-

making” to define the purpose of a governance network. Thus, | propose reworking the
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definition of a governance network to focus on “discussing and strategizing,” rather than

deciding.

Finding 9: Examining the contributions and governance of formal groups may mask the
importance of latent and informal groups that direct efforts to CCDF-related issues.
Meta-governance has a role fostering the emergence of latent groups, and in shaping the

dynamics of actual groups, both formal and informal.

Finding 10: The Decision Process Framework that | proposed in Chapter 2 does not
adequately capture the importance of the following elements to the state level CCDF
decision-making process: other national influences, historical systems development, long-

time advocates and system-builders, and state processes for officially adopting decisions.

Next, | suggest changes to the originally proposed Decision Process Framework
conceptual model presented in Chapter 2 to better reflect the findings from this

dissertation.

Adjusting the Proposed Conceptual Model

The findings of this dissertation suggest that a more dynamic conceptual model is
needed than the one that was originally proposed. The elements identified in the original
framework are all important, but many of the contextual elements that were
acknowledged but barely present in the model, actually appear to be pivotal. The original
model also gives the false impression that all actions would begin at the left with “the
state” and flow to other groups. In fact, actions and ideas may start within any element of
the model — the federal government or other national organization, state government, or

other interested group within the state. Finally, the original model gives the impression
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of sequential stages of action, whereas there is really a constant stream of movement into
which all elements and ideas enter, similar to the policy streams model presented by

Kingdon (2003).

Figure 7.1: Decision Process Environment
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| propose to replace the original Decision Process Framework, with a two-stage
framework that first addresses the decision environment (Figure 7.1), and then addresses
the decision process occurring within the environment (Figure 7.2). The four outer
blocks of Figure 7.1 should be thought of as streams in motion, with ideas and influences
constantly entering and leaving the stream creating a fluid and evolving environment.
Three of the four blocks (or streams) represent the three sources of national influence
identified by interviewees and survey respondents — the guidance and requirements
emanating from the CCDF (generally through the OCC), the guidance and requirements

emerging from other federal agencies and programs in which the states might also
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participate or draw on, and guidance espoused by national associations and foundations.
The states may or may not be receiving funding from each of the three national blocks,
but funding is not necessary for exerting influence on the decision environment.
Sometimes research, data, support, and/or materials were the influences in the decision
environment, rather than funding. Two of these three blocks — the other federal agencies
and programs, and the national associations and foundations — were not represented in the

original conceptual model.

The examples presented in the blocks emerged from the interview and survey
responses, but those responses made it clear that the exact composition of these
influences changes continuously. For example, the U.S. Department of Education’s Race
to the Top Early Learning Grants are currently influencing the CCDF-related decision
environments, but when this grant program ceases to exist its influence will also cease.

In addition, some of the national resources may not be equally available in all states,
because the agency or organization sponsoring the program or materials may be targeting

results or actions in certain states.

The fourth block represents the stream of influences occurring within the state,
including the state institutional configurations (such as the location of the state and
federally-funded child care-related functions), the history of child care-related systems in
the state, and formal decision-making processes (such as how regulations are made). In
the original conceptual framework, this block was represented as (2) and as the general

contextual factors in the state.
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The CCDF State Decision Environment occurs at the intersection of the four
depicted influences. At this intersection, the decision environment exists as a swirl of
these four types of inputs that Administrators must sort through as they determine what
types of research and data to consider, which espoused approaches are most applicable to
their state, and how to blend all of these approaches together in the decision-making

process. Thus, the Decision Process (Figure 7.2) appears as a funnel.

Figure 7.2: Decision Process
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Interested groups within the state may include other state agencies, the Governor,
the legislature, local governments, tribal governments, and nongovernmental
organizations. Interested groups outside of the state can include the federal government,
and associations, organizations, and foundations that operate outside of the state. ldeas
may enter the decision-making process from any group inside or outside the state that

could result in a chain of new events in the state. The same set of ideas is likely to
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manifest itself somewhat differently in each state based on the decision environment of
that state. The decision environment may lend itself to an organic, inclusive approach for

examining and enacting new ideas or it may not.

Ultimately the state Administrators guide the final approach using the actions of
meta-governance to funnel and sort the observations, research, and data submitted by the
groups and generated by her own agency. Guided by the parameters of the Decision
Environment, the Administrators engage with representatives of other organizations
through formal or informal governance networks. Through their use of meta-governance
actions, the Administrators have a role in facilitating a welcoming atmosphere that
promotes trust and harmony, and taps into the full human resources available it their
communities. By shaping the decision process in which collaborations occur, the
Administrators dictate, to a certain extent, the amount of data that is used in guiding

decisions.

Thus, this revised framework recognizes the dual importance and interplay of the
decision environment and the decision process, represents the dynamic and fluid presence
and interactions of the multiple actors, and packages the seven meta-governance
functions into a set that the Administrator uses to guide the interaction processes of not

just particular governance networks, but of the decision process as a whole.
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Implications

The findings in this study have three kinds of implications for those interested in
studies of similar topics: methodological, theoretical, and practical implications. |

address each of these areas here.

Methodological Implications

The process of conducting this study has revealed three methodological
implications that are worth discussing to inform the future research of who study

complex processes, data use, and collaboration.

The Value of Process Tracing
Process tracing was an important element of this case study research. Tracing the

process of the federal OCC PIQs and IMs revealed at least two important lessons in this
study that would not have otherwise been uncovered. Both of these were revealed in

North Carolina so my remarks focus on that state.

First, interviewees can only confirm or talk about what they know. This seems
like an obvious thing to say, but it is an important observation here. When | asked
nongovernmental interviewees in North Carolina about the agenda-setting processes in
Lead Agency-sponsored committees they participate in, all answers pointed to a
completely open process that begins with the state putting items on the agenda for which
they want feedback, with nongovernmental participants being allowed to add whatever
they want to the agenda. The tone in the state is that everything is on the table. The
nongovernmental interviewees were not aware that they were not talking about some
aspects of child care subsidy policy that they could be talking about because they were

not informed about the PIQs and IMs.
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Second, without confirming the sequencing of events, an improper attribution of
cause and effect may occur. Process tracing allows the researcher to properly document
the sequence of events that cannot be inferred properly by document analysis, and may
not be revealed in interview processes. The OCC PIQ clarifying the bounds of parental
choice for the use of subsidy vouchers illustrates this point. Before traveling to North
Carolina to conduct the interviews, | observed that at the beginning of 2011 the OCC had
issued this clarification. | also observed that later during 2011 NC-DCDEE had issued a
memorandum informing stakeholders that the subsidy policy would be changing to

require all children to be enrolled in higher quality programs by a date in the near future.

Based on my past experience working in child care subsidy in the state, | knew
that many stakeholders in North Carolina had wanted to require high quality care for
subsidized children, but had felt like they were unable to do so based on the broad
interpretation of parental choice that had been present at the federal level. Thus, |
inferred prior to conducting the interviews that the federal OCC PIQ had started the
process in North Carolina that would have travelled through the subsidy advisory
committee and resulted in this memorandum. Rather than using this inference as a
finding in my research, however, | decided to include the process tracing in my interview
as an opportunity to discern if all participants understood or experienced the process in
the same way. What | learned instead was that the process I had inferred was totally
incorrect. In fact, it was a question from North Carolina that had led to the federal OCC
issuing the P1Q, the child care subsidy committee never discussed the change, and within
North Carolina the change was initiated in the state general assembly in a move that

surprised all the folks who would normally be advocating for such a change.
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Interviews and Document Analysis can Test the Sensitivity of Survey Data

Here I use “Test” loosely to describe the way that asking interviewees about their

answers or reviewing documents can reveal to what extent survey respondents answered

the questions in a manner congruent with what the researcher expected. For many survey

questions, | found that interviewee responses and document analysis confirmed the

answers provided, but there are some questions that should not be used in their present

form in the future.

Questions 12 through 14 ask survey respondents to indicate which of the
following CCDF responsibilities reside primarily with local governments. This
question was not sensitive enough to elicit the response that was intended. Very
few states assign to local government the “primary” responsibility for any of these
activities, but the case study research and one phone call to clarify the question
from a survey respondent indicated that the answers might have been very
different if it had been asked something like “for which CCDF responsibilities do
local governments have discretion to add on to base state policies or regulations.”
Question 28 says “Please indicate the frequency that the performance data
collected from CCDF-related programs/initiatives are used in the following

29 <6

ways.” Respondents are asked to select “more than once per year,” “yearly,”

29 ¢

“biennially,” “no regular frequency,” or “not at all” for ten types of performance

data. When I created the survey response options, I had intended for “no regular

frequency” to mean that it might happen haphazardly and probably not very often.
All three case study states selected “no regular frequency” to represent

how often they “report data to the public through our web-site.” While their

answers may, in fact, correctly represent that state staff do not post data to the
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web-site on the same day each month, and therefore data are not posted with a
regular frequency, the “no regular frequency” implies that data are likely to be
outdated or not found. All three of these web-sites, however, have data that are
very recent, and “no regular frequency” instead seems to mean that they post data
as often as they can.

More concerning, however, are Arkansas’ and North Carolina’s
Administrator’s answers in regard to their “biennial” or “yearly” use of
performance data to identify system weaknesses and strengths, identify technical
assistance and training needs, identify changes in service delivery, and identify
changes in best practices. Interviews and documents told a different story than
the survey responses, namely that data were reviewed and used continuously
throughout the year to examine, strategize, and improve service delivery and to
assess strengths and weaknesses. “Biennially” and “yearly” seem to be the time
when a systematic review of every important element might be done, but it
wrongly implies that continuous program review and improvement is not
happening in these states.

Finally, overall the survey captures the state environment and actions of the state
Administrators. It does not capture the responsibilities that have been partially
contracted to community-based organizations, local governments, or other
institutions so well. The local government issue has been discussed above, but a
similar issue occurs in regards to community-based organizations. On Question
26, Administrators could indicate that one of the organizations that regularly

conducts analyses of the performance data is “the contracted agency responsible
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for administration of the program.” While there does not appear to be any issues
with this particular question, it does not have an appropriate follow up question —
that is, we then do not know what kinds of analyses are performed, how often, or
how they are used, because they are done by an organization other than the lead
agency.
Capturing Data Use Remains Elusive
As discussed in Chapter 2, researchers attempting to capture data use in their studies
have had mixed success. | chose to focus on instrumental use of data because | wanted to
see how data are informing current and future decisions through performance analyses,
rather than by changing conceptions that later changed use. A review of the literature had
indicated that capturing this kind of use was a little more straightforward, although still

difficult.

Knowing that vocabulary around performance data terminology can be different
across organizations and states, | attempted to use as plain language as possible to convey
my meanings. Still the questions around performance data appeared to garner the most
confusion in both the survey and the interviews. The only time I could be sure that | was
getting a reliable answer about the collection and analyses of performance data was by
looking at documents or web-postings that reflected those analyses. For analyses not
posted to the web, however, I still had to rely on the interviewee to identify and show me
documents that they thought were worthwhile. These documents came in many shapes
and sizes, and represented analyses of varying kinds carried out with varying levels of

formality.
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Getting individuals to talk about data use, however, was even more difficult than
getting them to talk about the data and the analyses. In some cases, it appeared that the
use was so routine that they simply didn’t think about it anymore. Unless | was holding
the document they had just given me in my hand and directing their attention specifically
to the document, they were likely to say that they had not used the data. Another area of
confusion appears to be when data collected for one purpose are used to inform another
purpose. This made for particularly difficult discussions about how data were used to
inform decision-making in the collaborative groups. A number of examples of use
eventually emerged, but it is likely that data use is still under-represented in the results |

present here.

Based on these difficulties, | think observation is likely to be the best means for truly
uncovering data use. It is possible, however, to uncover some data use by examining
documents such as applications for funding. In those funding documents, applicants are
frequently asked to provide an assortment of data both to demonstrate their capacity to
collect and analyze data, but also to show that they have at least thought about needs and
resources in their communities in systematic ways. It is still impossible to tell from these

documents the extent to which data have been used to change practice.

The Challenges of Capturing Collaboration
As discussed in Chapter 4, most Administrators indicated collaborating across

state agencies, local governments, and nongovernmental organizations to develop CCDF-
related programs and initiatives. Counting across the 39 collaborative entities presented

in questions 16, 17, and 18 provides some concept of variation across states in the
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numbers of collaborative partners with whom they engage. States range from a count of
three to a count of 27, with a median of 12.5 close collaborations.

Two cautions must be noted in the counting of partnerships in this way. First,
where states have already consolidated their child care-related policy areas into a single
state agency, less collaboration with other state agencies is needed. Thus, a lower count
of cross-state agency collaboration does not indicate that the needed services are not
being coordinated. Second, if the state not only oversees, but also administers the state
programs in the local communities, there may be less need to collaborate with local
government entities. Finally, counts by type of nongovernmental organizations can be
misleading because each type is counted as “1” but it may, in fact, represent multiple

organizations.

As discussed in Chapter 6, examining collaboration within the construct of only
identified groups limits the capture of collaborative efforts. There is a constant mixing of
needs, scenarios, people, and institutions that may transform latent groups into actual, if
unnamed groups, to work on particular issues together for short periods of time.
Although less formal, these collaborative efforts are no less important to the work that is
accomplished. And finally, as also discussed in Chapter 6, collaboration must be
considered along the dimensions of formality and engagement to determine “how much”

collaboration is really garnered and how it is making a difference.

Theoretical Implications

The Importance of Language
In the literature, I found the terms “network management” and “meta-

governance” used inter-changeably. | chose to use meta-governance in my study as a
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matter of preference, but one of the findings from this study supports using the term
meta-governance rather than network management in the future. As discussed in Chapter
6, while there are identified groups where state administrators and nongovernmental
partners engage that may or may not be classified as governance networks, there are a
whole array of collaborative partnerships unfolding in any moment — what Truman
(1971) called latent or potential groups. Essentially, state administrators must provide
meta-governance that supports the interactions and relationships of actual groups, but
they must also provide meta-governance that supports the activation of latent or potential
groups that may develop at any moment to assist in solving identified problems,

designing strategies to provide required actions, or providing insight for future programs.

Voluntary vs. Mandated Groups
The literature on networks discusses potential differences between purely

voluntary and mandated groups, but the discussion focuses primarily on how participants
might engage in the group. It does not much focus on how meta-governance occurs in a
mandated group setting. More attention needs to be paid to how meta-governance works
in one setting versus another, and to dimensions of meta-governance. For example, even
in a statutorily-defined environment, there is some flexibility in how elements of meta-

governance are used to enhance group dynamics.

Actual vs. Virtual Groups
All of the groups in this study interacted with group members in person.

Frequently, however, more groups are forming and are interacting digitally. It would be

informative to study meta-governance in the context of virtual groups.
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Practical Implications

Federal Technical Assistance to the States
Both the survey and the case study data indicate that most states consider the

federal priorities to be important, and that they attempt to incorporate those priorities in
making decisions. This means that technical assistance and training are worthwhile
endeavors to help states meet federal goals. At the same time, it is important for federal
technical assistance providers to understand the environment in which state
Administrators are operating. They frequently have a limited span of control that does
not even include all elements of the CCDF. It is likely that any federal assistance will
need to engage individuals beyond the designated CCDF state child care liaison.
Administrators have many relationships to manage and priorities to juggle. Any
technical assistance and training will need to frame advice within this complicated
context. Advice provided that assumes a one-to-one correspondence between a desired
federal goal and a state action to achieve it is unlikely to be successful, and has a high

likelihood of frustrating the individuals receiving the advice.

Performance Management: Helping States Advance and Meeting Federal GPRA
Goals
Despite the fact that the OCC has not previously requested that states set

measures of success and report progress toward meeting them as part of their federal
requirements, it appears that many states have been doing so to meet state expectations.
Transition to a new system where reporting on performance is routine will be a big
change for CCDF administrators, but survey questions indicate that they understand the

importance of supporting federal goals. It appears that states will do their best to meet
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whatever data expectations the OCC may have, and that they will tap into the federal
resources provided. It will be important, however, for any materials to help states
understand how to meet these measurement requirements in the context of whatever

state-level requirements may also exist.

States: Managing the Potential of Collaboration
The CCDF requires collaboration at the state level among state governmental

agencies and between governmental agencies and nongovernmental organizations.
Discussions about collaboration tend to focus on the relationships between organizations
to accomplish a specific purpose. These collaboration discussions do not tend to focus on
the latent groups that could form at any time. It is important for state administrators to
understand that they are creating an atmosphere that either promotes or detracts from
collaborative potential. The data indicate that many organizations and individuals are
willing to volunteer if they know that their time and expertise will be valued, and if they
are able to see demonstrated evidence that their contributions have either led to a change

or that the state has at least attempted to make a change (even if unsuccessful).

In addition, the OCC should examine how it measures collaboration. At what
level of engagement does collaboration count? Is it sufficient to examine the types of
organizations with which states engage to determine levels of collaboration? How should
we account for what appears to be reduced collaboration when it is, in fact, the product of

merged state administrative units?
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Conclusions and Areas for Future Research

This study focused primarily on the role of state governments in the
implementation of the CCDF block grant, but recognizing the importance of context, it
examines the relationship between the federal administrative agency and the state
government. At the state level, it focused on the structure of the state government, the
influence of nongovernmental organizations in shared (networked) governance, and the
state’s strategies to manage networked governance (meta-governance). Finally, it
examined the influence of performance data on the decisions are made in networked state
governance. Ultimately, the study is about “how” decisions are made at the state level

while implementing the CCDF.

| find that most state administrators attempt to balance priorities across federal
CCDF goals, state goals, and collaborative groups, while at the same time grappling with
span of control issues. Collaborative groups fall along continua from formal to informal
and low to high engagement in decision-making. Types of data collected, analyses
performed, and data use are variable across the states, but all states purport to compare
current data to past data to examine trends over time. The case studies tend to confirm
survey results but reveal additional nuances and the importance of other factors such as
other national influences, the historical underpinnings of state child care systems, official
state promulgation systems, and the driving force that particular individuals play
regardless of their institutional home. Finally, the study provides implications for theory,

practice, and methodology.
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These study findings can further inform studies of performance management and
data use. Studies of data use have been challenging to researchers since they began
trying to study use in the early 1980s. This study encountered its own challenge
regarding what individuals report and what documents reflect, indicating that data use is
likely under-reported. This study provides important methodological implications for
individuals conducting studies of use in the future. In addition, this study reveals span of
control issues affecting data design and management. Current research indicates that
managers may not use data because they do not have the decision-making authority to
enact the suggested changes, but this research suggests a different limitation — data
generated may not actually make sense because the Administrator has control of only one
part of the data collection and analysis process. For example, the Administrator may be

allowed to set goals, but someone else sets measures of success.

These study findings can also further inform studies related to collaboration and
government facilitation of groups. The concept of managing latent groups or managing
the environment to foster spontaneous group formation, is an important notion worth
studying because of the human capital group members can bring to supplement both the

knowledge and the time of the state administrators.
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Appendix A: Federal Interviews Process and Questions

Three interviews were conducted to understand the relationship between the Office of
Child Care and the states in framing the implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund between December 2010 — January 2011. One individual was an analyst from the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) within the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services. One individual was a high level official
within the Office of Child Care (OCC). One individual was a technical assistance
consultant from the National Child Care Information Center (NCCIC), an organization
contracted by the Office of Child Care to provide technical assistance to state
governments and the public regarding the Child Care Development Fund.

The three individuals were asked the same set of questions:

1. What is your role in implementing or analyzing the Child Care Development
Fund?

2. How does the federal government communicate priorities to the states in regards
to implementation of the Child Care Development Fund?

3. What tools does the federal government use to shape how states implement the
Child Care Development Fund?

4. What are the federal government’s current priorities in regard to the Child Care
Development Fund?

In addition to these three individuals, | maintained regular contact (February 2010 to the
present) with one other member of the Office of Child Care, Dawn Ramsburg, Child Care
Program Specialist. Dawn served as an unofficial liaison of sorts helping me to obtain
documents and lists crucial for my study. She also helped me to align some of my data
collection timelines with pre-existing Office of Child Care timelines to reduce conflicts
for state participation in the study.
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument
Understanding State Collaboration, Goal-Setting, and
Performance Data within the Child Care Development Fund

THE GEORGE
WASHINGTON
UNIVERSITY

NOTE: This instrument was administered as a web-based survey.

The formatting looked somewhat different to the survey participants.

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Newcomer of The
Trachtenberg School of Public Policy and Public Administration at The George Washington University
conducted in collaboration with Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate. Partial funding for the study has
been provided by the Horowitz Foundation for Social Policy. Participation in this study is entirely
voluntary.

This survey has been designed to better understand how state government agencies collaborate, set
goals, and measure program performance within the context of the Child Care Development Fund
(CCDF) federal block grant. All 50 US States are being asked to participate in the survey. Four states
will also be asked to participate in more in-depth interviews.

You have been invited to participate in this survey because you are either the State Child Care
Administrator responsible for Child Care Development Funds (CCDF in your state) or because the State
Child Care Administrator has designated you as the appropriate individual to complete the survey. The
survey should take about 20 minutes of your time to complete. When you answer Question 1, you can
choose to either have your state name associated with the information you provide {choosing YES), or
your state can remain anonymous {choosing NO). You can stop and restart the survey at any time by
choosing "Save" at the bottom of the screen. You cannot return to previous screens that you have
already completed. You will be provided the opportunity at the end of the survey to change your decision
about whether your state will or won't remain anonymous in the reparting of the survey data. You may
refuse to answer any of the questions and you may stop your participation in this study at any time.
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Participating in this study poses no risks that are not ordinarily encountered in daily life. The survey asks
that you provide information about the types and intensity of collaborations you state government
engages in with various organizations in your state, how your state sets goals, and the ways that your
state may track or use performance data all related to the CCDF. While you may consider all of this
information public, it may not be made routinely available to the public, and therefore you may not know
how this information will be perceived if it is made public through reporting of the survey results. More
inquiries about the nature of these activities in your state may be directed to you.

You will not benefit directly from your participation in this study. The researchers hope that the study
results will benefit society by helping to understand the nature of implementation of federal block grant
programs in the states, and how states manage their collaborative relationships as they implement
federal programs. In addition, the researchers hope that the state and federal governments will benefit
fromthe greater understanding of decisions states make in their implementation of the CCDF.

The researchers will not report the names ofthe survey participants in any presentation of the data, but if
you choose to allow the name of your state to be associated with the reporting of the data then people are
likely to associate you with that information. 1f you select "NO" when answering Question 1, every effart
will be made to assure that the name of your state is not associated with any reporting of the data.

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number (202) 994-2715,
can provide further information about your rights as a research participant in study #071105. Further
information about this study may be obtained by contacting Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate who is
leading the survey research, at telephone number 703-779-3598 or tereder@gwmail.gwu.edu, or Dr.
Kathryn Mewcomer, Principal Investigator, at telephone number (202) 994-3959 or newcomer@gwu edu.
Your willingness to participate in this research study is implied if you proceed with completing this survey.
Please print a copy of this page for your records.

Question 1 -

You have been selected to participate in this survey because you are either the State Child Care
Administrator responsible for Child Care Development Funds (CCDF) in your state or because the State
Child Care Administrator has designated you as the appropriate person to answer these questions. While
your name will not be used in the reporting of survey results, the survey results will be reported by state
{unless you indicate otherwise). It is therefore likely that people reading the survey results will attribute
the answers to you.

As you go through the survey, you may skip any questions that make you uncomfortable.

The survey results will be reported in academic publications and conferences, used to produce materials
for the state and federal governments, and used in teaching. In addition, your records for the study may
be reviewed by departments of the University responsible for overseeing research safety and compliance.

Please indicate that you understand that your survey responses will NOT be anonymous and will be
reported by state by marking YES. (You will have the option to change your answer to this question at
the end of the survey )

If you mark NO but complete the survey, your responses will be used in summaries of data but will not be
attributed directly to your state. (You will have the option to change your answer to this question at the
end of the survey.)

D Yes
D Mo
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Participation in this survey is voluntary. You are encouraged to answer every question, but if a question
makes you feel uncomfortable please skip it and move to the next question.

As you answer the questions, you should be thinking about what typical practice has been in your state
for approximately the last two years. If practices have changed frequently, then base your answers on
your state fiscal year of 2009-10.

Question 2 -

Are you currently the State Child Care Administrator for the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF} in
your state?

7 Yes
7 Mo

Question 3 -

What is your state government position title?

Question 4 -
How long have you been in this current position (indicate years/months)?

Question 5 -

Please indicate the extent to which each of the following regulatory responsibilities fall within your state-
designed scope of responsibility.

In my purview Somewhat in my purview Mot in my purview
Develop.mg Child Care 03 52 51
Regulation
Enforcing Child Care Regulation 23 Q2 D1
Managing Child Care Regulation Q3 Q2 O 1
Question & -

Please indicate the extent to which each of the following CCDF-supported subsidy responsibilities fall
within your state-designed scope of responsibility.

In my purview Somewhat in my purview Not in my purview

De\i'e.lopmg Subsidy Eligibility 03 52 51
Policies

Se.tt{ng Subs1dy?r1cr1t1es Among 5 3 52 o1
Eligible Populations

Dewi'ellopmg Subsidy Co-Payment 5 3 op 51
Policies

Setting Subsidy Reimbursement Rates 23 22 21
Preventing Subsidy Fraud Q3 O 2 21
Investigating Subsidy Fraud 23 22 o1
Administering the Subsidy Program 23 O 2 21
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Question 7 -

Please indicate the extent to which each of the following CCDF-supported child care quality and
accessibility responsibilities fall within your state-designed scope of responsibility. (Indicate NA if your
state does not engage in this activity.)

Somewhat in my

In my purview purview Not in my purview N/A

De:v_elc?pmg School-age Care o3 02 o1 O N/A
Initiatives
Delv.elc?pmg Infant/Toddler Care o3 02 o1 O N/A
Initiatives
Guiding Ch1¥d.Cjare Resource & 03 02 o1 O N/A
Referral Activities
Developing Eatly Learning Guidelines Q3 Q2 Q1 QN/A
Developing Quality Rating Systems Q3 02 01 O N/A
Dejv_elc?pmg Professional Development 03 02 o1 O N/A
Initiatives

Question &

Please indicate the extent to which your state-designed scope of responsibility requires that you foster
collaborative relationships with the following. (Indicate NA if your state does not require this type of
collaboration effort.)

Somewhat in my

In my purview purview Not in my purview NIA

State government entities outside of 03 02 o1 O N/A
your department

Local government entities Q3 Q2 Q1 Q N/A
Tribal entities Q3 Q2 Q1 Q N/A
Community-based, nonprofit entities Q3 Q2 Q1 Q N/A
Faith-based, nonprofit entities Q3 Q2 Q1 QO N/A
For-profit entities Q3 02 Q1 O N/A

Participation in this survey is voluntary. You are encouraged to answer every question, but if a question
makes you feel uncomfortable please skip it and move to the next question.

As you answer the questions, you should be thinking about what typical practice has been in your state
for approximately the last two years. If practices have changed frequently, then base your answers on

your state fiscal year of 2009-10.

Cluestion 9

Please indicate the extent to which your state-designed scope of responsibility includes these other
federal early childhood initiatives.

In my purview Somewhat in my purview Not in my purview
Head Start Collaboration Projects Q3 1
Early Intervention Services (IDEA) Q3
Title 1 preschool services
TANF Child Care Services
Early Childhood Comprehensive
Services (ECCS)
Child and Adult Care Food Program
(CACFP)
Social Services Block Grant (SSBG)
Child Care

Lt

(%]
[ ST S S S

1
1
1
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| ]

o O © 000
o O © 0000

o O © 0000
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365



Question 10

Flease indicate the extent to which your state-designed scope of responsibility includes the following
state-funded child care initiatives. (Indicate NA if your state does not have state-funded initiatives in the
o @rea listed.)

Somewhat in my

In my purview ;
v e purview

Mot in my purview NI/A

State-funded prekindergarten
programs/initiatives
Other state-funded programs/initiatives - : . s

> N/2
for children ages birth-five years 2 . 21 oA
State-funded programs/initiatives for
school-age children (6-12 years)

Q3 Q2 Q1 QO N/A

Q3 Q 2 21 QO N/A

Question 11 -

Please indicate any additional state-assigned responsibilities that you have that the survey has not asked
you about.

CQuestion 12 -

Please indicate whether the following regulatory responsibilities in your state reside primarily with local
governments.

Yes No
Developing Child Care Regulation Q1 O 2
Enforcing Child Care Regulation 21 22
Managing Child Care Regulation 01 O 2
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Question 13 -

Please indicate which of the following CCDF-supported subsidy responsibilities are primarily local
government responsibilities in your state.

Yes
Developing Subsidy Eligibility o1
Policies
Setting Subsidy Priorities Among 51
Eligible Populations
Developing Subsidy Co-Payment o1
Policies
Setting Subsidy Reimbursement Rates o1
Preventing Subsidy Fraud Q1
Investigating Subsidy Fraud 01
Administering the Subsidy Program Q1

Question 14 -

[ )

o000 O O 0O

| ST NI SN R ]

Please indicate which of the following CCDF-supported child care quality and
accessibility responsibilities are primarily the responsibility of local government. (Indicate NA if your state
does not engage in this activity )

Yes No

Df:vlelc?pmg School-age Care o1 02
Initiatives

Developing Infant/Toddler Care o1 32
Initiatives -
Guiding Child Care Resource & o1 02
Referral Activities -
Developing Early Learning Guidelines 21 22
Developing Quality Rating Systems Q1 Q2
Developing Professional Development 51 op
Initiatives -
|

Question 15 -

NIA

QO N/A

2 N/A

Q N/A

O N/A

O N/A

2 N/A

What is the name of the Lead Agency in your state where the CCDF State Child Care Administrator is
housed?
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Question 16 -

To what extent does the CCDF Lead Agency in your state collaboratively develop CCDF-related
programs/initiatives with each of the state agencies listed below?

Work with closely Occasionally Consult Not at all

State.Del:Jartr.nerlt ofﬂumaﬂ 03 02 o1
Services/Social Services

State Department of Health Q3 Q2 Q1
State Department of Education Q3 Oz o1
State Department of Juvenile Justice Q3 Q2 Q1
State Department of Labor Q3 Oz o1
State Department of Agriculture Q3 Q2 Q1
State Budget Office O3 02 01
State Legislature Q3 02 01
Governor's Office O3 02 01
Regulatory Commission Q3 02 Q1
State Workforce Investment Board Q3 Q2 01
Community College System Q3 Q2 Q1
University System Q3 Q2 Q1
Other Q3 Q2 Q1
Question 17 -

To what extent does the CCDF Lead Agency in your state collaboratively develop CCDF-related
programs/initiatives with each of the local government agencies listed below?

Waork with closely Occasionally Consult Not at all
C1ty.-.CoL}r1tleepartr.nent of Human 03 02 o1
Services/Social Services
City/County Department of Health Q3 Q2 Q1
City/County/School e . p
District Department of Education 22 S 21
City/County Food Inspection Agencies Q3 Q2 01
Clty.-C_ountyLawEnforcement 03 02 o1
Agencies
City/County Economic Development Q3 Q2 01
City/County/Regional Workforce
Investment Boards/Workforce Q3 Q2 Q1
Agencies
City/County/Regional One-Stop O 3 o2 o1
Operators
Local Zoning Bodies Q3 o2 Q1
Local Fire Departments Q3 Q2 Q1
City/County Managers Q3 Q2 01
Mayor's Offices Q3 Q2 01
Other Q3 Q2 Q1
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Question 18 -

To what extent does the CCDF Lead Agency in your state collaboratively develop CCDF-related
programs/initiatives with each of the non-governmental agencies listed below?

Work with closely Occasionally Consult

Child Care Operators Q3 Q2
Faith-based Organizations (other than 0 3 02
child care operations) . N
Child Care Resource & Referral 03 02
Agencies (CCR&R) ) -
State/Local Affiliates of the National
Association for the Education of Q3 Q2
Young Children (NAEYC)
United Way Q3 Q2
Foundations Q3 Q2
Other Nonprofit Organizations Q3 Q2
Universities (public or private) Q3 Q2
Community Colleges Q3 Q2
Chambers of Commerce Q3 Q2
Companies/Businesses Q3 Q2
Economic Development Boards Q3 Q2
Workforce Boards Q3 Q2
Associations of City/County 5 )

Q3 Q2
Governments
Question 19 -

Please indicate the extent to which your state-designed scope of responsibility requires that you develop
goals and/or measure the success of CCDF-related initiatives. (Indicate NA if your state does not require
these activities.)

Somewhat in my

In my purview Mot in my purview

purview
Developing goals Q3 Q2 Q1
Developing research or evaluation
veopms Q3 Q2 Q1

activities
Developing measures of programmatic 03 02 o1
success
Determining how data is gathered to

s 5 Q3 02 01
measure success
Determining how data can be used to P ; p

s Q3 02 01

improve program operation
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Not at all
Q1

Q1

o

O CQCO0O0O0Q0CQCC ©

NA
Q N/A
QO N/A

QO N/A

QO NA

QO N/A



Question 20 -

Flease feel free to provide comments regarding your answers in Question 19.

Question 21— Select One.

Flease indicate the frequency with which your state sets goals for what it wants to accomplish with its
CCDF Funds.

2 Annually

2 Biennially

2 Not Applicable

) Other, please specify

[Ruestion 22 -

Please indicate the extent to which the following are considered in the CCOF goal-setting process (not
creation of the state CCOF plan). Provide comments about this process if desired. (Indicate NA if the
option provided does not exist in your state.)

Primary Secondary Mot Considered At
Consideration Consideration
Govemor's Priorities Q3 02 o1 ON
Legislative Priorities 3 Q2 Q1 QN
Recommendations of the CCDF State - . ; :
Child Care Administrator =2 =2 =l o
Recommendations from Standing
Committees on CCDF issues 93 op. 91 ON
(government/nongovernment
collaborations)
Recommendations from Other State . . -
3 N

Agencies, Boards and Commissions Q: Q2 Q1 O
StlatelIl’erfonna.nce—Based Budgeting 353 oy 91 N
Priorities
State's Comprehensive Early . . . -

: 3 N
Childhood Education Plan Q3 02 Q1 1
State lea.rly Leaming Advisory 0 3 oy o1 ON
Council
Early lChllld.hood Professional 0 3 02 o1 ON
Associations
Comments from Public 23 Q2 21 ON
Comments from Child Care Operators Q3 02 Q1 ON
Feedback from Service Providers and 33 32 91 ON
Contractors
Federal Goals for CCDF Q3 02 o1 ON
Other 23 Q2 21 ON
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Suesgion 3 -

To what extent are the following considered in setting measwres of pregrammatic success for CCOF-

related programs/initiatives. {Indicate MA if the sowrce listed is not available toyou.)

Almoct Alwsyc Aomatimer Amoct

Fadaral Guidelines on Waste, Frand, . ~
and Abusa 2 e -
Statz Guidslines om Waste, Frand, and 5 1 9 3 5
Abusa
Stata Parformance-Based Budgsting o 31 3
Guidelinss -
Prioritizs of othar state sarly childhood 5 3 3 3 5
education initistives B
Priorities of othar state workfores . P -
P 3 (> 2 .
initiativas
Technical Assistance Staff fundsd by o o3 o
OCC through CCTAN B
Reports thathave been funded by the
Child Cara Bursau/Office of Child O o2 »
Cara
(Mhar resources/reports availabls o o3 o
through CCTAN B
Best Practices Guidss from the - . -
Mational Governor's Association 2 e 2
Diata regarding the numbears of childmen 5 3 3 5
sarved in other states B
Diata ragarding the quality of care
subsidizad childrenaceass in other >3 - 2
statas
Parformancs indicators usad in other 5 3 3 3 5
states
Diata from my own statz about - - -

. . . (> 2 .
pravious sarvics trands
Acadsmic studiss thathave been o o3 o
publishad on thaissus -
Opinions of stats governmeant 5 3 5
collaborating aganeias -
Opinions of local governmant 5 3 3 5
collaborating agenciss -
Opinions of nongovermmantal O 3 . 3
collaborating apsncias -
Opinions of the genaral public o3 > 2 o
Orther D3 o2 2
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Question 24 -

Please feel free to further comment on your answers to Question 23.

[Ruestion 25-

Indicate which of the following are used to track goals and/or determine if goals have been met. (Mark all
that apply.)

1 Administrative data on resources used
1 Administrative data on numbers of individuals served
1 Administrative data on numbers of units of service provided
1 Qutcome data, such as a percent of children accessing certain kinds of care
1 Parent/guardian satisfaction data
1 Child care operator satisfaction data
1 Program evaluations conducted by the state government
1 Program evaluations independently commissioned
1 Other research studies conducted by the state government
1 Other research studies independently commissioned
1 Other, please specify
Question 26 -

Which of the following entities regularly conduct analyses of the performance data collected forthe
CCDF-related programs/initiatives? (Mark all that apply.)

The Lead CCDF Agency

The state budget office

The Govemnor's Office

The state legislature

The local government agency responsible for administration of the program
The contracted agency responsible for administration of the program

An agency contracted for performance data analysis

A collaborative/partnership group working on CCDF-related issues

Other, please specify

uoodooogd

Question 27 -

What kinds of analyses do the groups selected in the previous question regularly perform with the data
collected to measure the success of CCOF-related programs/initiatives? (Mark all that apply.)

1 Current data are compared to past datato examine trends over time.

1 Current data are compared to performance targets to determine the extent to which goals were
met.

Data are compared across contractors and administrative agencies to determine which
organizations are most effective.

Data are compared to performance information from other states to benchmark our performance
nationally.

We do not perform any of these analyses with the performance data we collect.

Other, please specify

ud o o
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Question 28 -

Please indicate the frequency that the performance data collected from CCDF-related programs/initiatives

are used in the following ways.

Report data to the public through
something like a "report card"
Report data to the public through press
releases

Report data to the public through our
web-site

Support resource allocation decisions
for future budgets

Inform future contracting decisions
Ewvaluate state or local government
staff performance

Identifv technical assistance/training
needs to support better service delivery
Identifvneeded changes in service
deliverv processes, procedures, or
program elements

Identify best practices that become
encouraged or required

Identifv weaknesses/strengths in the
child care svstem and strategies for
improvement

Question 29-

More than once
per year

Q5

35

Q5

Q5
Q5
35

Q5

Q5

Yearly

0O 4

04

0O 4

04
0O 4
04

0O 4

24

Biennially

Q3

33

Q3

Q3
Q3
33

Q3

No regular
frequency
02
Q2
02

Q2
Q2
Q2

Q2

Mot at all
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1
Q1

a1

Please feel free to provide comments on your answers to Question 28.

Question 30-

If your state used data to identify needed changes in service delivery processes, procedures, or program
elements of CCDF-related programs/initiatives, please give one example of howthe process worked and

what was improved.

Question 31 -

Please provide any additional comments you would like to make about how collaboration, goal-setting, or
measures of success related to CCDF programs/initiatives operate in your state.
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Question 32 -

Please indicate any particular changes to collaborative efforts, goal-setting, or measures of success
related to CCDF that your state plans to make in the near future (one-two years).

Question 33

Would you like to receive a copy of these survey results when they become available?

D Yes
2D MNo

Question 34 -

At the beginning of the survey, you had the opportunity to indicate whether you wanted your survey
results identified by the name of your state or not. You may choose to alter that selection now.
Please indicate that you understand that your survey responses will NOT be anonymous and will be
reported by state by marking YES.

If you mark MO, your responses will be used in summaries of data but will not be attnbuted directly to your
state.

D Yes
D Mo
D Additional Comment

Thank you for participating in this survey to better understand collaboration, goal-setting, and measures
of success of CCOF-related programs/initiatives across the United States. If you have any guestions
about this survey orthis study, please contact Teresa Derrick-Mills at tereder@gwmail gwu.edu or 703-
779-3598. If you have any concems about the study, please contact Dr. Kathryn Mewcomer at 202-994-
3959 or newcomer@gwu.edu or the Office of Human Research at George Washington University at 202-
994-2715 regarding study #071105.

Thank you for participating in this important survey. | expect to have preliminary survey results available
by December 2011 and reports/briefings available by April 2012, Please contact me at
tereder@gwmail. gwu.edu if you have any further questions.

THEGEORGE
WASHINGTON
LUNEVERSE T X

WASHINGTON DC
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Appendix C: Survey Frequency Tables

Table C.1: Data May Be Linked to State Name (N=35)

Response Frequency Percent
Yes, link data with state name 22 62.9
No, data should be anonymous 13 37.1

Table C.2: Current Status as CCDF State Administrator (N=35)

Response Frequency Percent
Yes, | am 35 100
No, | am not 0 0.0

Table C.3: State Government Position Title (N=35)

Title Frequency Percent
Administrator, Division

Administrator, Senior Administrator, 9 25.7
Manager

Program Manager, Project Manager

I1, Program Administrator, 4 11.4

Management Analyst

Assistant Director, Associate

Director, Deputy Director 3 8.6
Director, Interim Director 12 34.3
Deputy Commissioner 2 5.7
Commissioner 1 2.9
Bureau Administrator, Bureau Chief, 4 114

Bureau Director

*This was an open-response question.

Table C.4a: Length of Time in This Position in Years (N=35)

Range in Years Frequency Percent
<1 year 5 14.3
1-2.99 years 9 25.7
3-5.99 years 10 28.6
6-9.99 years 5 14.3
10+ years 6 17.1

*This was an open-response question.

Table C.4b: Years in Position (N=35)

Range Median Mode

Years in Position .25-17 5.2 3.83

*This was an open-response question.
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Table C.5: Extent of State Regulatory Purview of CCDF Administrator (N=35)

Regulatory Responsibilities

In my purview

Somewhat in my

Not in my purview

purview
# % # % # %
Developing Child Care Regulation 21 60.0 6 17.1 8 22.9
Enforcing Child Care Regulation 20 57.1 5 14.3 10 28.6
Managing Child Care Regulation 21 60.0 5 14.3 9 25.7

Table C.6: Extent of CCDF-Supported Subsidy Purview of CCDF Administrator (N=35)

Subsidy Responsibilities

In my purview

Somewhat in my

Not in my purview

purview

# % # % # %
De\_/e_loplng Subsidy Eligibility 29 829 114 57
Policies
Se_ttl_ng Subsidy _Prlorltles Among 23 65.7 11 314 1 29
Eligible Populations
De\_/e_lopmg Subsidy Co-payment 24 68.6 8 299 3 86
Policies
Setting Subsidy Reimbursement 24 68.6 7 20.0 4 114
Rates
Preventing Subsidy Fraud 23 65.7 11 31.4 1 2.9
Investigating Subsidy Fraud 12 34.3 16 45.7 7 20.0
Administering the Subsidy Program 29 82.9 5 14.3 1 2.9

Table C.7: Extent of CCDF-Supported Child Care Quality and Accessibility Purview of CCDF

Administrator (N=varies)

Quality and Accessibility In my purview SOMEIIEL [y beis 1 Not

Responsibilities my purview purview Applicable
# % # % # % # %

Developing School-Age Care

Initiatives (N=35) 27 77.1 5 14.3 5.7 1 2.9

Developing Infant/Toddler

Initiatives (N=34) 26 76.5 6 17.6 2 5.9 0 0.0

Guiding Child Care Resource

& Referral Activities (N=35) 29 82.9 4 114 2 57 0 0.0

Developing Early Learning

Guidelines (N=34) 16 47.1 13 38.2 5 14.7 0 0.0

Developing Quality Rating

Systems (N=34) 25 735 8 23.5 1 2.9 0 0.0

Developing Professional

Development Initiatives 27 79.4 4 11.8 2 5.9 1 2.9

(N=34)
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Table C.8: Extent to Which State Scope of Responsibility Requires Fostering Collaborative
Relationships with the Following (N=varies)

In mv purview Somewhat in Not in my Not

Entity Types yP my purview purview Applicable
# % # % # % # %

State government entities
outside of your department 29 82.9 6 17.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
(N=35)
'(‘l\?zg'sg)’ovemme”t entities 20 | 5721 | 12 | 33| 2 57 | 1 | 29
Tribal entities (N=34) 13 38.2 8 23.5 4 114 9 25.7
Community-based, nonprofit
entities (N=35) 27 77.1 8 229 0 0.0 0 0.0
Faith-based, nonprofit
entities (N=34) 25 73.5 6 17.6 2 5.9 1 29
For-profit entities (N=35) 25 71.4 8 22.9 1 2.9 1 2.9

Table C.9: Other Federal Early Childhood Initiatives in State-defined Scope of Responsibilities

(N=varies)

. . In my purview Somewhgt Inmy Not in my purview
Federal Early Childhood Initiatives purview

# % # % # %

Head Start Collaboration Projects 15 429 143 15 429
(N=35) ' ' '
Early Intervention Services (IDEA) 2 59 6 176 16 471
(N=34) ' ' '
Title 1 Preschool Services (N=34) 1 2.9 5 14.7 27 79.4
TANF Child Care Services (N=35) 3 8.6 12 34.3 17 48.6
Early Childhood Comprehensive
Services (ECCS) (N=32) 2 6.3 6 18.8 25 78.1
Child and Adult Care Food Program
(CACEP) (N=33) 8 24.2 6 18.2 20 58.8
Social Services Block Grant (SSBG)
Child Care (N=34) 22 64.7 7 20.6 6 17.6

Table C.10: State-Funded Child Care Initiatives in State-defined Scope of Responsibilities

(N=varies)

In my purview Somewhgt 0 57 Not in my purview
State-Funded Child Care Initiatives purview

# % # % # %
State-funded prekindergarten
programs/initiatives (N=34) 6 17.6 4 118 15 44.1
Other state-funded
programs/initiatives for children 7 20.0 10 28.6 13 37.1
ages hirth-five years (N=35)
State-funded programs/initiatives for
school-age children (6-12 years) 6 17.6 13 38.2 10 29.4
(N=34)
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Table C.11: Other State-Defined Responsibilities (N=5)

Other State-Defined Responsibilities

Represent department in collective bargaining with licensed family home providers and license exempt
family, friends and neighbor caregivers who receive subsidy.

Office of Adolescent Health Pregnancy Assistance Fund- services to pregnant and parenting teens; State
Advisory Council grant and activities

Also oversees family support programs including Nurse Family Partnership, Parent Child Home Program
and the federal evidence-based home visiting program.

Home Visiting Programs, Family Engagement Activities, Regulating Foster Care placements in homes
and group settings

For 7 years, | also managed the state TANF program. That just changed and the responsibilities for
TANF have been given to a co-worker in the same office in which | work. I also manage all of the
Community Action Agency Programs.

*This was an open-response question. Respondents” words are displayed, except identifying information
has been removed.

Table C.12: Primary Regulatory Responsibility Resides with Local Government (N=34)

Regulatory Responsibilities Yes

# %
Developing Child Care Regulation 1 2.9
Enforcing Child Care Regulation 4 11.8
Managing Child Care Regulation 2 5.9

*QOne state indicated by phone that the state sets the base regulation and localities can impose stricter
regulations. This flexibility at the local level is not reflected in their answer to this question.

Table C.13: Primary CCDF-Supported Subsidy Responsibilities Reside with Local Government
(N=34)

Subsidy Responsibilities Yes
# %
Developing Subsidy Eligibility
L 2.9
Policies
Setting Subsidy Priorities Among 4 118
Eligible Populations '
Developing Subsidy Co-payment
L 3 8.8
Policies
Setting Subsidy Reimbursement
2 5.9
Rates
Preventing Subsidy Fraud 8 23.5
Investigating Subsidy Fraud 7 20.6
Administering the Subsidy Program 7 20.6
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Table C.14: Primary Child Care Quality and Accessibility Responsibilities Reside with Local
Government (N=varies)

Quality and Accessibility Yes Not Applicable
Respons!bilities # % 2 %
mg:?\g: %\?222)0 HAge Care 8.8 1 29
a?gg;:?\zg%\llr;?z)t/Toddler ) 5 o ) P
Clarg OiCeteoE | 3 | we | 1 | 2
Cosogmogy Lo | 1 | 20 | 1 | 29
(Dl\clallgilo)ping Quality Rating Systems 5 59 ] .
Development Iniitives (N=32) 3 | e | 1| a0

Table C.15: Name of Lead Agency where CCDF Child Care Administrator is Housed (N=35)

Department Type Frequency Percent
Children and Families 4 114
Early Education or Early Learning 2 5.7
Education 4 114
Employment or Workforce 2 5.7
Family Services 2 5.7
Health and Human Services 7 20.0
Human Services or Social Services 13 37.1
Other 1 2.9

*This was an open-response question. Not all respondents reported at the same level. For example, some
respondents reported their Department Level, while some reported their Division Level. Data available on
the Internet was used to supplement the survey data to report all 35 participating states in this table at the
Department Level.
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Table C.16: Extent of Collaborative Development of CCDF-Related Programs/Initiatives with Other
State Agencies (N=varies)

State Agencies Work with closely | Occasionally Consult Not At All

g # % % % # %
State Department of Human
Services/Social Services (N=34) 34 100 0 0.0 0 0.0
State Department of Health (N=35) 22 62.9 12 34.3 1 2.9
State Department of Education
(N=35) 25 71.4 8 22.9 2 5.7
(S'zla:tglllj)epartment of Juvenile Justice 2 59 1 304 21 61.8
State Department of Labor (N=35) 5 14.3 14 40.0 16 45.7
(Slzla:tglllj)epartment of Agriculture 1 29 7 206 2 76.5
State Budget Office (N=35) 23 65.7 8 22.9 4 114
State Legislature (N=35) 20 57.1 15 42.9 0 0.0
Governor’s Office (N=35) 23 65.7 12 34.3 0 0.0
Regulatory Commission (N=31) 3 9.7 11 35.5 17 54.8
(Slila:tgé\ll)\/orkforce Investment Board 5 14.7 1 324 18 529
Community College System (N=34) 20 58.8 12 35.3 2 5.9
University System (N=34) 22 64.7 12 35.3 0 0.0
Other (N=15) 4 26.7 3 20.0 8 53.3

Table C.17: Extent of Collaborative Development of CCDF-Related Programs/Initiatives with Local
Government Agencies (N=varies)

Local Government Agencies Work with closely | Occasionally Consult Not At All

# % # % # %
City/County Department of Human 6 17.6
Services/Social Services (N=34) 18 529 10 294
C|t3//County Department of Health 6 196 17 50.0 11 32.4
(N=34)
City/County/School District 7 20.6
Department of Education (N=34) 8 235 19 559
City/County Food Inspection 19 55.9
Agencies (N=34) 3 8.8 12 353
City/County Law Enforcement 15 44.1
Agencies (N=34) 4 11.8 15 44.1
City/County Economic 21 63.6
Development (N=33) 2 6.1 10 303
City/County/Regional Workforce 24 70.6
Investment Boards/Workforce 1 2.9 9 26.5
Agencies (N=34)
City/County/Regional One-Stop 23 67.6
Operators (N=34) ! 2.9 10 294
Local Zoning Boards (N=34) 6 17.6 12 35.3 16 47.1
Local Fire Departments (N=34) 10 29.4 9 26.5 15 44.1
City/County Managers (N=34) 1 2.9 11 32.4 22 64.7
Mayor’s Offices (N=34) 0 0.0 18 52.9 16 47.1
Other (N=12) 0 0.0 4 33.3 8 66.7

* One state did not participate in this question at all.
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Table C.18: Extent of Collaborative Development of CCDF-Related Programs/Initiatives with

Nongovernmental Agencies (N=varies)

Work with Occasionally
Nongovernmental Agencies closely Consult Mt Al
# % # % # %
Child Care Operators (N=35) 30 85.7 5 14.3 0 0.0
Faith-based O_rganlzatlons (other than child care 7 20.6 20 588 7 20.6
operators) (N=34)
Child Care Resource & Referral Agencies
(CCR&R) (N=35) 35 100 0 0.0 0 0.0
State/Local Affiliates of the National Association
for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) 24 70.6 8 23.5 2 59
(N=34)
United Way (N=35) 10 28.6 23 65.7 2 5.7
Foundations (N=34) 11 324 18 52.9 5 14.7
Other Nonprofit Organizations (N=32) 18 56.3 14 43.8 0 0.0
Universities (public or private) (N=33) 24 72.7 8 24.2 1 3.0
Community Colleges (N=34) 21 61.8 11 32.4 2 5.9
Chambers of Commerce (N=34) 4 11.8 10 29.4 20 58.8
Companies/Businesses (N=34) 4 11.8 21 61.8 9 26.5
Economic Development Boards (N=34) 0 0.0 14 41.2 20 58.8
Workforce Boards (N=33) 0 0.0 14 424 19 57.6
Associations of City/County Governments (N=34) 2 5.9 20 58.8 12 35.3

Table C.19: Extent of Purview in Developing Goals and Measures of Success for CCDF-related

Initiatives (N=varies)

Types of Goal and In my purview Somewhz_at n i In my N.Ot

Measurement Activities my purview purview Gnplicble
# % # % # % # %

Developing Goals (N=33) 28 84.8 4 12.1 0 0.0 1 3.0

Developing research or

evaluation activities (N=32) 21 656 3 94 . 31 ! 219

Developing measures of 25 | 758 5 152 1 3.0 2 6.1

programmatic success (N=33)

Determining how data is

gathered to measure success 25 75.8 5 15.2 1 3.0 2 6.1

(N=33)

Determining how data can be

used to improve program 25 75.8 7 21.2 0 0.0 1 3.0

operations (N=33)

* Two states did not participate in this question at all.
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Table C.20: Comments on Question 19 (N=4)

Comments on Question 19

Our state has only recently implemented a statewide data collection system. Initial use of data focused
mostly on Program Integrity and media inquiries.

State lawmakers’ proclivity to support smaller government means that state funded programs for birth
to 5 year olds are not supported, so there are no state funds to supplement CCDF activities. Most of our
limited resources are focused on programs for which failure to perform will result in financial penalties
to the state.

The goals that we set for child care are not specific to CCDF initiatives, but we include measures of
progress towards our child care goals in my agency's quarterly reports to the Governor.

We work with many partners on these activities including institutions of higher education and
information technology experts.

*This was an open-response question. Respondents’ words are displayed, except identifying information
has been removed.

Table C.21: State Goal-Setting Frequency for CCDF (N=32)

Frequency Frequency Percent
Annually 18 56.3
Biennially 9 28.1
Not Applicable 1 3.1
Other, please specify 4 125
Other:

B Three year strategic plan

B as needed, and ongoing

B There are few formal goals, other than the federal goals, but with each change in state
Administration, goals are set.

B We have written a 10 year early learning plan with our state partners. It provides a
road map for the future.

Table C.22: Extent Perspectives Considered in CCDF Goal-Setting Process (N=varies)

. Not
Pr_lmary_ Sec_ondar_y Considered N_ot
Perspectives Consideration Consideration at Al Applicable
# % # % # % # %
Governor’s Priorities (N=32) 25 78.1 7 21.9 0 0.0 0 0.0
Legislative Priorities (N=32) 21 65.6 10 31.3 1 3.1 0 0.0
Recommendations of the CCDF
State Child Care Administrator 22 71.0 8 25.8 0 0.0 1 3.2
(N=31)
Recommendations from Standing
Committees on CCDF Issues 17 531 11 343 0 00 4 125

(government/nongovernment
collaborations) (N=32)

Recommendations from Other
State Agencies, Boards and 7 22.6 22 71.0 1 3.2 1 3.2
Commissions (N=31)

State Performance-Based

Budgeting Priorities (N=32) 14 438 11 34.4 1 31 6 | 188
State’s Comprehensive Early

Childhood Education Plan (N=31) | 13 | 420 | 11 | 385 1 3 | 97 4 | 129
State’s Early Learning Advisory

Council (N=32) 15 46.9 12 37.5 2 6.3 3 9.4
Early Childhood Professional 4 12.5 23 71.9 4 12.5 1 3.1
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. Not
Primary Secondary Considered Not
Perspectives Consideration Consideration at All Applicable
# % # % # % # %
Associations (N=32)
Comments from the Public
(N=32) 14 43.8 17 53.1 0 0.0 1 3.1
Comments from Child Care
Operators (N=32) 14 43.8 18 56.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Feedback from Service Providers
and Contractors (N=31) 13 41.9 17 54.8 1 3.2 0 0.0
Federal Goals for CCDF (N=32) 28 87.5 3 9.4 1 3.1 0 0.0
Other (N=9) 2 22.2 2 22.2 0 0.0 5 55.6

*Three states did not participate in this question at all.

Table C.23: Extent of Considerations of Various Sources of Data/Information in Setting Measures of
Programmatic Success for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives (N=varies)

. Not

Sources of Data/Information Almes ATRELE Sometimes AlmesNBEr Applicable

# % # % # % # %
Federal Guidelines on Waste,
Fraud, and Abuse (N=31) 24 77.4 5 16.1 0 0.0 2 6.5
State Guidelines on Waste,
Fraud, and Abuse (N=31) 22 71.0 4 12.9 0 0.0 5 16.1
State Performance-Based
Budgeting Guidelines (N=30) 15 50.0 8 26.7 2 6.7 5 16.7
Priorities of other state early
childhood initiatives (N=30) | ° | 287 | 20 | 667 | 1 ] 33 | 1 )33
Priorities of other state 5 6.9 15 517 8 276 4 138

workforce initiatives (N=29)

Technical Assistance Staff
from the OCC-funded 10 33.3 14 46.7 5 16.7 1 3.3
CCTAN (N=30)

Reports that have been funded
by the Child Care
Bureau/Office of Child Care
(N=30)

12 40.0 17 56.7 1 3.3 0 0.0

Other resources/reports
available through CCTAN 8 28.6 16 57.1 3 10.7 1 3.6
(N=28)

Best Practices Guides from the
National Governor’s 7 23.3 18 60.0 3 10.0 2 6.7
Association (N=30)

Data regarding the numbers of
children served in other states 4 13.8 12 414 12 41.4 1 3.4
(N=29)

Data regarding the quality of
care subsidized children 3 10.3 17 58.6 8 27.6 1 3.4
access in other states (N=29)

Performance indicators used in

other states (N=29) 1 3.4 21 | 724 6 20.7 1 | 34

Data from my own state about

previous service trends (N=29) 20 69.0 8 276 . 34 0 0.0
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. Not

Sources of Data/Information AlTmEEL A SREIES Hlimest ey Applicable

# % # % # % # %
Academic studies that have
been published on the issue 11 38.0 18 62.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
(N=29)
Opinions of state government
collaborating agencies (N=28) 10 357 16 57.1 2 71 0 0.0
Opinions of local government
collaborating agencies (N=30) 6 200 16 533 6 200 2 6.7
Opinions of nongovernmental
collaborating agencies (N=29) 5 17.2 21 24 3 10.3 0 0.0
Opinions of the general public 7 241 19 65.5 3 10.3 0 0.0
(N=29) ' ' ' )
Other (N=3) 1 33.3 2 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0

*Four states did not participate in this question.

Table C.24: Comments on Question 23 (N=1)

Comments on Question 23

My responses to Q. #23 are not related to Q. #19-21. (The benchmarks we establish for the Governor's
Office are performance-based, not outcome-based.) We turn to the sources listed in Q. 23 when we're
trying to improve practice, e.g., revise our child care regulations, or figure out the most effective fraud-
prevention strategies.

*This was an open-response question. Respondents’ words are displayed, except identifying information
has been removed.

Table C.25: Data Sources Used for Tracking Goal Success (N=32)

Types of Data Sources Frequency Percent
Administrative data on resources 30 93.8
used
Administrative data on numbers of
individuals served 32 100
Administrative data on numbers of

. : : 29 90.6
units of service provided
Outcome data, such as a percent of
children accessing certain kinds of 25 78.1
care
Parent/guardian satisfaction data 11 34.4
Child care operator satisfaction data 11 34.4
Program evaluations conducted by

15 46.9

the state government
Progra_m _evaluatlons independently 12 375
commissioned
Other research conducted by the 11 344
state government
Other _res_earch studies independently 12 375
commissioned
Other, please specify 1 (Audit Report)
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Table C.26: Entities Regularly Conducting Analyses of Performance Data
Collected for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives (N=30)

Entities Frequency Percent
The Lead CCDF Agency 29 96.7
The state budget office 14 46.7
The Governor’s Office 8 26.7
The state legislature 10 33.3
The local government agency
responsible for administration of the 3 10.0
program
The contracted agency responsible

N 11 36.7
for administration of the program
An agency contracted for

. 7 23.3

performance data analysis
A collaborative/partnership group 8 26.7

working on CCDF-related issues

Other, please specify

2 (State Examiners; Afterschool

Network)

* There are five states that did not participate in this question at all.

Table C.27: Types of Data Analyses Regularly Performed with Perforce
Performance Data Collected for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives (N=30)

Types of Data Analyses

Frequency

Percent

Current data are compared to past
data to examine trends over time.

30

100

Current data are compared to
performance targets to determine the
extent to which goals were met.

23

76.7

Data are compared across
contractors and administrative
agencies to determine which
organizations are most effective.

13

43.3

Data are compared to performance
information from other states to
benchmark our performance
nationally.

23.3

We do not perform any of these
analyses with the performance data
we collect.

0

0.0

Other, please specify.

0

0.0

* There are five states that did not participate in this question at all.
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Table C.28: Frequency of Use of Performance Data Collected for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives
(N=varies)

More than No reaular
Types of once per Yearly Biennially fre ugnc Not at all
Performance Data Use year q y

# % # % # % # % # %

Report data to the public through
something like a “report card” 4 154 | 8 | 30.8 0 0.0 7 | 269 | 7 | 269
(N=26)

Report data to the public through

oress releases (N=26) 3 115 | 1 3.8 0 00 | 15 | 57.7 | 7 | 26.9

Report data to the public through

our web-site (N=28) 9 321 | 5 | 179 3 |[107| 11 | 393 | 0 | 0.0

Support resource allocation
decisions for future budgets 8 28.6 | 13 | 464 4 (143| 3 | 107 | 0 | 00
(N=28)

Inform future contracting

decisions (N=28) 7 25.0 | 13 | 464 3 107 4 | 143 | 1 | 36

Evaluate state or local government

staff performance (N=24) 5 208 | 8 | 333 1 4.2 5 1208 | 5 | 20.8

Identify technical
assistance/training needs to
support better service delivery
(N=29)

12 | 414 | 11 | 379 1 34 | 4 | 138 | 1 | 34

Identify changes in service
delivery processes, procedures, or 16 | 533 | 7 | 233 4 |133| 3 [100] O | 00
program elements (N=30)

Identify best practices that become

encouraged or required (N=26) S 34.6 S 34.6 2 .1 6 231 (0 0.0

Identify weaknesses/strength in
the child care system and 16 | 533 | 9 | 300 2 6.7 3 |100] 0 | 0.0
strategies for improvement (N=30)

* There are five states that did not participate in this question at all.

Table C.29: Comments on Question 28 (N=0)
*This was an open-response question.

386




Table C.30: Examples of how data were used to identify needed changes in processes, procedures, or
program elements of CCDF-related programs/initiatives. (N=18)

Examples of How Data Were Used

Data was collected to improve the process of delivering payments to child care providers.
Reimbursement was done manually by caseworkers. The process led to errors by providers and
caseworkers. In 2011 the state moved to an electronic process for determining attendance and paying
reimbursements.

A high percentage of CCDF funding was going to legally exempt providers. As a result, we increased
efforts on consumer awareness and effort to bring more exempt providers into the regulatory system.

Based on an analysis of data that showed reimbursement delays and inaccuracies to child care providers
participating in the child care subsidy program, invoice processing was centralized and outsourced to a
private vendor. The result is accurate, timely (within 1 day) payments being made with several layers
of confirmation and oversight to ensure payment accuracy.

Co-Payment

Zone changes

Priority service categories
Sexual Offenders

System design functionality

Data that correlates the level of professional development with improved program quality helped
determine where to focus the quality improvement funding.

Error Report Results were used to inform changes in program policy, direction to counties and
providers, and technical assistance to partners.

Increased percentage of on-time child care provider monitoring.

N/A

Quality Assurance audits of CCDF eligibility have helped identify the need for additional funding.

Reviewed data several years ago as funding became flat to determine what policy changes might need
to occur. One of the surprises in the data-many families were using and had been using for many years
which prevented younger families access. We implemented a policy of a 5 year cap for low income
CCDF services which has allowed us to serve many more families.

Use of parent satisfaction survey results, to improve the process from which parents are served in an
office setting. If office staff weren't available, a form "intent to apply" was filled out by the parent to
ensure the application date

Used data regarding utilization of differential reimbursement rate for children with disabilities to
develop training for eligibility staff and outreach to both child care providers and disability service
providers. Utilization of the differential reimbursement rate increased by 110% in one year.

Used data to clarify policy and procedures

Used web-based data cube to identify most frequent and egregious deficiencies cited for child care
providers and targeted grants and training to address these frequent deficiencies.

We are facing a budget shortfall, data was used to determine the use of certain aspects of our program,
such as continuity of care policies, and the potential cost savings if those programs were eliminated or
adjusted. This process allows for specific program changes without blanket, across the board eligibility
cuts or waiting lists.

We have developed specialized child care eligibility teams to address quality control issues.

We reviewed data to determine necessary changes to our provider billing system/requirements.

We use parent surveys to evaluate the effectiveness of CCDF voucher process. Results drive increased
TA and changes in policy as necessary. This process has increased the timeliness of contact (returned
phone calls, appointments, other correspondence) and the quality of consumer education.

*This was an open-response question. Respondents’ words are displayed, except identifying information
has been removed.
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Table C.31: Additional Comments on CCDF-related Collaboration, Goal-Setting, or Measures of
Success in Your State (N=8)

Additional Comments

A major, and unfunded element, of outcome measurement is integrated data systems across early
childhood agencies.

Collaboration among State agencies and child care providers are essential in developing, implementing
and evaluating both child care quality initiatives and subsidy policies. Without the collaboration,
confusion and resistance decrease the efficacy of the initiative or policy.

Collaboration between the Lead Agency and Head Start has led to improve professional development.

Collaborative goal setting has given us the opportunity to serve more children in high quality settings
like Head Start and pre-k. This also allows for greater understanding of early childhood programs and
better policy alignment.

Our Department has worked through an agreement with the Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction to expand collaboration and transition between child care providers and the schools.

Our Department and the Department of Health have enjoyed many collaboration successes. The
success of the ECSS grant, the launch of the SAC and work with the Head Start Collaboration grant to
name a few.

The measures of success are determined based on data and feedback from collaborating agencies.
Collaborating agencies are offered opportunities to provide feedback of CCDF operated programs.

We have a cross agency group that works well together.

*This was an open-response question. Respondents’ words are displayed, except identifying information
has been removed.

Table C.32: Planned Changes (next two years) for CCDF-related Collaboration, Goal-Setting, or
Measures of Success in Your State (N=10)

Planned Changes Coming Soon

Expand QRIS to a statewide system.

I think that the ECAC will provide a platform for further collaboration over the next several years.

In collaboration with a state child care committee, we anticipate putting more 'report card' related info
on our website.

Increased efforts in collaboration will occur in the next year as we revise our regulations.

We plans to use CCAP administrative data to more effectively track outcomes for families and children.

more closely align programs to common standards across all early childhood settings

The Head Start Collaboration grant has transitioned into our Department. We have developed three
main goals for the next one-five years. 1. The development of a comprehensive and data driven five-
year strategic plan involving Head Start and child care. 2. The partnership with Head Start, child care
and CBOS to address early childhood mental health and family relationship challenges. We will work
with the Center for Social Emotional Foundations for Early Learning. 3. Development of an Early
Head Start and child care infant/toddler professional development partnership.

We plan on making progress in data collection and analyzing data.

We plan to improve the sophistication of quality improvement initiative measures.

We will utilize the work of the state advisory council as a cross systems effort that will assure we are
collaborating and partnering wherever possible, which will help us make better use of limited funds.

*This was an open-response question. Respondents” words are displayed, except identifying information
has been removed.
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Table C.33: Would you like to receive a copy of the survey results when they

become available?

Response Frequency Percent
Yes 30 85.7
No 0 0.0
Did not respond 5 14.3
Table C. 34: Data May Be Linked to State Name (N=30)

Response Frequency Percent
Yes, link data with state name 11 314
No, data should be anonymous 19 54.3
Did not respond 5 14.3

Table C.34a: Comparison of Answer to Question 1 and Question 34

Response Frequency Percent
Remained as Yes* 15 42.9
Remained as No** 13 37.1
Switched to Yes 0 0.0
Switched to No 7 20.0

*This includes 4 respondents who answered ‘yes’ to Question 1, and then did not

answer Question 34.

** This includes 1 respondent who answered ‘no’ to Question 1, and then did not

answer Question 1.
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Appendix D: CCDF State Child Care Administrator Protocol and Interview

The Process

These interviews will be conducted either by phone or face-to-face in the home state of the interviewee.
A few weeks prior to the interview, the researcher will contact the selected interviewees by phone to
discuss why they have been selected to participate in the interviews and to request their participation. If
the selected interviewee indicates a willingness to participate, the researcher will send a confirmation
letter to the interviewee with a consent form, and an SASE. Once the signed consent form is received, the
researcher will schedule an appointment with the selected interviewee. The preferred method for the
interview is face-to-face using an audio-recorder to capture the interview process. It may be necessary,
however, to conduct the interviews by phone. Interviews will only be recorded if the interviewee is
comfortable with an audio-recording.

Even though the researcher will already have a signed consent from the interviewee, the researcher will
review the purpose of the study and the interviewee’s rights during the interview process emphasizing
that the interviewee can decline to answer any questions that she/he feels uncomfortable about, can ask to
have the audio-recorder turned off at any time, can request that particular remarks they have made not be
used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the interview at any time. The
nature of this study makes it impossible to provide anonymity to the interviewee as they are being asked
to provide information about processes in their state for which they are responsible. Even though there is
no expectation that their names will be used in the study or that direct quotes will be attributable to them,
the full value of the study cannot be realized without attributing information to particular states. Thus, by
inference of study readers, some information is likely to be attributed to the interviewee. Both the written
consent and verbal consent processes will remind interviewees of this risk.

If public information indicates that other state government officials actively participate in the
collaborative groups under discussion, every effort will be made to speak with those individuals in
addition to the CCDF State Child Care Administrator.

After the interview, the interviews that have been audio-recorded will be transcribed within two weeks
time. After the recordings have been transcribed, they will be destroyed.
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Phone Recruitment Discussion

Hello, (interviewee’s name), my name is Teresa Derrick-Mills. | am a PhD candidate at The George
Washington University in Washington, DC, and a researcher at The Urban Institute. | am calling you
today in my role as a student completing her dissertation which is partially funded by the Horowitz
Foundation for Social Policy. | am conducting a study under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Newcomer of
the Trachtenberg School of Public Policy and Public Administration at George Washington University to
better understand state implementation of the Child Care Development Fund, specifically how
collaboration and data are used to inform state decisions.

I have selected 4 potential case study states. Your state is one of the ones where I’d like to visit and
conduct interviews. The 4 case study states have been selected based on the variation in the
administrative homes of the CCDF, variation in ACF regions, and variation in their CCDF state plans.
As | understand it, your state (indicate administrative home of state, ACF region, and some specifics
about state plan). Is that correct?

In each case study state, | will interview the state child care administrator, other individuals in state
agencies that we identify as important in understanding how collaboration and data are used in your state
CCDF decision-making and implementation, and individuals in collaborating organizations. | will
interview up to 10 individuals per state. In addition, | am sending a survey to the state administrators of
all 50 states to collect some more general information.

I am contacting you first to determine if you are interested in participating and are willing to have your
state featured in a case study. It is my hope that this research will help the federal government better
understand how the CCDF is implemented in the states, and provide insights on how implementation of
federal block grant programs should be viewed more generally. It is also my hope that the research will
provide useful information to other state child care administrators regarding collaboration and data usage
within the CCDF. The information gathered in this study is intended to be used in the following ways:
(1) published electronically as Dissertation Research, (2) published in an academically focused journal or
book, (3) presented at a conference, (4) distributed as a user’s guide to help others in positions similar to
yours learn from each other, and (5) incorporated into teaching lectures.

Although I will not link specific comments to you, your role as the state child care administrator makes it
particularly likely that others may attribute comments to you. If you prefer, I can refer to your state by
the region of the country it is located in rather than using its name, but it is still likely that others may be
able to infer your location. In addition, as | will be speaking to multiple individuals in your state, | cannot
ensure that none of them will reveal their participation in the study, and by inference the name of the
state.

You can decline to answer any questions that you feel uncomfortable about, can request that particular
remarks you have made not be used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the
interview at any time. Although your name will not be used in the study unless you want me to
acknowledge your participation, I cannot provide you with complete anonymity. The study will indicate
that interviews were conducted with state child care administrators and thus study readers will be able to
infer the person providing the information. No specific quotes will be attributed to you unless I receive
written permission from you in advance.
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Do you have any questions?
Are you willing to have your state featured in a case study?
If the Administrator indicates yes or maybe....

Great, to what email address or fax number can I send you a consent form, a brief
description of the study, and possible dates to meet?

Based on your state plan/information on the Internet, it appears that the following
other individuals working in state government might also be relevant for me to
speak with. (Indicate individuals and their roles). Is this correct? Is there
anyone else that | should speak with in state government?

Based on your state plan/information on the Internet, it appears that your agency
works regularly with (names of nonprofit or other nongovernmental
organizations) to accomplish CCDF activities. Is this correct? Could you tell me
which individuals in these agencies regularly participate in meetings regarding
CCDF?

If the Administrator indicates no....
Could I ask you to share with me the reservations you have about participating?

Don’t pressure the individual, but try to be sure they have a good understanding
of what | am trying to accomplish, how participation could be useful, etc.

If gentle prompting doesn’t work, then move on.

Thank you for your time. 1 will send out the information to you right away and look forward to
communicating with you again soon.
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Confirmation Letter

Dear (state child care administrator),

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study of state implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund, specifically how collaboration and data are used to inform state decisions. As we discussed on the
phone, | am a PhD Candidate at The George Washington University and will be speaking with you as part
of my dissertation research which is partially funded by the Horowitz Foundation for Social Policy, and is
being conducted under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Newcomer of the Trachtenberg School of Public
Policy and Public Administration at The George Washington University.

It is my hope that this research will help the federal government better understand how the CCDF is
implemented in the states, and provide insights on how implementation of federal block grant programs
should be viewed more generally. It is also my hope that the research will provide useful information to
other state child care administrators regarding collaboration and data usage within the CCDF.

Your state is one of four that | have selected for case studies based on the variation in the administrative
homes of the CCDF, variation in ACF regions, and variation in their CCDF state plans. Although I will
not link specific comments to you, your role as the state child care administrator makes it particularly
likely that others may attribute comments to you. If you prefer, | can refer to your state by the region of
the country it is located in rather than using its name, but it is still likely that others may be able to infer
your location. In addition, as | will be speaking to multiple individuals in your state, | cannot ensure that
none of them will reveal their participation in the study, and by inference the name of the state.

Per our conversation, | will also be contacting other administrators in your state and nonprofit
representatives who work on child care issues.

Please sign and return to me the attached consent form no later than (date). You may scan the
form into the computer and return it by email to .........cu.v... or you mail in SASE to:
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Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Newcomer of The
Trachtenberg School of Public Policy and Public Administration at The George Washington University
conducted in collaboration with Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate. Partial funding for the study has
been provided by the Horowitz Foundation for Social Policy. Participation in this study is entirely
voluntary. You may refuse to answer any of the questions and you may stop your participation in this
study at any time.

The purpose of this interview is to understand how your state agency engages other
agencies/organizations in decision-making regarding implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF), how your state measures the success of policies/policy changes related to state
implementation of the CCDF, and how your state uses data that it collects regarding CCDF
implementation. Up to nine other interviews will be conducted in your state with other individuals both
inside and outside of government who participate in CCDF implementation efforts.

You will not benefit directly from your participation in this study. The researchers hope that the study
results will benefit society by helping to understand the nature of implementation of federal block grant
programs in the states, and how states manage their collaborative relationships as they implement federal
programs. In addition, the researchers hope that the state and federal governments will benefit from the
greater understanding of decisions states make in their implementation of the CCDF.

Data collected in the interview will be used in the following ways: (1) published electronically as
Dissertation Research, (2) published in one or more academically-focused journals or books, (3)
presented at one or more conferences, (4) distributed as a user’s guide to help others in positions similar
to yours learn from each other, and (5) incorporated into teaching lectures. In addition, your records for
the study may be reviewed by departments of the University responsible for overseeing research safety
and compliance.

Participating in this study poses no risks that are not ordinarily encountered in daily life. The interview
guestions ask about particular collaborative groups that participate in CCDF-related decision-making or
administration, how those groups were formed, and the processes they use for making decisions. While
you may consider all of this information public, it may not be made routinely available to the public, and
therefore you may not know how this information will be perceived if it is made public through reporting
of the study results. More inquiries about the nature of these activities in your state may be directed to
you.

The interview will require approximately two hours of your time. Following the interview, the researcher
may contact you for additional clarifying questions. In addition, the researcher will send you a copy of
the case study for review prior to publishing to provide you with an opportunity to comment on it. In
total, this interview and follow up process is likely to take about 8 hours of your time.

Your name will not be reported in any reports about the study, and no quotes will be attributed directly to
you without your permission. Because of your position as the State Child Care Administrator, however,

individuals are likely to infer who you are. With that in mind, please indicate your preferences regarding
recording of interviews and reporting of data with state name below.

Please choose one of the following regarding audio-recording of the interview:
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I will permit the interview to be audio-recorded through a digital recording device. (Note that the
audio-recording will be transcribed within two weeks and the audio-recording will be destroyed.)

I will NOT permit the interview to be audio-recorded through a digital recording device.

Please choose one of the following regarding how your remarks will be identified from the interview:
I will permit the name of my state (as indicated above) to be identified with my remarks.

| prefer that my state be referred to by its region of the country (horthwest, southwest, northeast,
southeast).

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number (202) 994-2715,
can provide further information about your rights as a research participant. . Further information about
this study may be obtained by contacting Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate who is leading the
interview process, at telephone number 703-779-3598 or email tereder@gwmail.gwu.edu or Dr. Kathryn
Newcomer, the Principal Investigator of the study, at telephone number 202-994-3959 OR
NEWCOMER@GWU.EDU.

My signature below indicates that | understand and willingly participate in this interview.

Signature: Date:

Name:

Please keep a copy of this form for your records and return one copy using either the SASE or
scanning and sending by email to:
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Interview Introduction

Hello, (interviewee’s name), my name is Teresa Derrick-Mills. | am a PhD candidate at The George
Washington University in Washington, DC, and a researcher at The Urban Institute. | am meeting with
you today in my role as a student completing her dissertation which is partially funded by the Horowitz
Foundation for Social Policy. Thank you for agreeing to meet with me to share your expertise in regard
to the decisions your state makes as it implements the Child Care Development Fund. Although through
your written consent you have already indicated that you understand the purpose of the study and the risks
and benefits that might accrue to you for participating in the study, I’'m going to go over them again
briefly now (share copy of consent form with interviewee and read it over with them).

This study contains multiple steps including a survey of the 50 state child care administrators, interviews
with selected state child care administrators to inform case studies, interviews with individuals in selected
nonprofit organizations, and interviews with others who may participate in discussions about CCDF
implementation in the states. Four states have been selected for case studies based on the variation in the
administrative homes of the CCDF, variation in ACF regions, and variation in their CCDF state plans.

The purpose of this interview is to understand how your state agency engages other
agencies/organizations in decision-making regarding implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund, how your state measures the success of policies/policy changes related to state implementation of
the CCDF, and how your state uses data that it collects regarding CCDF implementation. The
information gathered in this study is intended to be used in the following ways: (1) published
electronically as Dissertation Research, (2) published in an academically focused journal or book, (3)
presented at a conference, (4) distributed as a user’s guide to help others in positions similar to yours
learn from each other, and (5) incorporated into teaching lectures. Do you have any questions about that?

Please remember that you can decline to answer any questions that you feel uncomfortable about, can ask
to have the audio-recorder turned off at any time, can request that particular remarks you have made not
be used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the interview at any time.
Although your name will not be used in the study unless you want me to acknowledge your participation,
I cannot provide you with complete anonymity. The study will indicate that interviews were conducted
with state child care administrators and thus study readers will be able to infer the person providing the
information. No specific quotes will be attributed to you unless | receive written permission from you in
advance. Do you have any questions about that? Are you ready to begin the interview?

Turn on audio-recorder if using
The Interview
1. Confirm status as CCDF administrator. Confirm position title. Date started in that position.

2. Confirm name of organization or department. Confirm parts of CCDF that are directly under
purview. Date started with agency/department.

3. Other than your federally assigned roles/responsibilities, what are your state-assigned
roles/responsibilities? (ask if I could have copy of job description)
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4. Please tell me what you know about how the decision was made to designate this
Division/Department as the Lead Agency and to assign to your position the role of the State Child
Care Administrator. Feel free to respond with a story or with key highlights of the process.

5. On your web-site (or in your state plan), your organization indicates that the following
collaborations/groups have been formed in relation to your CCDF work. (show list)

a)

b)

Which group has existed the longest and approximately when was it formed? What were
the circumstances that led to its being formed? Feel free to respond with a story or with
key highlights of the process.

Which group is the newest and approximately when was it formed? What were the
circumstances that led to its being formed? Feel free to respond with a story or with key
highlights.

= Probe for roles/responsibility of group

6. Focusing on the group that has been meeting the longest, the following organizations participate
in this group (show list). Is this correct?

a)

b)
c)

d)

e)

f)
9)
h)

i)

How did these become the organizations to constitute the group? (Probe for appointment,
invitation, self-selection)

What is your role in the group? (Leader, facilitator, equal member, broker, liaison...)

How does the group examine the issues relevant to their role/responsibility? (Probe for
data they may examine, solicit, etc. probe for process, involvement of group members)

How do the decisions/recommendations of the group get incorporated into your state’s
administrative decision-making? (Probe about the products of the group and the chain of
information from the group to others)

To what extent does the group propose ways to measure the success of recommendations
put forward? (Probe for development of performance measures, program evaluation
suggestions, benchmarking, etc)

How does the group measure its success?
From the state perspective, what has been the biggest success of this group?

Please provide an example of a policy or policy change that resulted from the work of
this group (at least in part).

How will the state decide if the policy change has been a success?

7. Focusing on the group that has been meeting the shortest amount of time (or if this is too short
select another group), the following organizations participate in this group (show list). Is this
correct?
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d)

e)

f)

9)
h)

i)

How did these become the organizations to constitute the group? (Probe for appointment,
invitation, self-selection)

What is your role in the group? (Leader, facilitator, equal member, broker, liaison...)

How does the group examine the issues relevant to their role/responsibility? (Probe for
data they may examine, solicit, etc. probe for process, involvement of group members)

How do the decisions/recommendations of the group get incorporated into your state’s
administrative decision-making? (Probe about the products of the group and the chain of
information from the group to others)

To what extent does the group propose ways to measure the success of recommendations
put forward? (Probe for development of performance measures, program evaluation
suggestions, benchmarking, etc)

How does the group measure its success?
From the state perspective, what has been the biggest success of this group?

Please provide an example of a policy or policy change that resulted from the work of
this group (at least in part).

How will the state decide if the policy change has been a success?

8. Do you (or your agency) receive data regularly from the organizations that deliver CCDF-funded
services?

a)
b)

c)

If yes, what kind of data do you receive and how often?

If yes, is the data compared to any kind of benchmark? (Probe for comparison to contract
or performance expectations, performance indicators, previous year, etc.)

If yes, in what ways are the data used? (Probe for use in accountability [to elected
officials, citizens, media, feds], communication internally, communication externally,
strategic planning, program planning, budgeting activities, assessment of program
results, managing operations [ie contractors], personnel decisions, daily decisions)

9. Isitan institutional expectation that you use the data in this way, or are these uses something you
have brought to the job?

10. If there is an indication that data are used for performance management....

Your previous answers indicate that data are or have been used for performance management.

Is there a routine system of performance management regarding CCDF implementation
in your state? If yes, please describe how this system works. (Probe for whether the
committees discussed earlier receive the performance data.)
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11. If there is a routine a routine system of performance management regarding CCDF
implementation...

a) What is the greatest problem(s) that has to be overcome to implement a performance
measurement system?

b) What is the greatest problem(s) that has to be overcome to use performance measures for
making decisions?

c) If I was from another state considering the creation of a performance measurement
system for my CCDF implementation, what advice would you have for me?

12. What else would you like to tell me about the collaborative CCDF-related groups in your state?

13. What else would you like to tell me about how your state measures its CCDF success?

As the researcher listens to the stories, examples, and answers provided by the interviewee, she will insert
probes as indicated below when the conversation indicates it might be appropriate:

Probe for use of performance indicators/performance measurement.

Probe for processes/decisions that indicate a feedback loop where data/information about current
implementation/decisions enters the on-going conversations about how to deliver services and set
policies.

Probe to understand priority-setting process.

Probe to understand information used in discretionary decisions.
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Appendix E: Other State Administrator Interviews
The Process

These interviews will be conducted either by phone or face-to-face in the home state of the interviewee.
A few weeks prior to the interview, the researcher will contact the selected interviewees by phone to
discuss why they have been selected to participate in the interviews and to request their participation. If
the selected interviewee indicates a willingness to participate, the researcher will send a confirmation
letter to the interviewee with a consent form. Once the signed consent form is received, the researcher
will schedule an appointment with the selected interviewee. The preferred method for the interview is
face-to-face using an audio-recorder to capture the interview process. It may be necessary, however, to
conduct the interviews by phone, and an audio-recorder will not be used if the interviewee does not feel
comfortable.

Even though the researcher will already have a signed consent from the interviewee, the researcher will
review the purpose of the study and the interviewee’s rights during the interview process emphasizing
that the interviewee can decline to answer any questions that she/he feels uncomfortable about, can ask to
have the audio-recorder turned off at any time, can request that particular remarks they have made not be
used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the interview at any time. The
nature of this study makes it impossible to provide anonymity to the interviewee as they are being asked
to provide information about processes in their state for which they are responsible. Even though there is
no expectation that their names will be used in the study or that direct quotes will be attributable to them,
the full value of the study cannot be realized without attributing information to particular states. Thus, by
inference of study readers, some information is likely to be attributed to the interviewee. Both the written
consent and verbal consent processes will remind interviewees of this risk.

After the interview, the interviews that have been audio-recorded will be transcribed within two weeks
time. After the recordings have been transcribed, they will be destroyed.
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Phone Recruitment Discussion

Hello, (interviewee’s name), my name is Teresa Derrick-Mills. 1 am a PhD candidate at The George
Washington University in Washington, DC, and a researcher at The Urban Institute. | am calling you
today in my role as a student completing her dissertation which is partially funded by the Horowitz
Foundation for Social Policy. | am conducting a study under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Newcomer of
the Trachtenberg School of Public Policy and Public Administration at George Washington University to
better understand state implementation of the Child Care Development Fund, specifically how
collaboration and data are used to inform state decisions.

I have selected 4 potential case study states. Your state is one of the ones where I’d like to visit and
conduct interviews. The 4 case study states have been selected based on the variation in the
administrative homes of the CCDF, variation in ACF regions, and variation in their CCDF state plans.
As | understand it, your (indicate the role that the person plays in CCDF in the state). Is that correct?

In each case study state, | will interview the state child care administrator, other individuals in state
agencies that we identify as important in understanding how collaboration and data are used in your state
CCDF decision-making and implementation, and individuals in collaborating organizations. | will
interview up to 10 individuals per state. In addition, | am sending a survey to the state administrators of
all 50 states to collect some more general information.

I am contacting you to determine if you are interested in participating. It is my hope that this research
will help the federal government better understand how the CCDF is implemented in the states, and
provide insights on how implementation of federal block grant programs should be viewed more
generally. It is also my hope that the research will provide useful information to other state child care
administrators regarding collaboration and data usage within the CCDF. The information gathered in this
study is intended to be used in the following ways: (1) published electronically as Dissertation Research,
(2) published in an academically focused journal or book, (3) presented at a conference, (4) distributed as
a user’s guide to help others in positions similar to yours learn from each other, and (5) incorporated into
teaching lectures.

Although I will not link specific comments to you, your role in implementing the CCDF in your state
makes it possible that others may attribute comments to you. If you prefer, | can refer to your state by the
region of the country it is located in rather than using its name, but it is still likely that others may be able
to infer your location. In addition, as | will be speaking to multiple individuals in your state, | cannot
ensure that none of them will reveal their participation in the study, and by inference the name of the
state.

You can decline to answer any questions that you feel uncomfortable about, can request that particular
remarks you have made not be used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the
interview at any time. Although your name will not be used in the study unless you want me to
acknowledge your participation, | cannot provide you with complete anonymity. No specific quotes will
be attributed to you unless I receive written permission from you in advance.

Do you have any questions?
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Are you willing to participate in this study?
If the Administrator indicates yes ....

Great, to what email address or fax number can | send you a consent form, a brief
description of the study, and possible dates to meet?

Avre there other individuals you think it would be important for me to speak with
in understanding the roles of collaboration and performance data in your state’s
CCDF planning and implementation?

If the Administrator indicates no....
Could I ask you to share with me the reservations you have about participating?

Don’t pressure the individual, but try to be sure they have a good understanding
of what | am trying to accomplish, how participation could be useful, etc.

If gentle prompting doesn’t work, then move on.

Thank you for your time. 1 will send out the information to you right away and look forward to
communicating with you again soon.
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Confirmation Letter

Dear (state administrator),

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study of state implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund, specifically how collaboration and data are used to inform state decisions. As we discussed on the
phone, | am a PhD Candidate at The George Washington University and will be speaking with you as part
of my dissertation research which is partially funded by the Horowitz Foundation for Social Policy.

It is my hope that this research will help the federal government better understand how the CCDF is
implemented in the states, and provide insights on how implementation of federal block grant programs
should be viewed more generally. It is also my hope that the research will provide useful information to
other state child care administrators regarding collaboration and data usage within the CCDF.

Your state is one of four that | have selected for case studies based on the variation in the administrative
homes of the CCDF, variation in ACF regions, and variation in their CCDF state plans. Although I will
not link specific comments to you, your role within child care in your state makes it possible that others
may attribute comments to you. If you prefer, | can refer to your state by the region of the country it is
located in rather than using its name. In addition, as | will be speaking to multiple individuals in your
state, | cannot ensure that none of them will reveal their participation in the study, and by inference the
name of the state.

Per our conversation, | will also be contacting other administrators in your state and nonprofit
representatives who work on child care issues.

Please sign and return to me the attached consent form no later than (date). You may scan the
form into the computer and return it by email to ................ or you mail in the SASE to:
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Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Newcomer of The
Trachtenberg School of Public Policy and Public Administration at The George Washington University
conducted in collaboration with Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate. Partial funding for the study has
been provided by the Horowitz Foundation for Social Policy. Participation in this study is entirely
voluntary. You may refuse to answer any of the questions and you may stop your participation in this
study at any time.

The purpose of this interview is to understand how your state agency engages other
agencies/organizations in decision-making regarding implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF), how your state measures the success of policies/policy changes related to state
implementation of the CCDF, and how your state uses data that it collects regarding CCDF
implementation. Up to nine other interviews will be conducted in your state with other individuals both
inside and outside of government who participate in CCDF implementation efforts.

You will not benefit directly from your participation in this study. The researchers hope that the study
results will benefit society by helping to understand the nature of implementation of federal block grant
programs in the states, and how states manage their collaborative relationships as they implement federal
programs. In addition, the researchers hope that the state and federal governments will benefit from the
greater understanding of decisions states make in their implementation of the CCDF.

Data collected in the interview will be used in the following ways: (1) published electronically as
Dissertation Research, (2) published in one or more academically-focused journals or books, (3)
presented at one or more conferences, (4) distributed as a user’s guide to help others in positions similar
to yours learn from each other, and (5) incorporated into teaching lectures. In addition, your records for
the study may be reviewed by departments of the University responsible for overseeing research safety
and compliance.

Participating in this study poses no risks that are not ordinarily encountered in daily life. The interview
guestions ask about particular collaborative groups that participate in CCDF-related decision-making or
administration, your perceptions about how those groups were formed, and your perceptions about the
processes they use for making decisions. While you may consider all of this information public, it may
not be made routinely available to the public, and therefore you may not know how this information will
be perceived if it is made public through reporting of the study results. More inquiries about the nature of
these activities in your state may be directed to you.

The interview will require approximately two hours of your time. Following the interview, the researcher
may contact you for additional clarifying questions. In addition, the researcher will send you a copy of
the case study for review prior to publishing to provide you with an opportunity to comment on it. In
total, this interview and follow up process is likely to take about 8 hours of your time.

Your name will not be reported in any reports about the study, and no quotes will be attributed directly to
you without your permission. Because of the work you perform related to the CCDF, however,

individuals are likely to infer who you are. With that in mind, please indicate your preferences regarding
recording of interviews and reporting of data with state name below.

Please choose one of the following regarding audio-recording of the interview:
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I will permit the interview to be audio-recorded through a digital recording device. (Note that the
audio-recording will be transcribed within two weeks and the audio-recording will be destroyed.)

I will NOT permit the interview to be audio-recorded through a digital recording device.

Please choose one of the following regarding how your remarks will be identified from the interview:
I will permit the name of my state (as indicated above) to be identified with my remarks.

| prefer that my state be referred to by its region of the country (horthwest, southwest, northeast,
southeast).

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number (202) 994-2715,
can provide further information about your rights as a research participant. Further information about this
study may be obtained by contacting Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate who is leading the interview
process, at telephone number 703-779-3598 or email tereder@gwmail.gwu.edu or Dr. Kathryn
Newcomer, the Principal Investigator of the study, at telephone number 202-994-3959 OR
NEWCOMER@GWU.EDU.

Signature: Date:

Name:

Please keep a copy of this form for your records and return one copy using either the SASE or
scanning and sending by email to:
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Interview Introduction

Hello, (interviewee’s name), my name is Teresa Derrick-Mills. | am a PhD candidate at The George
Washington University in Washington, DC, and a researcher at The Urban Institute. | am meeting with
you today in my role as a student. Thank you for agreeing to meet with me to share your expertise in
regard to the decisions your state makes as it implements the Child Care Development Fund. Although
through your written consent you have already indicated that you understand the purpose of the study and
the risks and benefits that might accrue to you for participating in the study, I’'m going to go over them
again briefly now (provide copy of consent form to interviewee and go over the form).

The purpose of this interview is to understand in more detail the ways that collaborative groups
participate in CCDF decision-making in your state, the ways your state measures its success
implementing the Child Care Development Fund, the extent to which your state uses measures of success
to inform future decision-making, and the factors that contribute to these decisions. The information
gathered in this study is intended to be used in the following ways: (1) published electronically as
Dissertation Research, (2) published in an academically focused journal or book, (3) presented at a
conference, (4) distributed as a user’s guide to help others in positions similar to yours learn from each
other, and (5) incorporated into teaching lectures. Do you have any questions about that?

Please remember that you can decline to answer any questions that you feel uncomfortable about, can ask
to have the audio-recorder turned off at any time, can request that particular remarks you have made not
be used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the interview at any time.
Although your name will not be used in the study unless you want me to acknowledge your participation,
I cannot provide you with complete anonymity. The study will indicate that interviews were conducted
with state administrators with a role in CCDF implementation and thus study readers may be able to infer
the person providing the information. No specific quotes will be attributed to you unless | receive written
permission from you in advance. Do you have any questions about that? Are you ready to begin the
interview?

The Interview

1. What is the title of your current position? Confirm name of organization or department. Confirm
parts of CCDF that are directly under purview/how administrator interacts with CCDF in his/her
state.

2. Date started in that position. Date started with agency/department indicated above.
3. Confirm the collaborative group that the administrator works with/serves on.
a) What is your role in this group?

b) How was the group formed? What were the circumstances that led to its being formed?
Feel free to respond with a story or with key highlights of the process depending on your
style.

c) What determines the issues that the group addresses?
d) What determines how the group addresses the issues?
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e) What determines the types of information the group considers in addressing the issues?

f) How do the decisions/recommendations of the group get incorporated into your state’s
administrative decision-making? (probe about the products of the group and the chain of
information from the group to others)

g) What has been the biggest success of this group?
h) How is that success measured?
4. What else would you like to tell me about the collaborative CCDF groups in your state?

5. What else would you like to tell me about how your state measures its CCDF success?

As the researcher listens to the stories, examples, and answers provided by the interviewee, she will insert
probes as indicated below when the conversation indicates it might be appropriate:

Probe for use of performance indicators/performance measurement.

Probe for processes/decisions that indicate a feedback loop where data/information about current
implementation/decisions enters the on-going conversations about how to deliver services and set
policies.

Probe to understand priority-setting process.

Probe to understand information used in discretionary decisions.

407



Appendix F: Nongovernmental Administrator Interviews
The Process

These interviews will be conducted either by phone or face-to-face in the home state of the interviewee.
A few weeks prior to the interview, the researcher will contact the selected interviewees by phone to
discuss why they have been selected to participate in the interviews and to request their participation. If
the selected interviewee indicates a willingness to participate, the researcher will send a confirmation
letter to the interviewee with a consent form. Once the signed consent form is received, the researcher
will schedule an appointment with the selected interviewee. The preferred method for the interview is
face-to-face using an audio-recorder to capture the interview process. It may be necessary, however, to
conduct the interviews by phone, and an audio-recorder will not be used if the interviewee does not feel
comfortable.

Even though the researcher will already have a signed consent from the interviewee, the researcher will
review the purpose of the study and the interviewee’s rights during the interview process emphasizing
that the interviewee can decline to answer any questions that she/he feels uncomfortable about, can ask to
have the audio-recorder turned off at any time, can request that particular remarks they have made not be
used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the interview at any time.

Nongovernmental interviewees will be identified as collaborators in CCDF —related groups, but they will
not be individually identified by name of individual or name of organization. Depending on the number
of organizations participating in CCDF-collaborative groups, however, it is likely that other individuals
participating in the groups or working in state government may recognize the comments of particular
individuals. Every effort will be made to maintain confidentiality of individuals, but they will be made
aware of the likelihood that others will be able to identify them. Both the written consent and verbal
consent processes will remind interviewees of this risk.
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Phone Recruitment Discussion

Hello, (interviewee’s name), my name is Teresa Derrick-Mills. | am a PhD candidate at The George
Washington University in Washington, DC, and a researcher at The Urban Institute. | am calling you
today in my role as a student completing her dissertation which is partially funded by the Horowitz
Foundation for Social Policy. | am conducting a study to better understand state implementation of the
Child Care Development Fund, specifically how collaboration and data are used to inform state decisions.

I have selected 4 potential case study states. Your state is one of the ones where I’d like to visit and
conduct interviews. The 4 case study states have been selected based on the variation in the
administrative homes of the CCDF, variation in ACF regions, and variation in their CCDF state plans.
As | understand it, your (indicate the role that the person plays in CCDF in the state). Is that correct?

In each case study state, | will interview the state child care administrator, other individuals in state
agencies that we identify as important in understanding how collaboration and data are used in your state
CCDF decision-making and implementation, and individuals in collaborating organizations. | will
interview up to 10 individuals per state. In addition, | am sending a survey to the state administrators of
all 50 states to collect some more general information.

I am contacting you to determine if you are interested in participating. It is my hope that this research
will help the federal government better understand how the CCDF is implemented in the states, and
provide insights on how implementation of federal block grant programs should be viewed more
generally. Itis also my hope that the research will provide useful information to other state child care
administrators regarding collaboration and data usage within the CCDF. The information gathered in this
study is intended to be used in the following ways: (1) published electronically as Dissertation Research,
(2) published in an academically focused journal or book, (3) presented at a conference, (4) distributed as
a user’s guide to help others in positions similar to yours learn from each other, and (5) incorporated into
teaching lectures.

Although I will not link specific comments to you or your organization, your role in implementing the
CCDF in your state makes it possible that others may attribute comments to you. Nongovernmental
interviewees will be identified as collaborators in CCDF —related groups, but they will not be individually
identified by name of individual or name of organization. Depending on the number of organizations
participating in CCDF-collaborative groups, however, it is likely that other individuals participating in the
groups or working in state government may recognize the comments of particular individuals. If you
prefer, | can refer to your state by the region of the country it is located in rather than using its name, but
it is still likely that others may be able to infer your location. In addition, as | will be speaking to multiple
individuals in your state, | cannot ensure that none of them will reveal their participation in the study, and
by inference the name of the state.

You can decline to answer any questions that you feel uncomfortable about, can request that particular
remarks you have made not be used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the
interview at any time. Although your name will not be used in the study unless you want me to
acknowledge your participation, I cannot provide you with complete anonymity. No specific quotes will
be attributed to you unless I receive written permission from you in advance.
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Do you have any questions?
Are you willing to participate in this study?
If the Administrator indicates yes ....

Great, to what email address or fax number can I send you a consent form, a brief
description of the study, and possible dates to meet?

Avre there other individuals you think it would be important for me to speak with
in understanding the roles of collaboration and performance data in your state’s
CCDF planning and implementation?

If the Administrator indicates no....
Could I ask you to share with me the reservations you have about participating?

Don’t pressure the individual, but try to be sure they have a good understanding
of what | am trying to accomplish, how participation could be useful, etc.

If gentle prompting doesn’t work, then move on.

Thank you for your time. | will send out the information to you right away and look forward to
communicating with you again soon.
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Confirmation Letter

Dear (nongovernmental administrator),

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study of state implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund, specifically how collaboration and data are used to inform state decisions. As we discussed on the
phone, | am a PhD Candidate at The George Washington University and will be speaking with you as part
of my dissertation research which is partially funded by the Horowitz Foundation for Social Policy.

It is my hope that this research will help the federal government better understand how the CCDF is
implemented in the states, and provide insights on how implementation of federal block grant programs
should be viewed more generally. It is also my hope that the research will provide useful information to
other state child care administrators regarding collaboration and data usage within the CCDF.

Your state is one of four that | have selected for case studies based on the variation in the administrative
homes of the CCDF, variation in ACF regions, and variation in their CCDF state plans. Although I will
not link specific comments to you, your role within child care in your state makes it possible that others
may attribute comments to you. If you prefer, | can refer to your state by the region of the country it is
located in rather than using its name. In addition, as | will be speaking to multiple individuals in your
state, | cannot ensure that none of them will reveal their participation in the study, and by inference the
name of the state.

Per our conversation, | will also be contacting other state government and nonprofit administrators in your
state who work on child care issues.

Please sign and return to me the attached consent form no later (date). You may scan the form into
the computer and return it by emailto ........... or you mail in SASE to:
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Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Newcomer of The
Trachtenberg School of Public Policy and Public Administration at The George Washington University
conducted in collaboration with Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate. Partial funding for the study has
been provided by the Horowitz Foundation for Social Policy. Participation in this study is entirely
voluntary. You may refuse to answer any of the questions and you may stop your participation in this
study at any time.

The purpose of this interview is to understand how your state agency engages other
agencies/organizations in decision-making regarding implementation of the Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF), how your state measures the success of policies/policy changes related to state
implementation of the CCDF, and how your state uses data that it collects regarding CCDF
implementation. Up to nine other interviews will be conducted in your state with other individuals both
inside and outside of government who participate in CCDF implementation efforts.

You will not benefit directly from your participation in this study. The researchers hope that the study
results will benefit society by helping to understand the nature of implementation of federal block grant
programs in the states, and how states manage their collaborative relationships as they implement federal
programs. In addition, the researchers hope that the state and federal governments will benefit from the
greater understanding of decisions states make in their implementation of the CCDF.

Data collected in the interview will be used in the following ways: (1) published electronically as
Dissertation Research, (2) published in one or more academically-focused journals or books, (3)
presented at one or more conferences, (4) distributed as a user’s guide to help others in positions similar
to yours learn from each other, and (5) incorporated into teaching lectures. In addition, your records for
the study may be reviewed by departments of the University responsible for overseeing research safety
and compliance.

Participating in this study poses no risks that are not ordinarily encountered in daily life. The interview
guestions ask about particular collaborative groups that participate in CCDF-related decision-making or
administration, your perceptions about how those groups were formed, and your perceptions about the
processes they use for making decisions. Although I will not link specific comments to you or your
organization, your role in implementing the CCDF in your state makes it possible that others may
attribute comments to you.

The interview will require approximately two hours of your time. Following the interview, the researcher
may contact you for additional clarifying questions. In addition, the researcher will send you a copy of
the case study for review prior to publishing to provide you with an opportunity to comment on it. In
total, this interview and follow up process is likely to take about 8 hours of your time.

Your name will not be reported in any reports about the study, and no quotes will be attributed directly to
you without your permission. Nongovernmental interviewees will be identified as collaborators in CCDF
—related groups, but they will not be individually identified by hame of individual or name of
organization. Depending on the number of organizations participating in CCDF-collaborative groups,
however, it is likely that other individuals participating in the groups or working in state government may
recognize the comments of particular individuals. If you prefer, | can refer to your state by the region of
the country it is located in rather than using its name, but it is still likely that others may be able to infer
your location. In addition, as | will be speaking to multiple individuals in your state, | cannot ensure that
none of them will reveal their participation in the study, and by inference the name of the state. With that
in mind, please indicate your preferences regarding recording of interviews and reporting of data with
state name below.
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Please choose one of the following regarding audio-recording of the interview:

I will permit the interview to be audio-recorded through a digital recording device. (Note that the
audio-recording will be transcribed within two weeks and the audio-recording will be destroyed.)

I will NOT permit the interview to be audio-recorded through a digital recording device.
Please choose one of the following regarding how your remarks will be identified from the interview:
I will permit the name of my state (as indicated above) to be identified with my remarks.

| prefer that my state be referred to by its region of the country (northwest, southwest, northeast,
southeast).

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number (202) 994-2715,
can provide further information about your rights as a research participant. The Office of Human
Research of George Washington University, at telephone number (202) 994-2715, can provide further
information about your rights as a research participant. Further information about this study may be
obtained by contacting Teresa Derrick-Mills, PhD candidate who is leading the interview process, at
telephone number 703-779-3598 or email tereder@gwmail.gwu.edu or Dr. Kathryn Newcomer, the
Principal Investigator of the study, at telephone number 202-994-3959 OR NEWCOMER@GWU.EDU.

Signature: Date:

Name:

Please keep a copy of this form for your records and return one copy using either the SASE or
scanning and sending by email to:
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Interview Introduction

Hello, (interviewee’s name), my name is Teresa Derrick-Mills. 1 am a PhD candidate at The George
Washington University in Washington, DC, and a researcher at The Urban Institute. | am meeting with
you today in my role as a student. Thank you for agreeing to meet with me to share your expertise in
regard to the decisions your state makes as it implements the Child Care Development Fund. Although
through your written consent you have already indicated that you understand the purpose of the study and
the risks and benefits that might accrue to you for participating in the study, I’'m going to go over them
again briefly now (provide interviewee with copy of consent form and go over the form).

The purpose of this interview is to understand in more detail the ways that collaborative groups
participate in CCDF decision-making in your state, the ways your state measures its success
implementing the Child Care Development Fund, the extent to which your state uses measures of success
to inform future decision-making, and the factors that contribute to these decisions. The information
gathered in this study is intended to be used in the following ways: (1) published electronically as
Dissertation Research, (2) published in an academically focused journal or book, (3) presented at a
conference, (4) distributed as a user’s guide to help others in positions similar to yours learn from each
other, and (5) incorporated into teaching lectures. Do you have any questions about that?

Please remember that you can decline to answer any questions that you feel uncomfortable about, can ask
to have the audio-recorder turned off at any time, can request that particular remarks you have made not
be used in the study, and can request to end the interview or to interrupt the interview at any time.
Although your name will not be used in the study unless you want me to acknowledge your participation,
I cannot assure your complete confidentiality. The study will indicate that interviews were conducted
with individuals whose organizations participate in collaborative CCDF groups in your state. No specific
quotes will be attributed to you unless | receive written permission from you in advance. Do you have
any questions about that? Are you ready to begin the interview?

The Interview

1. What is the title of your current position? Confirm name of organization or department. Date
started in that position. Date started with agency/department indicated above.

2. What is the role of your organization in CCDF implementation in your state?
3. Does the state contract with your organization for the delivery of any services funded by CCDF?

a) If yes, what services? How long has the state contracted with your organization for these
services?

b) If yes, do they require the reporting of performance data?
i. If yes, in what ways have you seen this performance data used?

4. Inwhich CCDF-related groups does your organization regularly participate? (if there are a small
number, the remaining questions will focus on all groups; if there are a large number, the
researcher will identify three groups based on topic area or ask the interviewee to identify the
most successful and least successful groups)
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5. How did your organization become part of these collaborative efforts? How long has your
organization participated in each one? (researcher will list out the groups)

6. Inatypical month, what percentage of your time is devoted the efforts related to your
membership in these groups? Is the time of other staff members also devoted to supporting these
efforts? If so, about how many staff hours per week are devoted to these efforts?

7. What are the key contributions of your organization to these efforts? (same across groups or
different in each group)

8. Why is your organization’s participation in these efforts important? (probe on mission, internal
vs. external importance)

9. How do the groups decide what issues to work on? (internal vs. external direction)

10. What processes do the groups use to make their decisions/recommendations?

11. What kinds of information do the groups consider in making their decisions?

12. How do the groups measure their success?

13. Indicate the most important accomplishment of each group.

14. How is the work of the group manifested in policy implementation? Policy outcomes?
15. What else would you like to tell me about the collaborative CCDF groups in your state?
16. What else would you like to tell me about how your state measures its CCDF success?

As the researcher listens to the stories, examples, and answers provided by the interviewee, she will insert
probes as indicated below when the conversation indicates it might be appropriate:

Probe for use of performance indicators/performance measurement.

Probe for processes/decisions that indicate a feedback loop where data/information about current
implementation/decisions enters the on-going conversations about how to deliver services and set
policies.

Probe to understand priority-setting process. Probe to understand information used in discretionary
decisions.
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Appendix G: Document Collection and Analysis

Documents were collected and analyzed continuously throughout the study. Reviewed
documents include documents created and distributed by (1) the Office of Child Care to provide official
guidance to states in their implementation of the Child Care Development Fund; (2) the Office of Child
Care or its contracted Child Care Technical Assistance Network (CCTAN) designed to provide
clarifications or information to states in their implementation; (3) the Office of Child Care or CCTAN
developed to inform Congress, the President, or other federal agencies; (4) other organizations regarding
child care-related issues designed to inform state decision-making and help states bench-mark against
other states in regard to elements of the child care-related policies; (5) other organizations designed to
analyze and benchmark states in regard to their use of performance measurement and performance data;
(6) the states to comply with requirements of the Child Care Development Fund; (7) other federal
government documents related to the Child Care Development Fund; and (8) the case study states related
to their implementation of the Child Care Development Fund. Nearly all the documents were obtained
through the web-sites of the organizations developing them, but the Office of Child Care did provide
some public documents not available on the web-site and case study states provided some documents
pertinent to their states. (Note that the Office of Child Care and the Child Care Bureau are the same
entity. The official federal designation of that agency unit changed after preliminary document analysis

had been completed for this study.)

These documents informed the study design as a whole, the survey and interview instruments,
case selection, and provided a source of data triangulation in answering the research questions. Because
only some documents are provided in the References, all documents serving as data for this study have
been indicated by stage below. There were five stages of document collection and review. Stage 1
provided background for overall study development, and provided some initial information for survey and

interview construction. Stage 2 provided some additional information for survey and interview
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construction. Stage 3 informed selection of case study states. Stages 4a-4d provided an overview of the
state of child care issues nationally and within each state; these were collected and reviewed just prior to
visiting each state, and provided additional information for interview probes. Stages 5a-5c represent the
documents collected during the case study interviews; these documents were reviewed and analyzed as

part of the case study process.

Stage 1: Reviewed as background to develop study overall, and to inform survey and interview
guestions

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2010).
Fiscal Year 2011 Justifications of Estimates for Appropriation Committees.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/acf_perfplan/ann_per/2011 perf plan/2011_final.pdf
(accessed August 23, 2010).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2009).
Fiscal Year 2010 Justifications of Estimates for Appropriation Committees.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/olab/budget/2010/sec2¢_ccdbg_2010cj.pdf (accessed December 13,
2009).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (April 8,
2005). Regulations regarding use of CCDF funds for research and evaluation.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/current/pi0502/pi0502.htm (accessed December
13, 2009).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (January 1,
2007). CCDF State and Territories Plan Preprint Guidance, FFY 2008-09.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/current/ACF118/guidance_2008_final.htm
(accessed January 2, 2010).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (n.d.). CCDF
State and Territories Plan Preprint Guidance, FFY 2006-07.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/archives/acf118/guidance 2006 _final.htm
(accessed on June 6, 2010).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (June 3,
2003). CCDF State and Territories Plan Preprint Guidance, FFY 2004-05.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/quidance/archives/acf118/2004-2005/quidance.htm
(accessed January 2, 2010).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (n.d.). CCDF
State and Territories Plan Preprint Guidance, FFY 2002-03.
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http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/archives/acf118/guidance_2006_final.htm
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/archives/acf118/2004-2005/guidance.htm

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/archives/pi0103/guidance.htm (accessed June 6,
2010).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (n.d.). CCDF
State and Territories Plan Preprint Guidance, FFY 2000-01.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cch/law/guidance/archives/pi9901b/guidance.htm (accessed June 6,
2010).

Child Care and Development Fund Plan for FFY 2006-2007 for each of the 50 states.
Child Care and Development Fund Plan for FFY 2008-2009 for each of the 50 states.

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Report to Congress, for FY 2002 and 2003.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/ccdf/rtc/rtc2002/rtc_general/rtc_2002_2003.pdf (accessed
January 3, 2010)

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Report to Congress, for FY 2004 and 2005.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/ccdf/rtc/rtc2004/intro.htm (accessed March 14, 2009)

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. Child Care and Development Fund Report of State and Territory Plans FY 2006-07.
http://nccic.acf.hhs.gov/pubs/stateplan/stateplan-intro.html (accessed December 13, 2009).

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. Child Care and Development Fund Report of State and Territory Plans FY 2008-09.
http://nccic.acf.hhs.gov/pubs/stateplan2008-09/index.html (accessed January 2, 2010).

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. (Winter 2009). Child Care Bulletin Issue 35: Building Partnerships for Children and
Families.

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. FY 2008 State Expenditures as of September 30, 2007 (Spending from all appropriation
years), All Expenditures Categorical Summary.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/data/expenditures/08acf696/exp_categorical.htm (accessed
June 6, 2010).

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. FY 2008 State Expenditures as of September 30, 2008 (Spending from all appropriation
years), Detailed Summary.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cch/data/expenditures/08acf696/exp_detailed.htm (accessed June 6,
2010).
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http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/archives/pi0103/guidance.htm
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/law/guidance/archives/pi9901b/guidance.htm

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. FFY 2008 CCDF Data Tables (preliminary estimates).
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/data/ccdf data/08acf800_preliminary/list.htm (accessed June 6,
2010).

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. Overview, Child Care and Development Fund, Fiscal Year 2008 State Spending from All
Appropriation Years.
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cch/data/expenditures/08acf696/fy08_overview_allyears.htm
(accessed June 6, 2010).

Office of Management and Budget. President’s Budget for Fiscal Year 2011. Performance and
Management in the Analytical Perspectives Supplement.
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2011/assets/management.pdf

U.S. House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee. (2008). Green Book, Section 9—Child Care.

Stage 2: Informed Survey and Interview Construction

Bernstein, David. (2000). Local government performance measurement use: Assessing system quality and
effects. UMI Dissertation Services.

Data Quality Campaign. 2009 Survey of State P-20 Data Collection Issues Related to Longitudinal
Analysis. www.dataqualitycampaign.org (Accessed November 2010).

National Early Childhood Accountability Task Force. (n.d.). Taking Stock: Assessing and Improving
Early Childhood Learning and Program Quality. Foundation for Child Development, The PEW
Charitable Trusts, and The Joyce Foundation. (Accessed January 2011).

The Early Childhood Data Collaborative. (August 2010). Building and Using Coordinated State Early
Care and Education Data Systems: A Framework for State Policymakers. (Accessed May 2011).

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Strategic Plan, 2007-2012. Chapter 1, Chapter 4, Appendices A, B, E, F (Accessed May 2011).

Stage 3: Informed Selection of Case Study States

Child Care and Development Fund Plan for FFY 2006-2007 for each of the 50 states.

Child Care and Development Fund Plan for FFY 2008-2009 for each of the 50 states.

Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. Child Care and Development Fund Report of State and Territory Plans FY 2008-09.
http://nccic.acf.hhs.gov/pubs/stateplan2008-09/index.html (accessed January 2, 2010).

National Governor’s Association. (April 2011). State Early Childhood Advisory Council: State Profiles.
Examined profiles for all 50 states.
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http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2011/assets/management.pdf
http://www.dataqualitycampaign.org/

Demma, Rachel. (October 2010). Building Ready States: A Governor’s Guide to Supporting a
Comprehensive, High Quality Early Childhood State System. National Governor’s Association
Center for Best Practices, Education Division. (Accessed May 2011).

Higgins, Louisa, Stagman, Shannon, & Smith, Sheila. (September 2010). Improving Supports for Parents
of Young Children: State-Level Initiatives. National Center for Children in Poverty. (Accessed
November 2010).

Project Thrive. Short Take No. 5: State of the States’ ECCS Initiatives. National Center for Children in
Poverty. (Accessed November 2010).

Project Thrive. Short Take No. 7: State Indicators for Early Childhood. National Center for Children in
Poverty. (Accessed November 2010).

Smith, Sheila, Scheider, Will & Kreader, J. Lee. (October 2010). Features of Professional Development
and On-site Assistance in Child Care Quality Rating Improvement Systems: A Survey of State-wide
Systems. National Center for Children in Poverty.

Stage 4a: Preparing for Case Study Visits — Overall

Administration for Children and Families. High Priority Performance Goals. FY 2012 Performance
Appendix. (Accessed September 2011).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (n.d.). CCDF
State and Territories Plan Preprint Guidance, FFY 2012-13.

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (September
21, 2011). Information Memorandum Log No.: CCDF-ACF-MI-2011-06 (continuity of care).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (June 10,
2011). Program Instruction: Revised State/Territory Plan Preprint (ACF-118) for the Child Care and
Development Fund (CCDF) program for the Fiscal Year (FY) 2012-2013 Biennium. (Accessed
September 2011).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (January 5,
2011). Policy Interpretation Question Log No.: CCDF-ACF-P1Q-2011-01 (parent choice and quality
improvement systems).

Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (April 2011).
Tip Sheet for Early Childhood-Child Welfare Partnerships. (Accessed September 2011).

Afterschool Investments. State and Territory Afterschool Profiles. National Profile. (n.d.). U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of
Child Care. (Accessed July 2011).

Child Care & Early Education Research Connections. (July 2011). Early Care and Education
Collaboration: A Key Topic Resource List. National Center for Children in Poverty, the Inter-
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university Consortium for Political and Social Research, the Office of Child Care, and the Office of
Planning, Research, and Evaluation. (Accessed September 2011).

Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families and the Office of
Child Care. (April 2011). Information Memorandum. Child Welfare and Child Care Partnerships:
Partnering with Families Involved in Child Care Subsidy Programs. (Accessed September 2011).

Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families. Proposed
Information Collection Activity; Comment Request. Child Care Quarterly Case Record Report-ACF-
801. Federal Register, vol. 76, no. 144, Wednesday, July 27, 2011/Notices, p. 44934. (Accessed
September 2011).

FY 2011 CCDF Allocations (by state and allocation type) Based on Appropriation. Excel spreadsheet.
(Accessed September 2011).

NCCIC. (October 2010). National Profile. The Office of Child Care’s National Child Care Information
and Technical Assistance Center. (Accessed July 2011)

Office of Child Care. (n.d.). Overview of Proposed Revisions to ACF-801. (Accessed September 2011).

Office of Child Care. (July 2011). DRAFT-For Public Comment-ACF-801 Child Care Monthly Case
Record Form. (Accessed September 2011).

Office of Child Care, Administration for Children & Families, U.S. Department of Health & Human
Services. (n.d.). Announcement/Fact Sheet about Redesigned Child Care Technical Assistance
Network starting for FY 2012. (Accessed September 2011).

Stage 4b: Preparing for Arkansas Case Study Visit
Membership Lists
B Arkansas Early Childhood Commission Member List

Afterschool Investments. State and Territory Afterschool Profiles. Arkansas. (n.d.). U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of Child Care.
(Accessed July 2011).

Arkansas Advocates for Children & Families. Total Population in Poverty 2008 by County. Arkansas
KIDS COUNT Data Center. (Accessed November 2011).

Arkansas Department of Human Services. 2009 Statistical Report. July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009.
(Accessed October 2011).

Arkansas Department of Human Services, Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education. (April
28, 2010). Better Beginnings Public Hearing. Minutes of Hearing. (Accessed November 2011).

Arkansas Department of Human Services, Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education. (n.d.).
Informational Brochure. (Accessed December 2011)
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Arkansas Early Childhood Association. (September 2011). AECA Update.

Arkansas Early Childhood Comprehensive Systems (AECCS) Partnership Council. 2009. Overview.
(Accessed November 2011).

Arkansas Early Childhood Commission. (November 1999). Operational Policies and Procedures.
(Accessed October 2011).

Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development System. (n.d.). Spectrum Career Lattice Overview.
(Accessed December 0211).

Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education. Statistical Report 2010. (Accessed October
2011).

HIPPY Facts in Brief... Arkansas State HIPPY Office. (Accessed December 2011).

National Infant & Toddler Child Care Initiative at Zero to Three. (May 2008). Key Facts about Children
birth to 3 years, their families, and the child care system that serves them. Arkansas. U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Child Care Bureau.
(Accessed July 2011).

NCCIC. (October 2010). State Profile: Arkansas. The Office of Child Care’s National Child Care
Information and Technical Assistance Center. (Accessed July 2011)

U.S. Census Bureau. State & County Quick Facts for Washington County, Arkansas and Pulaski County,
Arkansas. (Accessed November 2011).

Stage 4c: Preparing for Maryland Case Study Visit
Committee Membership Lists Provided by the MD Office of Child Care

B Maryland Office of Child Care Advisory Council Member List 10.5.11
B Head Start Collaboration/Judy Center Advisory Council Member List, October 2011

B  Governor’s Appointed MD State Advisory Council on Early Childhood Education and Care,
October 2011

Afterschool Investments. State and Territory Afterschool Profiles. Maryland. (n.d.). U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of Child Care.
(Accessed July 2011).

Bylaws of the Maryland State Advisory Council on Early Childhood Education and Care. January 13.
2011.

Child Care and Development Fund Plan for Maryland. FFY 2006-07. (Accessed December 2009).
Child Care and Development Fund Plan for Maryland. FFY 2008-09. (Accessed December 2009).

Child Care and Development Fund Plan for Maryland. FFY 2010-11. (Accessed December 2009).
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Child Care and Development Fund Draft for North Carolina. FFY 2012-13. (Accessed September 2011).

Maryland Early Childhood Advisory Council. What Success Looks Like. Three-Year Action Plan 2009-
2012.

Maryland Family Network. Trends in Child Care 2010. Maryland State Department of Education.
(Accessed July 2011).

Maryland State Department of Education. Press Release — Child Care Subsidy Implements a Waiting List
(effective February 28, 2011).

Maryland State Department of Education. Strategic Plan of the Division of Early Childhood Development
2006-2009.

Maryland State Department of Education. Strategic Plan of the Division of Early Childhood Development
2010-2012.

Meeting of the Maryland State Early Childhood Advisory Council. March 11, 2011. Meeting Notes.

State of Maryland. Application for State Advisory Council Funding under the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. July, 14, 2010. (Accessed July 2011)

National Infant & Toddler Child Care Initiative at Zero to Three. (May 2008). Key Facts about Children
birth to 3 years, their families, and the child care system that serves them. Maryland. U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Child Care Bureau.
(Accessed July 2011).

NCCIC. (October 2010). State Profile: Maryland. The Office of Child Care’s National Child Care
Information and Technical Assistance Center. (Accessed July 2011)

Stage 4d: Preparing for North Carolina Case Study Visit

Membership Lists of Groups Related to CCDF Decisions/Implementation in NC (provided by the NC
Division of Child Development and Early Education (October 2011) :

North Carolina Child Care Commission, 2011-2012 (a regulatory commission)
DCD Subsidy Advisory Committee

Professional Development Advisory Committee

QRIS Advisory Committee (including subcommittee workgroups)

Early Learning Committee

Alamance County Department of Social Services. (August 2009). Annual Leading by Results Report to
the Board. Customer focused, fiscally responsible and outcomes driven. (Accessed July 2011)

Afterschool Investments. State and Territory Afterschool Profiles. North Carolina. (n.d.). U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of
Child Care. (Accessed July 2011).

Child Care and Development Fund Plan for North Carolina. FFY 2010-11. (Accessed July 2011).
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Child Care and Development Fund Draft for North Carolina. FFY 2012-13. (Accessed September 2011).

Governor Beverly Eaves Purdue. State of North Carolina Executive Order No. 3. On-site and State-Stat
Performance Management and Accountability. (January 2009). (Accessed July 2011).

National Infant & Toddler Child Care Initiative at Zero to Three. (May 2008). Key Facts about Children
birth to 3 years, their families, and the child care system that serves them. North Carolina. U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Child Care
Bureau. (Accessed July 2011).

NCCIC. (October 2010). State Profile: North Carolina. The Office of Child Care’s National Child Care
Information and Technical Assistance Center. (Accessed July 2011)

North Carolina Association of County Boards of Social Services. (n.d.). Leading by Results (LBR)

Overview: Achieving successful outcomes for North Carolina’s Children, Families, and Adults.
(Accessed July 2011).

North Carolina Association of County Directors of Social Services. (1989). People vs. Paper: A
reaffirmation of purpose: people instead of forms, regulations, and paperwork. (Accessed July 2011).

North Carolina Association of County Directors of Social Services. (February 2011). Business Redesign:
A New Model for Moving Forward. (Access July 2011).

North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services. Strategic Plan 2011-2012. (Accessed July
2011).

North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, Division of Child Development. (July 2011).
Memorandum: Subsidy Payments to Non-licensed Providers and One & Two Star Licensed
Programs. (Accessed September 2011)

North Carolina Division of Child Development. (April 2011). Monthly Statistical Summary. (Accessed
July 2011).

North Carolina Division of Child Development. (June 21, 2011). Announcement: More at Four moves to
the Division of Child Development, becomes NC Prekindergarten Program (NCPK). (Accessed July
2011).

North Carolina Division of Child Development, N.C. Department of Health and Human Services.
(7/1/2011). Child Care Analysis Detail from 6/1/2011 - 6/30/2011. (Accessed July 2011).

North Carolina Division of Child Development and Early Education. (August 2011). The NC Pre-
Kindergarten Program (NC Pre-K) Frequently Asked Questions. (Accessed September 2011).

North Carolina Institute for Child Development Professionals. (July 2010). An Emerging Overview of
North Carolina’s Approach to Professional Development for Early Care and Education & School Age
Care Professionals. (Accessed September 2011).

North Carolina Institute for Child Development Professionals. Task Group Structure for 2009-2010.
(Accessed September 2011).
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North Carolina Race to the Top — Early Learning Challenge Application for Initial Funding. U.S.
Department of Education. October 2011. (Accessed December 2011).

North Carolina SEEK: Subsidized Early Education for Kids. (n.d.) SEEK Overview for Departments of
Social Services and Local Purchasing Agencies. (Accessed July 2011)

North Carolina SEEK: Subsidized Early Education for Kids. (n.d.) SEEK Overview for Parents.
(Accessed July 2011)

North Carolina SEEK: Subsidized Early Education for Kids. (n.d.) SEEK Overview for Providers.
(Accessed July 2011)

North Carolina Social Services Commission. (August 2011). Rules proposed for amendment (related to
child care subsidy). (Accessed September 2011).

Regional Early Childhood Professional Development Plan Summary (from July 2010). (Accessed
September 2011).

The North Carolina State Budget. Recommended Operating Budget with Performance Management
Information. Health and Human Services, Volume 3. 2009-2011. (Accessed July 2011).

Stage 5a: Collected during Arkansas Case Study Visit and Analyzed as a Result
Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families. 2010. Annual Report.
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State of Arkansas, 88" General Assembly, Regular Session 2011. Senate Bill 138. An act to provide a
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2011).

Five-Year Early Childhood Professional Development Regional Action Plan. (2010). | have withheld the
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the 18 regions and provides some next steps for moving forward with professional development
planning for North Carolina’s child care system.

North Carolina Race to the Top — Early Learning Challenge Application for Initial Funding. U.S.
Department of Education. October 2011. (Accessed December 2011).

Regional Consumer Education & Referral Services (CER) Hub Plan. (2011). | have withheld the region
number to protect the identity of the individual who provided me with the plan. She felt it would help
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Status of North Carolina Child Care Quality: Supports and Constraints. A presentation to the North
Carolina Quality Rating and Improvement System Advisory Committee. (September 30, 2009). This
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Childhood Associate Degree Programs

Contract #7082: NC State University for Natural Learning Initiative
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Contract #7096: Child Care Services Association for Infant Toddler Quality Improvement Project
2011-2012

Contract #7097: Child Care Resources Inc for Health Social Behaviors Project 2011-2012
Contract #7098: Southwestern Child Development Commission, Inc. for School Age Care
Quality Improvement Project 2011-2012
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Appendix H: Case Study Survey Summary Tables
Table H.1: CCDF State Child Care Administrator State Position, Tenure, and Agency

Title AR MD NC
Position Title Director, Director, Office | Director, North
Division of of Child Care Carolina
Child Care and Division of
Early Child
Childhood Development
Education and Early
Education
Length of Time in This Position 7.42 years 4.17 years 2.33 years
State Agency Department of | Maryland State Department of
Human Department of Health and
Services Education Human
Services
U.S. Administration for Vi Il v
Children and Families Region
Table H.2: Extent of State Regulatory Purview of CCDF Administrator
Regulatory Responsibilities AR MD NC
Developing Child Care Regulation In my purview In my purview In my purview
Enforcing Child Care Regulation In my purview In my purview In my purview
Managing Child Care Regulation In my purview In my purview In my purview
Table H.3: Extent of CCDF-Supported Subsidy Purview of CCDF Administrator
Subsidy Responsibilities AR MD NC
Developing Subsidy Eligibility Policies In my purview In my purview In my purview
Setting Subsidy Priorities Among Eligible In my purview In my purview In my purview
Populations
Developing Subsidy Co-payment Policies In my purview In my purview In my purview
Setting Subsidy Reimbursement Rates In my purview In my purview In my purview
In my purview Somewhat inmy | In my purview
Preventing Subsidy Fraud purview
In my purview Not in my In my purview
Investigating Subsidy Fraud purview
In my purview Somewhat in my | In my purview

Administering the Subsidy Program

purview

Table H.4: Extent of CCDF-Supported Child Care Quality and Accessibility Purview of CCDF

Administrator

Quality and Accessibility Responsibilities AR MD NC
Developing School-Age Care Initiatives In my purview In my purview In my purview
Developing Infant/Toddler Initiatives In my purview In my purview In my purview
Guiding Child Care Resource & Referral In my purview Somewhat in my | In my purview
Activities purview
Developing Early Learning Guidelines In my purview In my purview Somewha_lt n
my purview
Developing Quality Rating Systems In my purview In my purview In my purview
Developing Professional Development In my purview In my purview In my purview

Initiatives
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Table H.5: Extent to Which State Scope of Responsibility Requires Fostering Collaborative

Relationships with the Following

Entity Types AR MD NC
State government entities outside of your In my purview In my purview In my purview
department
Local government entities Somewha}t in my In my purview Somewhe}t in
purview my purview
Tribal entities Somewha}t in my Not Applicable Somewhe}t in
purview my purview
Community-based, nonprofit entities In my purview In my purview Somewhe}t n
my purview
Faith-based, nonprofit entities In my purview In my purview Somewhe}t in
my purview
For-profit entities In my purview In my purview Somewhe_lt in
my purview
Table H.6: Other Federal Early Childhood Initiatives in State-defined Scope of Responsibilities
Federal Early Childhood Initiatives AR MD NC
Head Start Collaboration Projects In my purview Not In my In my purview
purview
Early Intervention Services (IDEA) Somewhgt Inmy Not In my Somewhe}t n
purview purview my purview
Title 1 Preschool Services Somewha}t inmy Notin my Somewhe}t n
purview purview my purview
TANE Child Care Services Somewha}t in my In my purview In my purview
purview
Early Childhood Comprehensive Services In my purview Not in my Somewhat in
(ECCS) purview my purview
Child and Adult Care Food Program In my purview Not in my Somewhat in
(CACFP) purview my purview
Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) Child Not in my purview Not in my Somewhat in
Care purview my purview
Table H.7a: State-Funded Child Care Initiatives in State-defined Scope of Responsibilities
State-Funded Child Care Initiatives AR MD NC
State-funded prekindergarten In my purview Not in my In my purview
programs/initiatives purview
Other state-funded programs/initiatives for In my purview Somewhat inmy | In my purview
children ages birth-five years purview
State-funded programs/initiatives for school- In my purview Somewhat inmy | In my purview
age children (6-12 years) purview

Table H.7b: Other State-Defined Responsibilities

Arkansas: Other State-Defined Responsibilities

Home Visiting Programs, Family Engagement Activities, Regulating Foster Care placements in homes

and group settings
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Table H.8: Primary Regulatory Responsibility Resides with Local Government

Regulatory Responsibilities AR MD NC
Developing Child Care Regulation No No No
Enforcing Child Care Regulation No No No
Managing Child Care Regulation No No No

Table H.9: Primary CCDF-Supported Subsidy Responsibilities Reside with
Local Government

Subsidy Responsibilities AR MD NC
Developing Subsidy Eligibility Policies No No No
Setting Subsidy Priorities Among No No No
Eligible Populations

Developing Subsidy Co-payment No No No
Policies

Setting Subsidy Reimbursement Rates No No No
Preventing Subsidy Fraud No No Yes
Investigating Subsidy Fraud No No No
Administering the Subsidy Program No No No

Table H.10: Primary Child Care Quality and Accessibility Responsibilities
Reside with Local Government

Quality and Accessibility AR MD NC
Responsibilities

Developing School-Age Care Initiatives No No No
Developing Infant/Toddler Initiatives No No No
Guiding Child Care Resource & No No No
Referral Activities

Developing Early Learning Guidelines No No No
Developing Quality Rating Systems No No No
Developing Professional Development No No No
Initiatives
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Table H.11: Extent of Collaborative Development of CCDF-Related Programs/Initiatives
with Other State Agencies (In order of relationship intensity)

State Agencies

AR

MD

NC

State Budget Office

Work with closely

Work with closely

Work with closely

State Legislature

Work with closely

Work with closely

Work with closely

Governor’s Office

Work with closely

Work with closely

Work with closely

State Department of Education

Work with closely

Work with closely

Work with closely

State Department of Human
Services/Social Services

Work with closely

Work with closely

Work with closely

State Department of Health Work with closely Work with closely chgzlsour:?lly
Community College System Work with closely Work with closely chgzlsour:?lly
University System Work with closely Work with closely Occasionally
consult
State Department of Labor Occasionally Work with closely Not at all
consult
State Workforce Investment Work with closely Not at all Not at all
Board
State Department of Juvenile Occasionally Occasionally consult Occasionally
Justice consult consult
__ Occasionally Not at all Occasionally
Regulatory Commission
consult consult
State Department of Agriculture chzf]':ur}?"y Notatall Notatall

Table H.12: Extent of Collaborative Development of CCDF-Related Programs/Initiatives with Local

Government Agencies (In order of relationship intensity)

Local Government Agencies AR MD NC
City/County Department of Occasionally consult Work with closely Occasionally
Human Services/Social consult
Services
Work with closely Occasionally Occasionally
Local Zoning Boards consult consult
Work with closely Not at all Occasionally
Local Fire Departments consult
City/County Department of Occasionally consult Occasionally Not at all
Health consult
City/County/School District Occasionally consult Occasionally Not at all
Department of Education consult
City/County Food Inspection Occasionally consult Not at all Occasionally
Agencies consult
City/County Law Enforcement Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all
Agencies
City/County Economic Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all
Development
City/County/Regional Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all
Workforce Investment
Boards/Workforce Agencies
City/County/Regional One-Stop | Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all
Operators
City/County Managers Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all
Mayor’s Offices Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all
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Table H.13: Extent of Collaborative Development of CCDF-Related Programs/Initiatives with
Nongovernmental Agencies (In order of relationship intensity)

Nongovernmental Agencies

AR

MD

NC

Child Care Operators

Work with closely

Work with closely

Work with closely

Child Care Resource & Referral
Agencies (CCR&R)

Work with closely

Work with closely

Work with closely

Universities (public or private) Work with closely Work with closely chgzisour:?lly
Community Colleges Work with closely Work with closely Occasionally
consult
State/Local Affiliates of the Work with closely Work with closely Occasionally
National Association for the consult
Education of Young Children
(NAEYC)
Chambers of Commerce Work with closely Occasionally Not at all
consult
. . Work with closely Occasionally Not at all
Companies/Businesses
consult
Foundations Occasionally consult Work with closely Not at all
Other Nonprofit Organizations Occasionally consult Work with closely Oc(c:gzi:ur:?lly
Associations of City/County Occasionally consult Occasionally Not at all
Governments consult
United Way Occasionally consult Occasionally Not at all
consult
Faith-based Organizations Occasionally consult Occasionally Not at all
(other than child care operators) consult
Economic Development Boards | Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all
Workforce Boards Occasionally consult Not at all Not at all

Table H.14: Extent of Purview in Developing Goals and Measures of Success for CCDF-related Initiatives

Types of Goal and AR MD NC
Measurement Activities
Developing Goals In my purview In my purview In my purview
Developing research or In my purview In my purview In my purview
evaluation activities
Developing measures of In my purview In my purview Somewhat in my
programmatic success purview
Determining how data is In my purview In my purview In my purview
gathered to measure success
Determining how data can be In my purview In my purview Somewhat in my
used to improve program purview
operations
Table H.15: State Goal-Setting Frequency for CCDF

AR MD NC
Frequency Biennially 3 Year Annually

Strategic Plan
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Table H.16: Extent Perspectives Considered in CCDF Goal-Setting Process (in order of consideration)

Perspectives AR MD NC
Federal Goals for CCDF Primary Primary Primary
Recommendations of the CCDF Primary Primary Primary
State Child Care Administrator

State’s Comprehensive Early Primary Primary Primary
Childhood Education Plan

State’s Early Learning Primary Primary Secondary
Advisory Council

Recommendations from Primary Secondary Primary
Standing Committees on CCDF

Issues

(government/nongovernment
collaborations)

Comments from the Public Secondary Secondary Primary
Comments from Child Care Secondary Secondary Primary
Operators

Recommendations from Other Secondary Secondary Primary
State Agencies, Boards and

Commissions

State Performance-Based Primary Secondary Secondary
Budgeting Priorities

Feedback from Service Secondary No Answer Primary
Providers and Contractors

Governor’s Priorities Secondary Secondary Secondary
Legislative Priorities Secondary Secondary Secondary
Early Childhood Professional Secondary Secondary Secondary

Associations
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Table H.17: Extent of Considerations of Various Sources of Data/Information in Setting Measures of
Programmatic Success for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives (arranged by frequency)

Sources of Data/Information

AR

MD

NC

Federal Guidelines on Waste, Fraud, and Abuse

Almost Always

Almost Always

Almost Always

State Guidelines on Waste, Fraud, and Abuse

Almost Always

Almost Always

Almost Always

State Performance-Based Budgeting Guidelines

Almost Always

Almost Always

Almost Always

Priorities of other state early childhood initiatives

Almost Always

Almost Always

Almost Always

Reports that have been funded by the Child Care
Bureau/Office of Child Care

Almost Always

Almost Always

Almost Always

Data from my own state about previous service
trends

Almost Always

Almost Always

Almost Always

Academic studies that have been published on the
issue

Almost Always

Almost Always

Almost Always

Technical Assistance Staff from the OCC-funded Almost Always | Almost Always | Sometimes
CCTAN

Other resources/reports available through CCTAN Almost Always | Almost Always | Sometimes
Best Practices Guides from the National Governor’s | Almost Always | Sometimes Sometimes
Association

Data regarding the numbers of children served in Almost Always | Sometimes Sometimes
other states

Data regarding the quality of care subsidized children | Almost Always | Sometimes Sometimes

access in other states

Priorities of other state workforce initiatives Sometimes Not Applicable | Almost Always
Performance indicators used in other states Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes
Opinions of state government collaborating agencies | Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes
Opinions of local government collaborating agencies | Sometimes Sometimes Almost Never
Opinions of nongovernmental collaborating agencies | Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes
Opinions of the general public Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes
Table H.18: Data Sources Used for Tracking Goal Success

Types of Data Sources AR MD NC
Administrative data on resources used Yes Yes Yes
Administrative data on numbers of individuals served Yes Yes Yes
Administrative data on numbers of units of service provided Yes Yes Yes
Outcome data, such as a percent of children accessing certain kinds of care Yes Yes Yes
Program evaluations independently commissioned Yes No Yes
Other research studies independently commissioned Yes No Yes
Program evaluations conducted by the state government No Yes No
Other research conducted by the state government No No Yes
Parent/guardian satisfaction data No No No
Child care operator satisfaction data No No No
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Table H.19: Entities Regularly Conducting Analyses of Performance Data Collected for CCDF-related
Programs/Initiatives

Entities AR MD NC
The Lead CCDF Agency Yes Yes Yes
The state budget office Yes No No
A collaborative/partnership group working on CCDF-related issues Yes No No
The contracted agency responsible for administration of the program No No Yes
An agency contracted for performance data analysis No Yes No
The Governor’s Office No No No
The state legislature No No No
The local government agency responsible for administration of the program No No No

Table H.20: Types of Data Analyses Regularly Performed with Perforce Performance Data Collected for
CCDEF-related Programs/Initiatives

Types of Data Analyses AR MD NC
Current data are compared to past data to examine trends over time. Yes Yes Yes
Current data are compared to performance targets to determine the extent to Yes Yes Yes
which goals were met.

Data are compared across contractors and administrative agencies to No No No
determine which organizations are most effective.

Data are compared to performance information from other states to No No No
benchmark our performance nationally.

We do not perform any of these analyses with the performance data we No No No
collect.

Table H.21: Frequency of Use of Performance Data Collected for CCDF-related Programs/Initiatives (by
frequency)

Types of AR MD NC

Performance Data Use

Support resource allocation decisions for future Yearly More than once Yearly

budgets per year

Inform future contracting decisions Yearly More than once Yearly

per year

Report data to the public through something like a Yearly No regular Not at all

“report card” frequency

Evaluate state or local government staff Yearly No regular Not at all

performance frequency

Identify technical assistance/training needs to Biennially More than once Yearly

support better service delivery per year

Identify changes in service delivery processes, Biennially More than once Yearly

procedures, or program elements per year

Identify best practices that become encouraged or Biennially More than once Yearly

required per year

Identify weaknesses/strength in the child care Biennially More than once Yearly

system and strategies for improvement per year

Report data to the public through our web-site ’;‘O regular No regular No regular
requency frequency frequency

Report data to the public through press releases ’;‘O regular No regular Not at all
requency frequency
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Appendix I: Case Selection Detail
Overview

Cases were selected at two levels: the state level and the group level. Case selection at
the state level was done to purposively select states because on variation in their performance
management and collaboration in order to better understand the elements contributing to these
variations. Case selection at the group level was done to explore the possibility of the groups
serving in the capacity of governance networks, to study the meta-governance functions as
identified in the literature, and to serve as the basis for forming a grounded theory of meta-

governance.

Selecting the States

Figure 1.1: Case Selection Process

Dacurne nt

ke Infarmant
st ent

The lterative Case Selection Process

As indicated in Figure 1.1, the iterative case selection process began with a document
analysis, proceeded to expert assessment, and continued with the assessment of key informants.

That triangulation process, however, was unsuccessful in yielding a set of states for case study
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analysis. The process did yield, however, a new idea for how to select the states. That began a

new process of document analysis and key informant assessment to select the final states.

Document Analysis — Part One for State Case Selection

| created a two-by-two matrix as seen in Table 1.2 to facilitate categorization of the states
across the dimensions of high/low collaboration and clear/unclear measures of success in cells
(1), (2), and (3). This matrix was used in document analysis, and to solicit assessments from
experts and key informants. While it was important to select diverse states, it was also important
to ensure that they were not so different from all the other states that findings would not be likely

to apply anywhere else.

Table 1.2: Selection Criteria for States

(1) (2)
High Collaboration High Collaboration
and and
Clear Measures of Success Unclear Measures of Success
3 4)
Low Collaboration Low Collaboration
and and
Clear Measures of Success Unclear Measures of Success

Thus I sought data indicating differences and similarities on state administration of the
CCDF. As Table I.3 indicates | examined the extent to which the three primary streams of
CCDF funding were administered together or separately within each state. In 48 of the 50 states
all three CCDF funding streams are within a single agency/department or their licensing stream
is split from the other two. Only Delaware and Texas have a different state government

configuration. Because the location of the CCDF elements within the state government could
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make a significant difference in collaborations and measures of success, Delaware and Texas

were excluded as case study states for being too different.
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Table 1.3: State Government Configuration of CCDF Streams

State Configuration of CCDF Streams States with Configuration
Subsidy, Licensing, and Quality Initiatives in AL, AK, AR, CO, HlI, ID, IN, MD, MA, MN,
same state agency or department NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, OR, SC, SD, TN, VT,

WA, WV, WI, WY

Subsidy and Quality Initiatives in same state AZ, CA, CT, FL, GA IL, IA, KS, KY, LA,
agency or department ME, MI, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NH, NJ, ND,
RI, UT, VA

Licensing and Quality initiatives in same state | TX
agency or department

All streams in different agencies/departments DE

Source: Early child care and education: State governance structures, National Child Care Information Center,
December 2008, accessed from web-site November 9, 2010
(http://nccic.acf.hhs.gov/poptopics/ece structure.html?&printfriendly=true)

An examination of national context of state administration of the Child Care
Development Fund revealed another exclusionary factor. A number of states were participating

in the BUILD initiative (www.buildinitiative.org). As described on the BUILD Initiative web-

site, it is a collaborative group of funders helping states to coordinate and integrate their policies
and strategies related to promoting children’s well-being from birth to five. They have a
particular conceptual framework that participating states must follow. | was concerned that
participation in this initiative would muddy the case study information by introducing too much
influence from outside the state on the processes unfolding inside the state. At the time | was
engaged in state selection, the following states were engaged in the BUILD initiative and thus

excluded from consideration for the case study: IL, MI, MN, NJ, NY, OH, PA, and WA.

| knew from the outset that North Carolina would definitely be one of the states chosen
for case study for three reasons: (a) it is a reference state for me due to my previous experience
there, (b) | know that it has high collaboration and clear measures of success because of my
experience, and (c) a Winter 2009 Child Care Bulletin published by the Child Care Bureau

features North Carolina as having both outcome measures and strong collaborative partnerships
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(Issue 35), confirming my own experience. This left two to three more states to be selected

through the triangulation process.

Using Table 1.2, I analyzed the Child Care Development Fund: Report of State Territory
Plans FY 2008-09 in December 2010 to place states into the cells. Collaboration was indicated
by report Tables 2.3 Public-Private Partnerships (systems building, accessibility & affordability,
quality rating systems, school-age initiatives, infant-toddler initiatives, and family support) and
Table 2.1-D Coordination and Consultation Activities (with statewide associations, CCR&R
agencies, Advocacy organizations/other, professional development agencies, local private
organizations, foundations or trusts, businesses, faith-based organizations, national
organizations). Using these two tables | could count the types of organizations the state reports
indicated were involved in various kinds of collaborative activities. This count provided only a
rough measure of collaboration because within each type of organization there could be many
organizations, and the count did not reveal anything about the intensity or persistence of the

collaboration.

| performed a similar count of measurement efforts using report Tables 1.5-B Lead
Agency Activities to Maintain Control — specifying performance indicators or measures in
contracts; Table 5.1-P Evaluation of Quality Activities evaluations in progress or completed —
providing comprehensive consumer education, offering providers grants or loans to help them
meet local standards, improving salaries and other compensation for child care providers,
supporting early language/literacy/pre-reading/math concepts development, implementing
Healthy Child Care America and other health activities, implementing activities that increase
parental choice and improve the quality and availability of child care; Table 5.2-E Early

Learning Assessment Activities — Assessing the effectiveness and/or implementation of the
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guidelines; Table 5.2-L Assessment to Revise Professional Development Plans — using or will
use assessment to help shape or revise the professional development plan. Again, this count of
measurement efforts is imperfect. First, it is only reflective of the areas asked about in the report
thus not capturing other measurement efforts that might be important. Second, it reflects only
efforts to assess programs, but not efforts to use the information in further decision-making.

Third, terms are not defined so states could be interpreting the questions in a multitude of ways.

Counts from the report tables discussed above yielded the sorting of states evidenced in
Table 1.4. Report counts indicated that seven states were high collaboration/high measurement,
seven states were low collaboration/high measurement, 14 states were high collaboration/low
measurement, and 12 states were low collaboration/low measurement. The classification of
North Carolina as low collaboration did not match my prior knowledge of the state, but | have
already acknowledged that these counts were rough estimates. The next step was to triangulate

these assessments with expert opinion.

Table 1.4: Collaboration-Measurement Continuum based on Counts from CCDF
2008-09 Reports

High Collaboration Low Collaboration

(5-10 of 15 types) (1-4 of 15 types)
High Measurement CA, CO*, GA, NE*, AR, HI, MD, ME, NC, ND, NV
(4-8 of 9 efforts) OR, TN, VT
Low Measurement AL, AZ**, ID, KS**, AK, CT, FL, 1A, IN, KY, MO,
(0-3 of 9 efforts) LA, MA, MT** NH, MS, NM, OK, VA*, WV

RI*, SC*, SD*, UT*,

WI, Wv*

Collaboration: what the Child Care Bureau calls consultation, coordination, or public-
private partnership
* 3 of 6 types of Public-Private Partnerships noted; **Includes faith-based collaboration
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Expert Assessment
Experts from that National Governors Association (NGA) and the National Association

for Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies (NACCRRA) were consulted for their opinions
on the prevalence and extent of state collaboration and measures of success. | did not want to
bias the opinions of the experts so | showed them Figure 1.2 and asked them to indicate where,
according to their expert opinion, states were located within the matrix. These discussions were

conducted in March 2011.

Figure 1.2: Classification Matrix Shared with Experts to Solicit Sorting of States into
Categories

Selection Criteria for States

High Collaboration High Collaboration
and and
Clear Mezsures of Success Unclear Measures of Success
{1 ar2 states) (L or 2 staes)
Lowey Collabar ion Lo Collzbaration
and and
Clear Measures of Success Unclear Measures of Success
(1 ar2 states) (ho states will be selected here)

Other considerations:
(1) Distributed acrossthe 10 ACF Regions
[21 Stae Child Care Administratar must have been in position long enaugh ta have an
understanding of paolicies/procedures for the previous12 maonths

Tivingto Investigate:
A, Lang-Term, Decisior-lMaking Caollaboration called Goveraamce Metiwarks inthe Public Management
Literature defined for this study == follaws:

1. 3tae government and & least twa (2] other organizations

2. Engaged together (hot thru aliaison)

3. Making decisons about the design, goals, management and/or performance of part of the CCOF

B. Perforrma e Mar agernert defined for this study as collection and use of performance datato inform
decisions usng such strategies as:

Irnprow e Service Delivery

Increase Capacity

Support Resource Allocaion

|dentify Best Practices

Creae Systemic Change

Each expert was shown Figure 1.2 and asked to provide his/her perspectives on which
states were present in which cells. Although both experts work in organizations operating on a
national level, each of their perspectives was grounded in the specific work they had done. In
both organizations they provide some technical assistance to states, and in both cases their deep
familiarity with states was grounded in the work they had done with them. This meant that
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neither expert could provide an assessment of all fifty states, and that the experts did not have in
depth information about the same states. In addition, one association represents state governors
while the other association represents nonprofit organizations that are stakeholders of child care
policy throughout the states. Typically their perspectives on each state did not converge, and in
fact one expert expressed concern with the cell low collaboration/high measurement represented
a scenario that she did not believe to be possible because her experience indicated that high

collaboration was required to establish high measurement.

Both experts, however, independently provided the same recommendation on selecting
the states. They each suggested that I select the states based on their variation in state
governance structure as this provides some insight in differences in state political cultures, which
in turn is likely to manifest in differences in collaboration and measures of success. They each

provided the names of states where they thought I’d find interesting and diverse information.

In one final attempt at using the selection matrix, I turned to my key informants to tap
into their knowledge of the states. As was the case with the experts, the key informants had in-
depth knowledge about some states but not all. Their in-depth knowledge, however, tended to
indicate that many of the states categorized as low collaboration in the matrix would not be
categorized as low collaboration according to their experiences. | also asked the key informants
about their perspectives on the states suggested by the experts. The combined assessments of the
experts and key informants yielded the following list of potential states: Arizona, Arkansas,

Indiana, Kansas, Maryland, Montana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Oregon.

Thus, I turned to the experts’ suggested method of narrowing down these nine states to

the three ultimately selected.
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Document Analysis -- Part Two for Case Selection

At this point | focused on two primary documents that revealed information about state
government structures: the contact list (August 2011) for the state child care administrators
which indicates the administrative home of the lead CCDF agency in each state and fact sheets
produced by the National Governors Association (NGA) on the creation and composition of each
state’s Early Childhood Advisory Council (April 2011). I selected these two documents because
they provided two types of insights into state government structure.

First, the contact list provided information about where the stage government decided to
place lead agency responsibility — Human Services, Health, Health & Human Services,
Education, Economic/Employment/Workforce, or some other administrative home. Each of
those administrative homes potentially reveals something about how child care issues are viewed
in the state, and the policy cultures that may influence decision-making. Second the NGA’s

Early Childhood Advisory Council (ECAC) fact sheets (http://www.nga.org/cms/home/nga-

center-for-best-practices/center-issues/page-edu-issues/col2-content/main-content-list/state-

early-childhood-advisory-c.html) provided information on the process by which the Council was

formed (under Council History). The Governor of each state was required to create an ECAC
by the Head Start Act of 2007. The Governor could either designate an existing committee or
council to serve as the ECAC by making appropriate changes to the charge of that
committee/council to align with the new requirements, or he/she could create an entirely new
committee/council. While the ECAC emerged from Head Start legislation, the charge of this
advisory council included assessing needs and coordinating strategies for children ages birth to
five years across all federally funded early childhood education/child care initiatives which

included the Child Care and Development Fund by name. With ECAC formation came the
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possibility of a grant that could be used for an assortment of activities to improve the quality of
early childhood education in the states including “enhancing existing early childhood education
and development programs and services (in existence on the date on which the grant involved is
awarded), including quality improvement activities authorized under the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990;” (Sec. 642B. HEAD START COLLABORATION;
STATE EARLY EDUCATION AND CARE (b)(1)(D)(iii), 42 USC 9801, 42 USC 9801, p. 69
[http://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc/standards/Head%20Start%20Act/HS_Act_2007.pdf]. Thus,
the ECAC formation process had the potential to provide insight on both state government
structure and collaboration.

This document analysis indicated that states could be sorted into essentially four types of
administrative homes (social services-focused, health-focused, education-focused, or
employment-focused) and into two ECAC types (transformation of an existing committee or
development of a new committee). Applying these two criteria across the nine potential states
(Arizona, Arkansas, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland, Montana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and
Oregon) yielded the information in Table I.5. | had already decided to include North Carolina as
a case study state as previously discussed. Choosing NC in this matrix represented both social
services-focused and new ECAC development. 1 also selected MT (health focus), AZ
(employment focus), and MD (education focus). In my original analysis of collaborations MT
and AZ were in an opposite cell (high collaboration, low measurement) from MD and NC (low
collaboration, high measurement). Each of these four states is also located in a different ACF

region.
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Table 1.5: Final Selection Matrix for Selecting Case Study States

Social Services Health Education Employment
Focused Focused Focused Focused
ECAC converts AR, KS, OK MD AZ (but ECAC
existing committee has a health
MT focus)
ECAC developed NC OR
new

Key Informants
Finally, I checked with my key informants to determine if there were any reasons that

these four states would not be good candidates for case study like the CCDF child care
administrator was new, state departments were undergoing reorganization, or other political or
administrative issues would keep them from participating. The key informants indicated that

they did not know of any concerns.

Contacting the States
In September 2011, | began contacting states for participation in the case study. | knew

the state child care administrator in North Carolina so | contacted her about participation
directly. She quickly agreed to participate in the study. One of my key informants introduced
me by email to the state child care administrators in Arizona and Montana, who both agreed to
speak with me to understand my study and the commitment to participate as a case study state.
A colleague of mine at The Urban Institute introduced me by email to the state child care
administrator in Maryland. After our preliminary phone conversation, the Maryland state child
care administrator agreed for her state to participate. During the preliminary phone interviews in
Arizona and Montana, the administrators appeared to be enthusiastic about the study, but
indicated that they would have to ask the permission of someone else in the administration for
the state to participate. They soon indicated to me that their states could not participate in the

case study.
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When Arizona and Montana declined, | needed to quickly add a third state. By this time,
states had begun to respond to the survey. Arkansas had been an early responder and they had
indicated a willingness to have their state data identified signaling that they might be willing to
participate more deeply. One of my key informants introduced me by email to the state child
care administrator in Arkansas. After our preliminary conversation, she agreed for her state to
participate in the case study. Now that I had the three case study states secured, I could begin

identifying and contacting interviewees, and making arrangements to travel to the states.

Selecting the Groups

The aim in selecting groups was that they would meet the criteria set forth in Chapter 2 as
a governance network which: (1) must include the state government and at least two other
organizations, (2) the organizations must be engaging together to make decisions about the
design, goals, management, and/or performance of part of the CCDF, and (3) all participating
entities must engage with each other (the state cannot simply be consulting with multiple entities
that do not interact with each other). Information I learned about groups during the data
collection process led me to modify the criteria in two ways. | added a fourth criterion: all
groups must have been formed by the state government. In addition, I modified criteria (1) to
read: the state government must either serve as a member of the group or be a client of the group

and the group must include at least two other organizations.

These amendments to the criteria became necessary because a number of
nongovernmental interviewees suggested committees that met the original criteria, but had not
been formed by the state. Instead, the committees had been formed by the nongovernmental

organizations running CCDF-funded programs. State representatives were invited to participate,
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but the meta-governance functions would have been carried out by the nongovernmental
organizations rather than the state. In Arkansas, this excluded the Arkansas Out-of-School Time
Network. In Maryland, this excluded the Public Policy Committee of the Maryland Family
Network. In North Carolina, this excluded the CCSA Education, Compensation & Recognition
Advisory Committee and the North Carolina CCR&R Advisory Committee. Thus, four groups
identified by nongovernmental interviews were not included for analysis because they were
formed and managed by nongovernmental organizations rather than by the state government,

which does not align with the targeted focus of this study.

Some of the groups originally suggested by the state governments were excluded from
the study because they did not meet the original criteria set forth. In Maryland, the Head Start
Collaboration/Judy Center Advisory Committee was excluded because its primary focus was not
on CCDF funding. In North Carolina, the N.C. Child Care Commission was excluded because it
is a parallel institution to the Lead Agency; it is the statutorily-defined rule-making body for
child care licensing. In North Carolina, the Early Learning Collaborative was also excluded
because it was not designed as a decision-making body; rather it is a forum for state and
nongovernmental partners to learn and share together. Thus, three groups originally identified

by the state CCDF Administrators were not included for analysis.

Discussion Groups Suggested by States

Arkansas identified one statutorily required committee as engaged in CCDF-related
decision-making, but discussions indicated that other entities not represented on this committee
regularly participated as well. Twenty-two individuals comprised the formal committee.

Maryland identified three statutorily required committees, and conversations indicated that while
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other working groups were sometimes formed the committees provided the backbone for CCDF-
related discussions in Maryland. Finally, North Carolina identified five committees, only one of
which was statutorily required. These are lists from which | originally selected interviewees.
Additional interviewees were added during the process because of recommendations from those
already participating in the process. In the end, some of these original groups were selected as

part of the case analysis, some were excluded, and some others were added.

Some of the groups originally suggested by the state governments were excluded from
the study because they did not meet the original criteria set forth. In Maryland, the Head Start
Collaboration/Judy Center Advisory Committee was excluded because its primary focus was not
on CCDF funding. In North Carolina, the N.C. Child Care Commission was excluded because it
is a parallel institution to the Lead Agency; it is the statutorily-defined rule-making body for
child care licensing. In North Carolina, the Early Learning Collaborative was also excluded
because it was not designed as a decision-making body; rather it is a forum for state and
nongovernmental partners to learn and share together. Thus, three groups originally identified

by the state CCDF Administrators were not included for analysis.

Other Groups Suggested by Interviewees

Discussions with interviewees revealed that there were some other discussion groups
examining CCDF-related issues in the three case study states. Some of these had been convened
by the state and some had been convened by the nongovernmental organizations. Ultimately
interviewees identified an additional six committees for consideration. Based on the selection

criteria discussed above, two of these groups were included in the study: the Arkansas Early
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Childhood Professional Development Systems (AECPDS) Steering Committee and the North

Carolina Child Care Resource and Referral Council (NC Council).

Final Set of Case Study Groups

Arkansas

Arkansas Early Childhood Commission

Arkansas Early Childhood Professional Development Systems (AECPDS) Steering Committee

Maryland

Governor’s Appointed Maryland State Early Childhood Advisory Council

Maryland Office of Child Care Advisory Committee.

North Carolina

DCD Subsidy Advisory Committee

NC Division of Child Development Advisory Committee

North Carolina Child Care Resource and Referral Council (NC Council)

QRIS Advisory Committee
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