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avigating Zoom

Share this webinar on social media! Use #Carelnfrastructure2022

n The webinar will be recorded and made available after the event.
0
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Closed captions are available for attendees on Zoom. To turn on closed captions, click
the “CC” or “Live Transcript” button at the bottom of your screen.

= Please put your questions for panelists in the Q&A by clicking the Q&A button at the bottom

of the screen. For technical reasons, questions in the chat will not be asked.

Chat with fellow attendees using the chat button at the bottom of the screen. Please
introduce yourself there now!

We ask that you keep all discussion in the chat respectful and follow Zoom's community standards which prohibit
abuse and hateful conduct. We reserve the right to remove individuals from the webinar if they violate these
guidelines.
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The current crisis, pt. 1 - staffing

The care economy is behind in the recovery

Percent change in employment
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The current crisis, pt. 2 - costs

Since 1990, Growth in Child Care Costs Has Considerably Outpaced
Other Family Expenses

Total Price Increase Over Time
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Figure 1. Number of Licensed Child Care Facilities, 2005-2017
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K-16 vs. 0-5

Figure B2.1. Public and private expenditure on educational institutions,

U.S. Expenditures

as a percentage of GDP (2013)
From public! and private? sources
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K-16 vs. 0-5

Total (no distinction)
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Chart PF3.1.A. Public spending on early childhood education and care
Public expenditure on childcare and pre-primary education and total public expenditure on early childhood

education and care, as a % of GDP, 2013 and latest available®
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FY2020 Children's Budget
(State Funds Only)

K-12 Education
91.3%

Health 3.9%
Child Welfare 1.6%
Juvenile Justice 1.5%
* Early Childhood Education 1.0%
Food & Nutrition 0.7%
lncome Support .04%

X Utah Children's Budget Report 2021 | Executive §




“Reformers implied that mothers who were willing to leave
their children and go out to work were somehow
‘unnatural.” The famous Philadelphia pamphleteer Mathew
Carey claimed [in the early 1800s] that many women could
not do paid housework because ‘maternal tenderness’
would not permit them to be separated from their

children.”
-Sonya Michel, Children’s Interests/Mother’s Rights: The
Shaping of = America’s Child Care Policy




“Good mother care during the earliest childhood is the
surest way to produce [useful and well-adjusted citizens]. It
doesn’t make sense to let mothers go to work making
dresses or tapping typewriters in an office, and have them
pay other people to do a poorer job of bringing up their own
children ... a day nursery or a ‘baby farm’ is no good for an

infant.”
-Dr. Benjamin Spock, preface to 1958 edition of Baby and Child
Care




The Public Differs in Role of
Fathers and Mothers

% saying childrenare ...

Just as well off if  Better off with
mother works mother home Depends

Just as well off if Better off with
father works father home

] :

Note: The questions were asked separately for mothers and
fathers. Responses of "Just as well if mother/fatherworks”
and "Depends”are notshown.

13

Source: Pew Research Center survey, conducted April 25-28,

2013, N=1,003.
PEW RESEARCH CENTER

Ambivalence

remains...
(2013 poll)




So what can states do?

FIPermanent, robust public funding!

?IFund subsidy at the true cost of quality

FWage scales for staff

?ISet “north star” goals — target affordability, access, quality; cost it out
FIStrong local infrastructure & innovation; states as laboratories

FIEmphasize both the economic and human benefits

The Exact Solution Matters Less Than Having A Real Solution!



States matter!

NEW-MEXICO

New Mexico expands subsidy
eligibility, now gives most funding to

child care of any state

Cedar Attanasio Associated Press/Report for America
Published 1:47 p.m. MT Jul. 1, 2021 | Updated 1:51 p.m. MT Jul. 1, 2021

The Washington Post
Democracy Dies in Darkness

D.C. Politics

D.C. government will send $10,000 checks to the
city’s day-care workers

NEWS

lllinois to offer child care for $1 a month,
beginning July 1st
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Building the Child Care
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Child Care Access: Unaffordable,
Unsustainable, & Inequitable

< Unaffordable

— Far too many families with low & moderate

incomes struggle to afford child care.
— Limitations in affording care severely limits parent
options.
< Unsustainable

— Using market rates to determine provider
payments creates razor thin profit margins.
— Child care workers earn poverty level wages.
— High turnover rates & unstable child care businesses.

CLASP | clasp.org



CLASP | clasp.org

Child Care Spending

Figure 1. Total Combined Child Care Spending (in billions), 1997-2019
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L
CCDBG Overview:

Number of children

served

Figure 2. Average Monthly Number of Children Served in CCDBG,
Federal FY 1998-2019 (in millions)
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CLASP | clasp.org 4



https://www.acf.hhs.gov/occ/data/fy-2019-preliminary-data-table-1

CCDBG Overview

< Federal eligibility criteria
— Child’s age
— Parent activities or work requirements
— Family income eligibility
— Other criteria

< State flexibility

— Initial income eligibility & how to
count income

— Parameters for parent activities

— Provider payment rates & practices
— Family co-payments

— How funds are invested

< Family and provider access

CLASP | clasp.org 5



CCDBG Overview: Impacts of
Flexible State Eligibilit

Figure 1: Number of children eligible under federal and
| state rules and number receiving subsidies

12.8 mil. children
eligible under
federal rules

8.4 mil. children
eligible under
state rules

1.9 mil. children
received subsidies

Approximately 1.9 million children (average monthly) received CCDBG
assistance
for child care. This is only about 1 in 7 of eligible children.

CLASP | clasp.org 6




CCDBG Overview:
A Critical Support that Falls Short

< Limited Federal investments provided to states through a
block grant structure.

< Inadequate annual increases to support growing needs.

< States must make difficult decisions based on limited
Federal funds.

< Inequitable access for children and families.

< Relies on blending funds from other Federal programs
families need.

< Does not adequately support family affordability, child
care provider businesses, or the workforce.

CLASP | clasp.org 7



COVID Related Emergency Child Care
-_  tndine

yronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic
ty (CARES) Act, S3.5 billion

lidated Appropriations Act of
S10 billion

can Rescue Plan Act,
llion

CLASP | clasp.org 3



Birth Through Five Child Care & Early Learning
Entitlement

Build Back
Better

for all families

CLASP | clasp.org 9




How Build Back Better Addresses Affordability

< Entitlement
structure beginning
in year 4.

< Increased, phased-in,
income eligibility up to
250% SMI.

< Reduced & capped
family co-payments.

< Restrictions on charging
families additional fees

bevond their co-
CLASP | clasp.org a




How Build Back Better Addresses
Sustainability & Equity

»* Sustainability
* Facilities renovation, improvements,
& construction & sustaining or
earning higher quality ratings.
* Increasing wages & provider

payment rates & reducing barriers to
provider entry pathways.

* Professional development, training,
credentialing, & degree
attainment.

< Equity
* Reducing economic barriers that
uphold racial inequity.
* Prioritizing families defined as

underserved & the providers they rely
on.

CLASP | clasp.org 1




L]
Questions?

Alycia Hardy
Email:
ahardy@clasp.org

Twitter:
@ahardyMPA17

CLASP | clasp.org 12
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OHIO

Child Care Challenges & Opportunities in Ohio
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Groundwork Ohio Statewide Survey

Groundwork Ohio commissioned Public Opinion Strategies to
complete a statewide survey of 800 registered voters and an
oversample of 400 parents with children under the age of 5 in

Ohio.

The survey was conducted October 26-November 8, 2021 and has
a margin of error of +3.46% for the registered voter sample and
+4.9% tor the parents' oversample.

PUBLIC OPINION Groundwork /11
STRATEGIES OHIO

turning questions into answers




Child Care is an Economic Issue

47 %

of Ohio parents with children
under 5 have had serious
problems with child care,
meeting work and family

60%

of non-working or part-time

working moms with children
under 5 in Ohio would go
back to work or work more

43%

of working parents in Ohio
have had to cut back on
hours to care for their
children in the last few

responsibilities, or affording hours if they had access to months.
child care in recent months, quality child care at a
which has impacted their reasonable cost.
work.
PUBLIC OPINION Groundwork
ST RATEG | ES Source: Public Opinion Strategies/Groundwork Ohio Statewide Survey of 800 Registered Voters in O I I IO

furning questions into answers Ohio, With An Oversample Of 400 Parents With Children Under The Age Of 5. Conducted October

26-November 8, 2021.




Child Care is an Economic Issue

When asked what child care allows them or would allow them
to do, both parents with and without child care most
frequently answered:

"WORK MORE"

PUBLIC OPINION Groundwork Jt
ST RAT E G | E S Source: Public Opinion Strategies/Groundwork Ohio Statewide Survey of 800 Registered Voters in O H I O u

furning questions into answers Ohio, With An Oversample Of 400 Parents With Children Under The Age Of 5. Conducted October
26-November 8, 2021.




Child Care is an Economic Issue

The average annual cost of child care in

O Qhio:
o Center- Home-based/Family Child

¢ Oh hild based Care
of Ohio voters say child care
, , y , Infant $10,009 $7,592
is expensive where they live.
Infant a0d ANeA e 4y $18,267 $14,038
Olgherica
PUBLIC OPINION Groundwork /.11
ST RATEG' ES Source: Public Opinion Strategies/Groundwork Ohio Statewide Survey of 800 Registered Voters in OHIO u
turning questions info answers Ohio, With An Oversample Of 400 Parents With Children Under The Age Of 5. Conducted October

26-November 8, 2021.



Ohioans Want More Investment in Early Childhood Education

7 40/ When asked about allocating education dollars:
O

Ohio voters said 24.2% of the state’s education funding should be devoted
of Ohio voters (including 80% to early childhood education (ages 0-5).
of Ohio parents with children
under the age of 5) agree Ohio parents with children under the age of 5 said 31.4% of the state’s
early childhood learning is the education funding should be devoted to early childhood education (ages 0-5).
most important education
experience of a child’s life. “Strong” Republicans said 23.4% of the state’s education funding should be

devoted to early childhood education (ages 0-5).

PUBLIC OPINION Groundwork
ST RATEG' ES Source: Public Opinion Strategies/Groundwork Ohio Statewide Survey of 800 Registered Voters in O I I IO
turning questions intfo answers

Ohio, With An Oversample Of 400 Parents With Children Under The Age Of 5. Conducted October
26-November 8, 2021.
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Ohio Providers Need Support to Recover and Rebuild

76% 75%, 68%

of Ohio child care centers are ‘ o of Ohio respondents say that
experiencing a staffing of Ohio respondents identify low wages are the most

shortage. 44% of programs wages as the main common reason that
impacted by staffing recruitment challenge. educators leave the field,

shortages are serving fewer followed by 17% who pointed

children; 40% have a longer to exhaustion and burnout.

waitlist; and 36% are unable Only 3% said regulations were
to open classrooms. a key challenge.

Groundwork

Source: National Association for the Education of Young Children national survey, conducted June O I I IO

17 — July 5, 2021. A total of 540 respondents in Ohio responded to the survey, including 51% child
care centers and 15% family child care homes.
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Challenges in the Ohio Legislature

JUNE

Ohio Senate
unveils biennial
budget plan,
proposes
eliminating Ohio's
QRIS (Step Up To
Quality)

JUNE JUNE DECEMBER DECEMBER TODAY

17,500+ emails Final budget Child Care Study Ohio Governor Child Care Study
sent to legislators signed with Committee signs COVID-19 Committee
and Governor compromise on convenes for the relief bill, but continues to hear
opposing Senate Step Up To first time vetoes proposal to public testimony
proposal to Quality temporarily
eliminate Step Up Senate passes suspend Step Up Ohio offering child
To Quality Child Care Study amended version To Quality care stabilization
Committee of COVID-19 relief sub-grants
established bill that suspends through ARPA

Step Up To Groundwork

OHIO




Challenges in the Ohio Legislature

ideastream €@
public media § @

COVID spending bill makes changes to
Ohio's child care rating system

Senate Budget Cuts Star-Rating
Program For Child Care Providers

OHIO CAPITAL JOURNAL (© cleveland.com
Child care leaders ‘outraged’ at state Gov. Mike DeWine signs $4 billion coronavirus
Senate’s removal of quality systemiin spending bill, but vetoes a child-care provision

budget proposal




The Bottom Line

Child care has become an economic issue. Ohio parents are under
incredible pressure, and it's causing challenges at home and at work.

The child care sector is struggling to rebuild and recover from the
pandemic. Our society's failure to recognize the value in the important
work of early childhood educators has created a broken market.

To solve Ohio’s workforce crisis and child care crisis, policymakers
must listen to the experts — parents and providers.

Groundwork
OHIO\\®



Groundwork
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Childcare Assistance and Long-Run Outcomes

Robert Paul Hartley AU/IWPR/Carework

Network Conference

The U.S. Care Infrastructure: From Promise to Reality
March 4, 2022
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
0@00 00000 00000 00 000

» Hartley, Robert Paul, Marybeth J. Mattingly, Jane Waldfogel, and
Christopher Wimer. 2022. “Paying for child care to work? Evaluating

the role of policy in affordable care and child poverty.” Social
Service Review, 96 (1), March 2022.

» Hartley, Robert Paul, Ajay Chaudry, Melissa Boteach, Estelle Mitchell,
and Kathryn Menefee. 2021. “A lifetime’ s worth of benefits: The
effects of affordable, high-quality child care on family income, the
gender earnings gap, and women' s retirement security.” Report,
National Women™ s Law Center, April 12.

» Garfinkel, Irwin, Robert Paul Hartley, Elizabeth O. Ananat, Sophie
Collyer, Buyi Wang, and Christopher Wimer. 2022. “Long-run
benefits and costs of child care assistance.”
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
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Acknowledgment

We are grateful for the support of the National Women™ s Law Center and the
Robin Hood Foundation. Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or
recommendations expressed in this presentation are my own and do not
necessarily reflect the views of any supporting institutions.
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Introduction  Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
foYole) 00000 00000 00 000

Overview

» We simulate the impacts of child care assistance on families’

Dlabor supply, 2) out-of-pocket costs, and 8) economic resources using
data from the Current Population Survey, 2015 - 2019.

» Across these projects, we address:

» work and child poverty effects considering policies on child care
burden through subsidies or expanded tax credits;

» lifetime effects for womens earnings and savings, including higher
wage growth from reduced work interruptions; and,

» long-run benefits and costs to society from subsidizing child care
based on causal estimates from the literature.

» Trends
e CENTER ©@N

POVERTY & &2 COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
SOCIAL POLICY
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
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Evaluating Policy Proposals I

» PACE: Promoting Affordable Childcare for Everyone

» CDCTCE: Child/Dependent Care Tax Credit Enhancement
» CCWEF: Child Care for Working Families

» UCCEL: Universal Child Care and Early Learning

CENTER ON

POVERTY & &2 COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
SOCIAL POLICY IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK

at Columbia University



Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
0000 0@000 00000 00 000

Child Care and Child Poverty

How much could child care assistance reduce poverty among
children under age 13?

Comparison of proposed approaches:
» expanded tax credits (PACE or CDCTCE)
» oenerous subsidies (CCWF or UCCEL)

"+ *CENTER ON

“POVERTY & &2 COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
SOCIAL POLICY

. . IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK
at Columbia University



Introduction

0000

Evaluating Policy

(o]e] Jele

Lifetime Impacts

00000

Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion

(0]e)

o000

Mechanical Impacts of Eliminating Child Care Expenses

@ Pre-reform O Post-reform

Percent below poverty

+*%I CENTER ON
S+ POVERTY &
SOCIAL POLICY

+
+

+

at Columbia University

=)
(@l

15

10

11.0%

Families

7.4%

paying
for care

18.3% 18.3%

No out-of-
pocket care
expenses

» Arrangements Costs »

&2 COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
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Estimated Poverty Impacts for Children < 13

. PACE CDCTCE CCWF UCCEL
Paid care
pre-reform:  No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 2.6%
-6.6%
-8.7%
S -10.4%
. -12 0%
9 L L -15.9%
= -18.1%
> o
E 9 -21.8%
2
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g P
§° o _ 28.9% 309%
< 1
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Q
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5
~ F
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4 0,
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts

0000 oQooo0e 00000

Benefit/Cost Analysis

(0]e)

Sensitivity of under-13 Child Poverty Impacts
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
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Lifetime Effects on Women™ s
Earnings and Savings

» Synthetic life-cycle cohort

» Wage profile effects

P Retirement savings

CENTER ON
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SOCIAL POLICY IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK

at Columbia University
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Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
0000 00000 0@000 00 000
Pre-Tax/Transter Poverty Across the Life Course
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
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Lifetime Net Income Changes: Women with Two Children

o
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6 — ~ $130k lifetime
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3 $97k lifetime
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
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Cumulative Lifetime Changes: Women with Two Children
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
0000 00000 00000 [ Yo) 000

Long-Run Benefit/Cost Analysis

» Changes in monetary resources
» [ncome benefits on future productivity

» Offsetting costs and societal value

CENTER ON
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Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
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Conceptual Table: Benetits/Costs of Subsidized Care

Direct + Indirect = Total
Beneficiaries Taxpayers Society

Changes in family economic resources
Subsidized care; increased caregiver wages

... subsidies supplanting out-of-pocket

... remainder of care subsidies

.. . Increased wage of child care workers
Increased earnings of parent recipients

... from increases 1n hours worked

.. . Increased wage profiles via experience
Increased tax payments by parents Reduced other
cash/near-cash transfers Increase in retirement
security of parents

1
-~

I+ + + + + + +

|
1 + + © oo |
SO OoO+ 4+ oo

+

Cost of transfers

Administrative costs 0
Excess burden for taxpayers 0 ) 9
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Conceptual Table: Benetits/Costs of Subsidized Care

Direct + Indirect = Total
Beneficiaries Taxpayers Society

Outcomes I;elated to h(_)usehold income
Increased child S fUTUTE caimings

Increased child” s future tax payments

1+
+ @

110
Derraacad ~hild Q ‘Fnﬁnﬂ/:\ trancfoar navumanta —
poAviviavers vivanviyssus S TOTUTrCtIrartSTC ooty TITCITeS

Increased child” s health/longevity

Avoided expenditures on health care costs
Avoided expenditures/costs of crime Avoided
expenditures on foster care Increased parent” s
health/longevity Increased payments due to
longevity Increased expenditures for education

lo + + + o F
o+ + + + + P o H

o+ +oo + +

Implications of changes in child care quality*

CENTER ON

POVERTY & &2 COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
SOCIAL POLICY IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK

at Columbia University



Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion

o000 O0000 O0000 (e]e) @00
Discussion
CENTER ON
POVERTY & &2 COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

SOCIAL POLICY

at Columbia University

IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK



Introduction Evaluating Policy Lifetime Impacts Benefit/Cost Analysis Discussion
0000 00000 00000 00 o] Yo!

Discussion

» Child care assistance can have large impacts on reducing child poverty
and raising women's income over a lifetime.

» Early evidence indicates that subsidizing child care would
provide greater value to society than costs.

» Understanding the role of expansive child care policy and maintaining
high quality care 1s important, and evidence supports positive outcomes
for economically disadvantaged families.

» Our work has engaged with policy development at the federal and state
level, currently providing evidence for New York State.
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» Hartley, Robert Paul, Marybeth J. Mattingly, Jane Waldfogel, and
Christopher Wimer. 2022. “Paying for child care to work? Evaluating

the role of policy in affordable care and child poverty.” Social
Service Review, 96 (1), March 2022. https://doi.ore/10.1086/718635

» Hartley, Robert Paul, Ajay Chaudry, Melissa Boteach, Estelle Mitchell,
and Kathryn Menefee. 2021. “A lifetime’ s worth of benefits: The
effects of affordable, high-quality child care on family income, the gender
earnings gap, and women™ s retirement security.” Report, National
Women™ s Law Center, April 12. https:/nwlc.ore/resource/a-lifetimes-
worth-of-benefits-the- effects-of-affordable-high-quality-child-care-on-
family-income-the- gender-earnings-gap-and-womens-retirement-security
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Child Care and Labor Force Trends
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Distribution of Family Child Care Expenses per Income
:
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Private and Public Child Care Expenditures
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Targeting of Proposed Benefits by Poverty Status

A. Static policy impacts B. Net benefit after behavioral responses
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Arrangements: Preschoolers of Employed Mothers
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Child Care Costs by Arrangement Type
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Distributional Effects of Child Care Reform

A. Daistribution of yearly hours of labor supply
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Distributional Effects of Child Care Reform

B. Distribution of yearly earnings
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Work Status for Single Parents or Secondary Earners
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Poverty Rates for Men and Women 65 Years and Older
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Working Full-Time/Full-Year (Ages 25 — 64, +Child < 13)
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Net Income Changes: Women with Two Children
Life-Course Profiles by Educational Attainment

A. Net change in income, by educational attainment

B. Percent change in income, by educational attainment
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Net Income Changes: Women with Two Children
Life-Course Profiles by Poverty Status
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Net Income Changes: Women with Two Children
Life-Course Profiles by Race/Ethnicity
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Women™ s Earnings per Men™ s (Ages 25 - 64, +Child < 13)
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Gender Earnings Gap (Ages 25 - 64, +Child < 13)
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Employment Elasticity to Child Care Price
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Life-Cycle Correlations with Family Size and Earnings
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Distribution of Earnings by Family Type

A. Distribution of yearly hours of labor supply
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Distribution of Earnings by Family Type

B. Distribution of yearly earnings
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