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Executive Summary

The Texas Plan, Second Edition

Statewide Early Education and Development System
(Texas SEEDS)

Purpose: The Texas Plan provides a detailed proposal
for a voluntary, integrated system of quality early care
and education, called the Texas Statewide Early Educa-
tion System (Texas SEEDS), for all children birth to age
five in the state, beginning with three- and four-year-
olds. The plan is grounded in well-developed research
on early brain development and promising preschool
models incorporating quality early education compo-
nents, and it is tailored to address Texas’s unique demo-
graphic and economic challenges.

Vision: The Texas Plan ensures that all children have the
tools to succeed in school and life, that businesses have
the skilled workforce needed to compete successfully in
the new global economy, and that all Texas citizens have
the knowledge and confidence to fully engage in demo-
cratic processes and civic life.

Background: The Texas Plan was conceptualized over a
two-year period by a statewide collaborative of research-
ers, educators, practitioners, consumers, and other key

stakeholders led by the Texas Early Childhood Education
Coalition (TECEC) and the Texas Program for Society
and Health (TPSH) at the Baker Institute of Rice Univer-
sity. TECEC represents more than 150 child-interested
community organizations from across the state and is
dedicated to building a unified system of quality early
care and education that prepares all children in Texas for
success in their education and life. In fall 2004, TECEC
and TPSH presented a revised draft of The Texas Plan in
community meetings across the state. The communities’
suggestions were then incorporated into this final revised
second edition, which also is available on the TECEC
website at http://www.TECEC.org.

Implementation: A 10-year timeline is envisioned for the
gradual implementation of the proposed system. Thus, in-
cluded in TECEC legislative priorities for the 79th legisla-
tive session are early steps:

* Appointment of a blue-ribbon committee on financing

* Support for expansion of the TEEM project authorized
by Senate Bill 76 in the 78th Legislative Session (which
will continue work on the development of quality stan-
dards)

* Quality improvement through consumer information
and professional development

* Creation for families of a single point of access for
information and referrals

Effective Infrastructure

THE TEXAS PLAN

Quality Standards

Families & Communities

-

Inclusion of all children

Sliding scale costs to parents

Parental choice

\.

The 50 policy recommendations of The Texas Plan are derived from a set of
overarching guiding principles that call for:

Inclusion of all provider types (e.g., child care including nonprofit and for profit, corporate-sponsored,
faith-based, and home-based; Head Start; and public prekindergarten) in a single unified system

Single rates of reimbursement to providers tied to high quality standards

Equitable assessment and accountability measures applied to all provider types

Commitment to build a public-private initiative using all existing systems

Figure 1. Seven Guiding Principles of The Texas Plan
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The Texas Plan, Second Edition is the culmination of the
gathering, sorting, considering, and adapting of literally
hundreds of comments on the first edition from persons
all over Texas concerned about the future of early care
and education in this state. We are aware that this second
edition will be reviewed by stakeholders who already
have read it and offered comments as well as by those
who are reading it for the first time. To the first group,
we would say that, while the overall framework of the
conceptualization and policy is consistent with the first
edition as well as the early version of the second edi-
tion, there are significant differences throughout the text.
For both groups, we would note that there has been a
conscious attempt to streamline the document in several
ways for easier access.

In particular:

Introductory Material Is Greatly Reduced. The first edi-
tion presented detailed background and research docu-
mentation, but it is our sense that such depth of rationale
and grounding does not need to be repeated and that
persons interested in that contextual framework can refer
to the first edition, which will be retained as a publica-
tion in its own right.

Simplified Format of Document. The core text of the
second edition is divided into four sections:

1. Executive Summary

2. Introduction: includes a brief theoretical justification,
a new Texas-specific historical context, the overarching
guiding principles, and the conceptual framework of the
plan.

3. The Texas Plan: presentation of the three structural
components, the 10 policy areas, the guiding principles
associated with each policy, and the specific policy rec-
ommendations derived from each area.

4. Appendices:

Appendix A: Outline version of The Texas Plan
Appendix B: Statewide Policy Retreat Participants
Appendix C: Statewide Summit Participants

Appendix D: TECEC Community Meeting Participants
Appendix E: TECEC Guiding Principles and Members
Appendix F: Contact Information




Introduction

Child development is a continuous, interconnected
process extending from conception (the genetic part,
dependent on the mix of genes from each parent) to birth
and on to infancy, childhood, and adulthood (the experi-
ence-driven parts), during which experiences and genes
interact to condition cognitive, linguistic, emotional,
behavioral, social, and physical development. It is too
much of a simplification to say that child development

is a complex process. The combination and recombina-
tion of 35,000 genes from each parent yields an array of
35,000 gene pairs that is almost infinite in its potential
variation. Similarly, the number of relationships and
experiences that a child responds to and assimilates on

a moment-to-moment or day-to-day basis are practi-
cally limitless: parents, siblings, food, pets, toys, clothes,
physiology, relatives, friends, playmates, neighbors,
sounds of voices, vehicles, radio, television, books, com-
munications, thousands of challenging opportunities, and
on and on.

Nonetheless, the process of cognitive, behavioral,
and physical development in unison with the brain’s
biochemical and structural differentiation is orderly
and occurs in a rather predictable sequence. In fact, the
process and the quality of child development can be in-
tentionally guided toward success and realization of full
potential by enriching the learning environment and the
opportunities for experience and relationships. That, in
essence, is the function of modern early childhood edu-
cation and development. What might have started as a
mechanism for child play, nourishment, and safety while
parents were at work has been propelled by science into
a pivotal role in expanding human capacity and personal
fulfillment. The knowledge gained from science pro-
vides a platform for enlarging individual and population
educability, for expanding human and social capital, for
building a region’s economic vitality, and for enhancing
civil society. Simply put, the complex development of a
person is a process that is an inseparable continuum from
conception to adulthood.

From this rapidly expanding and vitally important
body of research, a number of fundamental facts and
concepts have emerged that must be taken into account
when formulating public policy for early childhood edu-
cation and development.

Brain Development. Study after study explicitly and
unambiguously documents that the early years are
critical to a child’s long-term cognitive and behavioral
development and to physical growth in childhood and
health in adulthood. Modern brain and child-develop-
ment research support the need to provide nurturing,
educationally stimulating, and safe environments and
experiences in the early years. As is often stated by brain
experts, “‘brain development is experience driven.” Even
those who express concern about the misuse or overuse
of this research acknowledge that statement’s usefulness
in crafting programs to ensure developmental success in
the early years.

Essential Components of Successful Early Childhood
Education Are Known. Research during the past 30
years has revealed in detail the important components
of effective early childhood education and development
programs. This knowledge extends from facility design,
curriculum, teacher training, teacher—pupil ratios, and
learning standards to providing nurturing and stimulat-
ing experiences and the importance of quality ratings,
parental roles, and community participation.

Early Childhood Education and Employability are Bound.
While early care and education is a public issue affect-
ing the quality of society at a micro level, it also affects
the quality of our workforce.! Employment has become
a social norm for mothers as well as fathers. Parents are
more productive at work if their children are cared for in
a safe, nurturing, and developmentally effective environ-
ment. Reciprocally, employment is necessary to generate
family income sufficient to afford quality early child-
hood education.

Availability, Affordability, and Quality. Early childhood
education services are not readily available to all chil-
dren. This is true when one considers the inconsistent
availability of high-quality programs, the cost of the
high-quality programs, and, the lack of facilities in cer-
tain communities. It has been shown that the high-qual-
ity services that are available often result in household
expenditures that equal or surpass what one might pay
for a college education.?




Early Care and Education Needs Affect All Socioeco-
nomic Segments of the Population. Except perhaps for
those at the highest income levels, most children in the
United States are in households where the single parent
or both parents are working and require early educa-

tion services. Unfortunately, not only is access to early
education services haphazard, but we sense that too-large
a fraction of the care provided to children, irrespective of
family income, is neither educationally nor developmen-
tally promotive.

Return on Investment. Evaluations of several early child-
hood education and development programs have yielded
important results on cost-effectiveness. Some of these
studies have followed the children closely into early
adulthood and beyond. The results produced by this
research indicate that for each dollar invested in three- or
four-year-olds, the long-term return is between $7 and
$8.3 The returns are almost evenly divided between the
individual in increased wages and the state in enhanced
tax revenues and savings on costs of the criminal justice
system, crime victim losses, and repeating grades in
school. Unaccounted for in these studies, in spite of the
large return, is the dollar value and savings from im-
proved health in adulthood and the benefit to the national
economy of a better educated, trainable, skilled, and
adaptable workforce (see figure 2, page 6).

Development of early care and education policies,
programs, and systems that respond to these facts and
concepts requires that the complex interaction of mul-
tiple systems that affect child development be viewed
comprehensively as a whole. Investing in a single age
range (e.g., infants or toddlers), a single component (e.g.,
facilities or training), or even one provider sector (e.g.,
either private, nonprofit, or government), while benevo-
lent, will not sufficiently address all of the interactive
levels and subsystems that flow together to affect child
development.* Investments in single dimensions will
not make a palpable difference in the development and
future of children in Texas.

This document is directed at system building and
improvement, not only regarding early care and educa-
tion itself, but also including other systems that have
strong enabling effects on successful child development.

The Texas Plan outlines a system that supports both de-
velopment of the child and parents’ ability to work. The
effects of child development efforts will be diminished
if the family is immersed in poverty with no hope of es-
cape, if the family is incapable of producing a develop-
mentally conducive home environment, if child dietary
nourishment is inadequate; if child preventive services
(immunizations) and medical care are not available, and
so forth.” In constructing this report, we have avoided
becoming so broad as to encompass all social services.
We have, however, included those services that are ob-
ligatorily related to the effectiveness of early childhood
education and development interventions.




Cascading Effects of Enhanced ECED: A Life-Course Perspective

0-5 | Ready for kindergarten

Y
Successful start in school

\
Elementary — Fewer behavioral problems
\
More rewarding interpersonal relationships
|
More successful learning

\
Adolescence Less tobacco and drug use
\|
Less delinquency and truancy
\|
Less juvenile justice encounters

Y
Early Adulthood Higher high school graduation rates
N
Higher rate of entrance to and completion of college

v
Adult Higher inventory and flexibility of job skills

V .
Better jobs
N
More durable family life

Y
Higher income

]
Overall More upward and social mobility
\]
Greater engagement in civic life

\l
More successful human development
.V
— Better health & well-being

Figure 2. Diagram developed by Alvin Tarlov, James A. Baker IlI Institute for Public Policy
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The Road to The Texas Plan

A blueprint for creating, operating, financing, and sup-
porting a bold and innovative plan for child education
and development must be crafted specifically to fit Texas
history, culture, demography, and the existing mix of
services already in place. While Texas has not histori-
cally been a leader in the formulation of policy advancing
the quality and affordability of early care and educa-

tion, there is a history of both public policy and system
evolution that must be taken into consideration when new
configurations are being planned.

There has been a long legislative history outlining
program coordination efforts in Texas since 1969. The
Hogg Foundation for Mental Health produced one of the
first studies on the status of early care and education in
Texas in their 1970 report Our Youngest Children, which
gave the impetus for the creation of an Office of Early
Childhood Development in the state government. In 1995,
the Interagency Workgroup on Early Care and Education
was established to identify the barriers inhibiting coordi-
nation among child care, Head Start, and prekindergarten
programs. Moreover, in 1999, the 77th Legislature passed
Senate Bill 665, which created the Office of Early Child-
hood Coordination for the purposes of promoting “com-
munity support for parents of all children younger than
six years of age through an integrated state and local level
decision-making process.” An advisory committee was
created to develop a comprehensive strategic plan work-
ing with diverse stakeholders across the state.®

In the 78th legislative session in 2003, a major leap
forward in moving toward quality, coordinated early
childhood education was made with the passage of Senate
Bill 76. This legislation created a framework for the study
of school readiness among at-risk children. Specifically,
the State Center for Early Childhood Development (the
State Center), located at the Center for Improving the
Readiness of Children for Learning and Education
(CIRCLE) at the University of Texas Health Science
Center in Houston, was directed to conduct a multisite
exploration of how to better integrate the delivery of
early childhood education for children across preschool
programs including child care (for-profit, nonprofit,
corporate-sponsored, faith-based, and home-based), Head
Start, and public prekindergarten (referred to as systems
integration). The early child care community eagerly
anticipates the findings of this work, encouraged that
this significant investment by the state will serve as the
foundation on which to further develop the ideas put forth
in both Senate Bill 76 and The Texas Plan.

It was in this climate and historical context that
TECEC was created in January 2003. Rallying a state
membership of more than 150 organizations concerned
with early care and education, this diverse collective has
worked consistently since its formation on the develop-
ment of a long-range plan for systems integration. Soon
after TECEC began its deliberations, TPSH at the Baker
Institute became a partner, taking the lead responsibil-
ity for drafting the vision created by these many experts
and stakeholders into a formal policy document. Thus,
the edition of The Texas Plan detailed in this document
represents the participation of hundreds of persons in
numerous settings, including statewide policy retreats,
community forums, and a statewide summit, over a two-
year period.

This massive effort to build consensus around a
policy plan for ECED in Texas is unprecedented, and its
broad range of creators and supporters bodes well for its
possible adoption and implementation.

The Texas Plan for a Statewide Early
Education and Development System
(Texas SEEDS): Overarching Guiding
Principles and Conceptual Framework

Building a high-quality ECED system for all children in
Texas first requires acknowledgement of and commit-
ment to an overarching set of guiding principles. The
task of identifying those tenets was the first major as-
signment for the working group. Of the many identified
values from which the specific policy recommendations
of The Texas Plan arose, seven were selected as “over-
arching” principles from which the integrated structure
emerged (see figure 1, page 2). The entire set of guiding
principles is presented throughout the plan, and each are
discussed within the context of the policy with which
they are related. It is important, at this point, however, to
highlight the seven major agreed-on principles. They are:

All Children. The focus is on all children, from birth to
age at entry to kindergarten, residing in Texas. Education
and development should be regarded as a lifelong con-
tinuum. Arrest of development at one age will delay or
forfeit development in later stages. Attention and fund-
ing of programs in one age group must never result in
decreased efforts and resources in another. Responding
to the need to focus, however, the overall scope of The
Texas Plan is on children ages birth to five. Due to the
current policy and political landscape, the initial focus




of The Texas Plan is on three- and four-year-olds. Such
an initial emphasis, however, in no way signifies any less
commitment to the development of infants and toddlers.

All Provider Types. All currently operating types of early
care and education service entities will be included, i.e.,
child care (for-profit, nonprofit, corporate-sponsored,
faith-based, and home-based), Head Start, and public
prekindergarten.

Quality Standards, Assessments, and Accountability.

A comprehensive quality assessment system should be
routinely and equitably applied at each provider site to
monitor progress toward standards for all dimensions of
the early childhood education and development program
including the facility, the daily operating processes, and
the outcomes to the children.

Single Reimbursement Rate for All Provider Types. The
reimbursement rate per child to the early care and educa-
tion service provider should be the same for all provider
types. Competition for child enrollment should be based
as much as possible on parent knowledge of quality as-
sessments and on other parental preferences.

Costs Charged to Families Will Vary with Income.
Family charges should be scaled to family income, but
the costs for all families should be subsidized to some
extent.

Parent Choice. Parents should be given the choice of en-
rolling their children or not and of selecting the specific
early education and development service facility of their
preference.

Commitment to Build a Public—Private Initiative. Behind
the recommendations of the financing and governance
systems is the fact that a very substantial child care in-
frastructure and capacity has been building for 40 years,
albeit under diverse sponsorship and of widely variant
quality. The objective is to retain the capacity for a pub-
lic—private system that will thrive on diversity but also
create a “level playing field” among all provider forms.
Public and private providers will work together on all
aspects of the system.

Conceptualizing the Plan

The Texas Plan is an ambitious proposal for the design
and implementation of a Texas Statewide Early Educa-
tion and Development System (Texas SEEDS). The first
step in the conceptualization is the identification of criti-
cal components. We propose that the requisite compo-
nents can be organized into three categories:

1) Governance, Financing, and Infrastructure; 2) Qual-
ity Standards; and 3) Families and Communities (see
figure 3, page 9). Beneath each category heading are the
specific components aggregated by their interrelatedness.
This conceptualization leads naturally to consideration
of policies to develop each component. The conceptual
framework has led TECEC’s deliberative process to

an early adoption of four key features, which will be
described next.

ECED for all children in Texas regardless of family
socioeconomic circumstances and geographic location
has been incorporated into the overall vision of The
Texas Plan. This inclusive design reflects the growing
realization that the unmet need for early care and edu-
cation services is immense and affects families in all
socioeconomic brackets. Accessibility and affordability
for all children, with parental choice of participation and
site is a key feature of the system we propose.

High-quality, standards-driven ECED services to
attain the goal of all children in the state being ready
for kindergarten is another characteristic that is driving
a substantial portion of attention in The Texas Plan. In
Texas, as in most other states and throughout the field of
education generally, there is the belief that setting quality
standards, adopting a quality assessment system, and
making the resulting information transparent and read-
ily available to parents is requisite for achieving higher
goals in education. Early care and education programs
and their teachers must have standards to guide plan-
ning and to target goals, and they must have assessments
to monitor progress toward goals and to help introduce
course corrections when the evaluations indicate short-
comings or the assessments indicate that even better re-
sults can be attained. Standards may be legal, such as the
ECED providers’ licensing standards of a jurisdiction.
Standards can be voluntary and tied to funding mecha-
nisms, such as grants or tiered reimbursement rates for
early care subsidies. Or standards can be market driven,
enforced by consumer behavior predicated on a quality-
assessment mechanism. Many states use a combination
of all three mechanisms. We have followed this approach
in these policy recommendations.




Organizing Conceptual Framework

All children ready for school
by entry to kindergarten

\

a OBJECTIVE

High-quality, accessible-for-all

ECED system
RN .
e N\ N\ A
Governance, Financing, Quality Standards Strengthening Families
& Infrastructure & Communities
Teachers
For an ECED system Facilities Parental participation
Cultural responsiveness Family support
Children with special needs Health/nutrition services
Curriculum Community-building
Outcomes
\ 4\ 4\ Y.
v v v
e N\ N\ A
POLICY AREAS POLICY AREAS POLICY AREAS
1. Governance 4. Professionalization and 7. Parent involvement
2. Financing compensation 8. Family income support
3. Facilities 5. Quality assessment 9. Physical and mental health
6. Learning and development 10. Community roles
standards and assessments
\ 4\ VN .

Figure 3. Conceptualization of a Statewide Early Education and Development System for Texas (Texas SEEDS) with 10 policy areas to accomplish the objectives

and goals




Family and community participation is a key feature
of The Texas Plan for ECED. Research demonstrates
persuasively that parent participation not only in the
school but also in specified home activities is critical for
the success of ECED initiatives.’

Family income support is required for some families
because child education and development almost always
is suboptimal in circumstances of persistent poverty. In
all circumstances, health and nutrition should be moni-
tored and services provided when needed. Likewise, a
child-centered or child-attentive community can facili-
tate child education and development by creating safe
and secure environments, providing supportive services,
and in other ways supporting parents in their family and
work lives.

Financing and governance systems are a cardinal
feature of The Texas Plan for ECED. Behind the recom-
mendations of this section is the fact that a very sub-
stantial child care infrastructure and capacity has been
building for 40 years, albeit under diverse sponsorship
and of widely variant quality. The objective is to retain
that capacity for a public—private system that will thrive
on diversity but also create a “level playing field” among
all provider forms. This equitable system must be based
on high performance and achievement standards, applied
equally to all provider forms and entities, and in part on
competition for enrollment based on transparent quality
assessments and parent choice. Specifically:

1) All seven delivery mechanisms for early care and
education should be included:

* Federal Head Start

* State-licensed child care

* Public prekindergarten

* Registered and listed family homes

* On-site or corporate early care programs

e Faith-based programs

* Military programs

All of these organizational arrangements should be
supported in a system that is advantageously pluralistic
(or many-formed).

2) Per-child payments to providers should be equalized
across all seven organizational forms of care and educa-
tion services, with perhaps some incentive for extraordi-
nary accomplishment or innovation.

3) Per-child payments must be adequate to support the
higher standards sought in this proposal and to include

funds and mechanisms for capital investment in facilities
and equipment.

4) Current funding streams from multiple sources could
be collected into a single entity and dispersed to the pro-
vider organizations in a uniform way. Potential advan-
tages might include simplification of payments, develop-
ing a single quality-assessment system, administration of
certification processes, uniform licensing requirements
for all provider forms, and so on.

5) A mechanism should be established to allow parents
to select the early care and education facility they prefer
for their child. This could heighten competition among
facilities based on the most essential of all incentives,
quality.

6) A variety of organizational entities for administration
of The Texas Plan have been discussed, and a model has
been selected to meet the specific needs in Texas.
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A. BUILDING AN
EFFECTIVE
INFRASTRUCTURE

Policy Area I: Governance, Administration, and Technical Resources
Policy Area Il: Financing

Policy Area Ill: Facilities and Physical Arrangement of Space
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Policy Area I: Governance,
Administration, and Technical
Resources

Objectives: To establish statewide governance, admin-
istration, and technical resource service structures,
accessible and accountable to all stakeholders. To
oversee and manage the development, operation, as-
sessment, and improvement of a system to ensure that
all children in Texas are well prepared to begin school.

There is an extensive array of Texas state government
agencies that impact children. In some cases consider-
able decentralization of functions has been accomplished
down to the regional or local level or even to the inde-
pendent school districts. The reasoning and recommen-
dations in Policy Areas I and II represent our best think-
ing at this time. Further listening and consultation likely
will refine the recommendations, and their rationales will
become more certain.

A considerable body of literature has accumulated
over the years that reports on ECED experiences and
initiatives undertaken in other states. Additionally, here
in Texas, a large number of reports and recommenda-
tions have been developed by state agencies and inde-
pendent organizations. Staff from TPSH and TECEC
reviewed most of that literature and conducted inter-
views with many experts from across the nation on the
topic. The approaches implemented in other states have
been diverse and undoubtedly customized to each state’s
circumstances.

The plan presented here builds on that research
literature but is crafted specifically for Texas within the
vision of an estimated 10-year period for implementa-
tion. Due to the scope of this effort, a 10-year horizon
has been selected in order to build the state’s capacity to
accommodate high standards for effectiveness and pro-
vide wide availability of services as envisioned. Further,
a controlled incremental process of development will
require less money in the early years.

Time also is required to gain parental confidence and
enthusiasm for the opportunities provided for their chil-
dren. Presented here are organizational entities (Policy
Area I) and the financing requirements (Policy Area II)
for a fully functioning, fully enrolled operation.

We stress again that considerable structure for
ECED already is in place in Texas. Indeed, there is a
wide heterogeneity in delivery systems for early child-
hood education and development within the state in

terms of auspices, affiliations, and locations. Also, as
previously stated, an extensive network of state agencies,
departments, commissions, and regulations, as well as
local government and school district entities and private-
sector associations, are in place and interact with the
wide and diverse array of ECED forms already serving
families and children.

The financial sponsorship of existing early child-
hood education services is extraordinarily broad. It in-
cludes funds from federal, state, and local governments;
self-paying families; corporations; religious organiza-
tions; philanthropic foundations; and grantmaking orga-
nizations such as the United Way.

The existing operations have systematically built an
experienced workforce, administrative structures, and
operating savvy. In some cases, they have become reli-
able pillars of the community and provide services that
permit parents to work in the comfortable knowledge
that their children are in a safe, supervised environment.

In fact, by and large, a great majority of the early
care and education entities are to be respected for what
they already have accomplished at the individual child-
family level. However, it also is safe to say that a large
number of children are not in circumstances that are
promotive of development and high-quality educational
experiences.

Preexisting challenges in Texas that have resulted in
a less-than-effective ECED system include:

1) Texas does not have programs that cover all children
at varying economic levels.

2) Programs sponsored by the state, for the most part,
were designed and operate today as a benefit for low-in-
come families.

3) Existing programs for low-income families have not
sufficiently reduced long waiting lists for early child-
hood education services.

4) Programs and providers operate under remarkably
heterogeneous standards, creating a barrier to the devel-
opment of a level playing field of quality across the state.
5) Finally, even with some movement toward collabora-
tion in various jurisdictions, there is still very little inter-
action among systems and provider groups, resulting in
an absence of synergy and coordination of effort.

The result of this lack of coordination is wide dis-
parities in quality, costs, and access; large shortages of
well-trained teachers; ambiguous professional identity
of the teachers; lack of opportunities for professional
development, and high staff turnover; unevenly applied
accreditation, certification, and licensure procedures;
absence of a vision of the ECED future; and lack of
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clarity among parents on the relationship of their child’s
experiences in early childhood education to progress in
the child’s brain development and to the child’s cogni-
tive, social, emotional, and physical development.

The need to develop ECED services for America’s
workforce is great. While the advantage of developing
a single set of high standards for professional develop-
ment, learning and assessments, and licensing, to name a
few areas, is compelling, it would be wasteful and fool-
ish to dismantle what already is in place.

Therefore, this section, and indeed the entire plan,
recognizes the precious private and public resources and
institutions already in place and the need to preserve and
support them. They are vital components in the forma-
tion of a collaborative, cost-efficient, well-functioning,
integrated system.

Indeed, the public—private nature of the task required
is evident in Policy Area I: Governance, Administration,
and Technical Resources. The recommendations might
seem bold and unconventional on first reading. How-
ever, given the great need for substantive improvement
in schooling in Texas, as well as throughout the whole
country, and the attractiveness of building on resources
already in place, the recommendations seem to be natural
and reasonable.

Guiding Principles

All Children Ages Birth to Five. The goal of The Texas
Plan is to support both child development and working
parents. Its vision is one of high-quality early childhood
education and development services available to all very
young children in Texas prior to their entry into kinder-
garten, regardless of parents’ socioeconomic status or
qualifications, other than family residence in Texas. The
opportunity will be available to all children as a volun-
tary choice exercised by the child’s parent(s). Education
and development should be regarded as a lifelong con-
tinuum. Arrest of development at one age will delay or
forfeit development in later stages. Attention and fund-
ing of programs in one age group must never result in
decreased efforts and resources in another. Responding
to the need to focus, however, the overall scope of The
Texas Plan is on children ages birth to five. Due to the
current policy and political landscape, the initial focus
of The Texas Plan is on three- and four-year-olds. Such
an initial emphasis, however, in no way signifies any less
commitment to the development of infants and toddlers.

Public—Private Partnership. The governance and admin-
istration structures must reflect the functional require-
ment that public and private providers will work together
on all aspects of the system. Further, within each sector
there is broad diversity and separatism among provider
groups that, for the future, must become interactive and
supportive of the combined efforts in their locale.

Standards and Quality. Standards are expectations and
quality levels to be adopted to guide teacher training,
facility design, and curriculum selection as well as out-
comes. The early childhood education system in Texas
should operate at a high standard that is credible and
supportable by research. A system for regular assess-
ment of how well the standards are being met should

be developed as a mechanism for continuous quality
improvement. Further, each element of the education and
development process should have been carefully evalu-
ated for effectiveness and unintended effects before be-
ing adopted in the classrooms. With respect to proposed
interventions that have not been rigorously demonstrated
to be successful, use in the classroom should uniformly
be accompanied by research and evaluation to ensure
that the entire system in Texas is operating effectively.

Broad Stakeholder Input. A broad constituency will be
engaged in the governance and accountability processes
including parents, educators, child development experts,
community interest groups, diverse early childhood edu-
cation organizations, demographic—evaluative—statistical
experts, business and financial experts, local and state
governments, and others.

Nonpartisan Governance. The state’s ECED govern-
ing entity shall be nonpartisan, objective, and dedicated
above all to the well-being of children.

All Diverse Providers Included. Inclusion of all diverse
forms of early care and education providers will be a
central principle in the operating system. Included will
be federally sponsored Head Start, state funded pre-
kindergarten in the independent school districts, and
licensed child care centers, which include for-profit,
nonprofit, community-based programs, corporate-spon-
sored programs, faith-based programs, and registered,
home-based child care programs. The opportunity for all
systems to adopt high standards and to compete fairly for
clients based on quality of service and parental prefer-
ence for site shall be a central feature of the system
envisioned. For home-based child care providers, a plan
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should include resources for credentialing and for techni-
cal assistance and ongoing technical support.

Connection to Comprehensive Child—Family Services.
The state ECED administration entity shall develop
mechanisms that connect children to medical, dental,
mental health, and nutritional services. Parents should

be connected to adult education, literacy, and workforce
skill-development services and to other services that en-
hance family well-being and help foster a home environ-
ment conducive to successful education and development
of the child.

Local District Orientation. Early childhood education,
developmental experiences, and all of the child and fam-
ily services referred to above occur locally. Therefore,
although the administration of the statewide program
should be centralized in a single administration account-
able to the governing body, substantial devolution of
authority to the district and community level should be
incorporated into the plan.

Parental Choice and Provider Needs. Parent selection of
the form and site for early childhood education is a key
feature of this plan. Regular quality rating and reporting
will help ensure high standards and accountability. At the
same time, safeguards must be built-in to provide stabil-
ity for provider planning to avoid wide swings in enroll-
ment, revenues, and expenditures.

Competition. Competition should be driven by parents’
choice of site-program for their child, based on assessed
quality of the program, responsiveness to family prefer-
ences, location, and capacity. These factors, rather than
the lure of low charges to the family, should become the
principal factors held by early childhood education orga-
nizations to maintain or increase child enrollment.

Specific Policy Recommendations

The following policy recommendations have been
crafted after extensive deliberations during the statewide
policy retreats and in widespread, subsequent interac-
tions with other stakeholders, experts in the relevant
area, and researchers. Organizational structures devel-
oped in other states have been examined. In the end,
however, some distinctive characteristics of Texas were
helpful in identifying priorities and envisioning an orga-
nizational form that is right for this state.

The following were among the characteristics con-
sidered in our deliberations:
1) High priority has been assigned to maintaining the
diversity of early childhood education and development
service systems, multiple funding streams, and well-es-
tablished administrative and professional organizations
already in place and operating effectively.
2) Governments, including federal, state, and local, play
a critical role in funding, setting standards, and licensing
yet need to be joined by a broader inclusion of stake-
holders in order to gain the confidence and wide partici-
pation of families, providers, and other family services.
3) The need for early childhood education and develop-
ment services opens an opportunity for Texas to partici-
pate fully in a great American experiment in public—pri-
vate collaboration.
4) The governance and administrative structure envi-
sioned in this report is compatible with the direction of
the state government toward reorganization and consoli-
dation.
5) Serious direction in formulating the recommendations
was provided by the guiding principles.

Policy Recommendation I-1: A Commission. Recom-
mend that the principal governing body of the Texas
Statewide Early Education and Development System
(Texas SEEDS) should be a state-chartered but indepen-
dently functioning Commission.

Commission members and functions should be political-
ly and ideologically nonpartisan. Commission members
should be appointed both by the governor and by broad-
based, key stakeholders in early childhood education,
including provider groups. The Commission should have
authority to appoint the administrator, establish broad
directions and policies, conduct needs assessments,
oversee continuous evaluation and planning, and issue
reports on progress toward specific goals to stakeholders
on a regular basis (see figure 4, page 15).

Policy Recommendation I-2: The Administration. Rec-
ommend that the principal administrative organization
of Texas SEEDS should be an administrator and a senior
administrative staff approved by and accountable to the
governing Commission.

The administration should establish operating principles,
ensure that all provider types are included, effectively
integrate services, oversee adherence to standards, oper-
ate the revenue and disbursement systems, operate the
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Governance, Administration, and Technical Resources

— GOVERNANCE —

Texas Statewide Early Education and
Development System
Texas SEEDS Commision

Chartered by the state
Nonpartisan
Continuous evaluation and planning
Establishes broad policies and oversight
Appoints the administrator

Oversees and responds to needs assessments
L .

— ADMINISTRATION — — TECHNICAL RESOURCES —
Texas SEEDS Administration Texas SEEDS Technical Resource Center
Establish operating principles Standards
Inclusionary, all provider types Research
Operate revenue and dishursement systems Assessment
Oversee standards adherence Training
Operate quality-assessment system Technical assistance
Oversee decentralization to districts Accountable to Commission
Accountable to Commission Works closely with the administration
\L . \L .

— GEOGRAPHIC DISTRICTS —

(approximately 10-30)

50,000 children
40,000 families
3,500 classrooms
7,000 teachers
100 school districts
Two educational service centers
Three workforce development boards
X-number SEEDS children and family service centers

\ .

Figure 4
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quality-assessment system, administer and coordinate
decentralization of appropriate responsibility and author-
ity to districts and communities, and maintain openness
and accountability to the commission (see figure 4,

page 15).

Policy Recommendation I-3: Technical Resources.
Recommend that a technical resource center be es-
tablished to develop learning, professional develop-
ment, and facility standards; to provide guidance on
application of the standards; to continually update the
standards; to conduct research and assessments; and to
provide technical assistance to the administration, the
districts, individual programs, and perhaps, the support-
ive components at the community level, including public
schools, community colleges, public health programs,
parent education, and job skills initiatives.

This center should be accountable to the Commission
because the Commission’s work includes continuous
evaluation, planning, broad oversight, and policy devel-
opment, all requiring a scientifically credible quality-as-
sessment system that provides information essential to
resetting the standards.

In 2003, the state of Texas established the aforemen-
tioned State Center for Early Childhood Development, or
The State Center at CIRCLE (Center for Improving the
Readiness of Children for Learning and Education at the
University of Texas at Houston). The State Center, under
Senate Bill 76, has been charged with conducting a
statewide demonstration project, the Texas Early Educa-
tion Model (TEEM). The purpose of the TEEM project
is to integrate the various government-funded preschool
programs (including child care, Head Start, and pre-
kindergarten), promote access to these programs, and
develop quality standards and assessments to strengthen
children’s readiness to enter kindergarten. Whether or
not the center’s agenda should be expanded to include
the technical functions envisioned in this report is a
subject worthy of deliberation. The entity recommended
here will be referred to as the Technical Resource Center
in the remainder of this report (see figure 4, page 15).

Policy Recommendation I-4: Districts. Recommend that
the day-to-day responsibility for provision of services
directly to children, parents, teachers, and the commu-
nities shall devolve into 10 or more districts in the state
and from the districts to communities.

Designation at the subdistrict levels should be compat-
ible, whenever feasible, with already functioning inde-
pendent school districts. In addition, the districts should
geographically correspond to other vital service agencies
such as public health regions, workforce development
boards, and child and family service centers. Texas has
great variations in population densities, cultural-ethnic
distributions, and economic vitality. A reasonable district
size might be composed of 50,000 children age three and
four and about 40,000 families (see figure 4, page 15).

Policy Recommendation I-5: Financing. Recommend
that funds for a Texas Statewide Early Education and
Development System should be derived by collecting

all available current revenues from federal, state, and
other sources, supplemented substantially by family
resources contributed on a sliding scale basis, and from
a substantial infusion of additional funds appropriated
by the state.

Often, federal funds and programs are earmarked for use
by specific segments of a population (e.g., Head Start for
low-income families). Those types of restrictions must
be accommodated. Nonetheless, other funds that may
not be categorized specifically should be aggregated to
ensure that the investments per child after disbursement
are approximately equal for all the children of Texas.
The recommended plan for financing is presented in the
next section of this report.
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Policy Area llI: Financing

Objective: To provide adequate and stable financial
resources for a system to make quality early educa-
tion and development services widely available to all
children in Texas.

A systematic approach to early childhood education
financing is essential to ensure that sufficient funds

are generated and efficiently used to address resource
needs. A financing blueprint helps to define how various
mechanisms and strategies fit together to provide ser-
vices, resources, and benefits. For example, the financing
mechanism for K—12 usually relies primarily on a public
finance approach. Interestingly, some early childhood
advocates and policy leaders champion the higher educa-
tion financing approach—a combination of public and
private financing—as a model for financing ECED.®

Ideally, financing is needed for three main purposes:
1) To subsidize the provision of widely available, quality
programs, including program start-up and expansion;
program operating support to close the gap between
what it costs to produce quality programs and the por-
tion of the costs that families are able to pay; recruit-
ment, training, and development of staff; program
quality improvement funds to achieve and maintain
standards; program and child assessments; incorporation
of access to health, family support, and other community
services; and mechanisms to provide technical assistance
to providers and programs.

2) To support the infrastructure that will ensure that
essential functions are carried out, including facility
construction, remodeling and maintenance, long-range
planning, policy development, coordination, financing,
governance, administration, technical assistance, public
accountability, research, quality assurance, data col-
lection and analysis, child outcome assessment, and so
forth.’

3) To subsidize the needs of parents and families for
information and resources that facilitate access to pro-
grams that best suit their children, including outreach
services and information about child development,
linkages and access to health and other community ser-
vices, parent/family education, consumer information, a
consolidated tuition assistance application, and one-stop
processing for all sources of aid.

In agreement with experts, we believe that the
investment in children ages birth to five requires a col-
laborative venture among various public—private actors
similar to the higher education financing system. Many
families currently contribute a large share of their in-

comes to early education expenditures. Corporate funds,
both in employee benefits and for on-site early care
centers, while relatively small in the total early care and
education expenditure context, are considered contribu-
tions. Faith-based organizations provide early care and
education services to a large number of children.

Regarding public investments, since 1965, the feder-
ally funded Head Start program has served children ages
three to five from families with low incomes. Subse-
quently, in 1994, the Early Head Start program was cre-
ated to focus on the early development of children ages
birth to three.

Head Start and Early Head Start provide compre-
hensive services to low-income families and pregnant
women, including early education, health, nutrition,
support services for the family, and diverse opportunities
for parent involvement. Federal funding for Head Start
services flows directly to the local level, ensuring that
community-based organizations can meet the diverse
needs of their clients while continuing to improve quality
and raising performance standards. Texas served 63,949
children in the Head Start program in 2003-04."°

The Texas Welfare Reform Bill (Senate Bill 642,
passed in 1995) created the Texas Workforce Commis-
sion (TWC) and assigned to it the child care responsibili-
ties of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
and the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG).
Texas is the only state where the employment commis-
sion has this child care responsibility, and this linkage
was purposefully made with the intention of underscor-
ing the connectivity of child care and workforce partici-
pation.

The operation of child care services by TWC is con-
ducted by the 28 Local Workforce Development Boards
(LWDBs) working at the community level. Local boards
have authority over eligibility, reimbursement, and co-
payment levels. LWDBs also have the added responsibil-
ity of raising matching funds in order to draw down all
available federal dollars. The child care subsidy program
serves children from low-income families, families
receiving TANF, and parents transitioning off of welfare.
The state of Texas is heavily reliant on federal dollars to
administer this program, with more than 80 percent of
total dollars spent in Texas on child care services com-
ing from the federal government. The average number of
children served per day in the child care subsidy program
in 2003 was 107,382 (the child care subsidy program
serves children birth to age 13, age-specific data not
available).!!

At the state level, Texas created the Texas Public
School Prekindergarten Initiative; which provides a half-
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day (3 hours) of preschool, primarily for four-year-old
children. The prekindergarten program is administered
through independent school districts and is part of the
K-12 public school system funded through a combination
of state and local dollars. Prekindergarten in Texas, like
the federal Head Start and child care programs, serves
children from low-income families including children
who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, un-

able to speak and comprehend English, or are homeless.
Although the prekindergarten program is managed by the
independent school districts (ISDs), the state encourages
ISDs to utilize community-based child care and Head
Start centers as program sites. During the 2003—-04 school
year, Texas served 14,283 three-year-olds and 151,620
four-year-olds in its prekindergarten program. '

Competitive expansion grants are available at the
state level to school districts interested in providing a
full-day (6 hours) of care for children in their commu-
nity, with priority of additional funds targeted to school
districts with low third-grade reading scores. The legis-
lature recently reduced available funding for these grants
for both the 2003-04 and 2004-05 academic years from
$100 million to $92.5 million."

Despite significant investments at the federal, state,
and local levels in early care and education, current
revenue sources are still not adequate to cover the need
in many Texas communities, and waiting lists are com-
mon across the three major sectors of care. Exacerbating
the long waiting list for the child care subsidy program
are budget decisions made at the state level regarding use
of the TANF block grant. Federal law allows states to
transfer up to 30 percent of the TANF grant toward serv-
ing children in the child care subsidy program. However,
Texas decided to eliminate all transfers of TANF funds to
the Child Care Development Block Grant in the appropri-
ation act for 2002 and 2003. Texas is one of a handful of
states that does not use any TANF funds to expand child
care assistance.'*

Texas’s ability to increase access to early child-
hood education programs also will be determined by the
pending federal reauthorization of both the Child Care
Development Block Grant and the Head Start program.
Renewal of these programs and TANF has been stalled in
Congress for several years. Decisions made at the federal
level in 2005 regarding these programs will have a direct
impact on the availability of early care and education at
the state and local levels.

While all of these financing mechanisms are re-
quired, clearly the Texas state government must make
the largest new investment beyond what the state already
provides. New streams of state revenue for education in

Texas will be needed for widely accessible early education
to the full extent of the vision espoused in this document.
Due to the magnitude of the funds required to support
a high-quality ECED system for all children in Texas, it is
our view that the confluence of six funding streams will be
necessary:
1) Existing State and Federal Allocations. Maximize and
make more effective allocations of federal and state appro-
priations. This will include pooling funds from different
revenue streams or agencies and combining or leveraging
funds from different levels of government.
2) Family Self-pay. Families should pay on a sliding scale
of affordability keyed to family income.
3) New Sources of State Revenue. Generation of new
streams of state tax revenue will be required.
4) Additional Philanthropic Funds. Generation of private-
sector resources, including additional grants from founda-
tions and corporate giving programs.
5) New Public—Private Partnerships at the Local Level. Le-
veraging resources through public—private partnerships is a
strategy wherein public and private sector funds have been
combined to increase total resources or to focus resources
on specific efforts (e.g., professionalization of teachers,
such as happened in San Antonio) that have the potential
to improve the quality of instruction and the outcomes in
children.
6) Employment-Related Resources. Maximize employ-
ment-related resources, including early care tax credits
and expenditures by employers to directly provide early
care and education services on-site or to defray employees’
expenses for services they purchase.

Guiding Principles

Comprehensive Early Childhood Education. Comprehen-
sive, high-quality, early childhood education should be
available for full work days, Monday through Friday, 52
weeks per year, for all children from birth to school age
in Texas. While the great need for alternative-hour care is
clear, it is beyond the scope of this document to address at
this time. As implementation of the plan takes place, this
important issue should be addressed.

Public—Private Funding Partnership. This should include
pooling family payments, state funds, federal appropria-
tions, corporate money, charitable donations, and philan-
thropic foundation grants.

The State’s Role. The routinization of quality early educa-
tion for every child from birth for the purpose of assur-
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ing that every Texan’s son and daughter is cognitively,
emotionally, socially, and physically prepared to enter
kindergarten is a bold innovation that will require sig-
nificant modifications in the education system in Texas.
Likewise, a widely available early education system
will require an overhaul of the financial support sys-
tem for education. The plan calls for a substantial and
sustainable contribution of funds from the state’s general
revenues for this purpose, the outcome of which will
be considerable enhancement in the value of the state’s
principal asset—its human capital.

Other public—private ventures should be encour-
aged, planned, and implemented to support the costs
for quality initiatives. For instance, the state may incur
the costs for quality in the areas of development, imple-
mentation, and monitoring of programs; learning and
curriculum standards; assessments; and access to health
and nutrition services. Alternatively, the state might
provide matching funds to private initiatives that spon-
sor professionalization grants and technical assistance to
providers, initiatives that offer guidance to providers, or
a one-stop resource and referral system for families.

Maximizing Allowable Federal Funds. The state should
aim to draw on federal dollars to the maximum extent
permissible, including funds from the following pro-
grams and from others:

 Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG)

e Even Start (Title I)

* Head Start

* Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

(IDEA)
e Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)
e Title 20 (XX)

Models of Care and Parity of Reimbursement. All
systems of early care and education should be included
in the Texas SEEDS, including Head Start (federal),
prekindergarten (state), licensed child care centers,
which include private pay (for-profit and nonprofit),
home-based child care, worksite child care (both corpo-
rate and employee pay), faith-based child care services
(nonprofit), and others. All providers should receive the
same reimbursement per child, tied to high quality stan-
dards. Provision of comprehensive services, incentives
to improve quality, and accommodation of children with
special needs will be supported with funding over and
beyond the basic reimbursement. All providers should
be required to meet the same standards for licensure. All
providers should be rated by a single quality assessment
system, the results of which will be available to families

for use in their selection of the specific provider or pro-
gram for their child’s ECED. In this manner, all systems
of early childhood education and individual providers
would compete on “a level playing field” for their enroll-
ments based on quality and parental preferences.

Financial Arrangements at the Family and Provider
Levels. 1) The early childhood education opportunity is
voluntary. Parents should have the option to enroll their
child, or not. 2) A family co-payment, or contribution to
the tuition, should be on a sliding scale with income.

Texas SEEDS Administration. A state-chartered, but
commission-appointed, authority with broad and diverse
representation to be established incrementally over time
is envisioned. (See Policy Area I: Governance, Adminis-
tration, and Technical Resources.) The commission will
be connected to districts that include collaborative ar-
rangements among public and private provider systems.

The Development Period. The financing mechanisms and
governance system envisioned may develop naturally
over time through an evolutionary process or be purpose-
fully based on analysis, planning, and incremental steps.
In the case of the latter progression, the actual develop-
ment will be phased in gradually, allowing for plan-
ning, the provision of adequate funds, and the growth of
capacity.

Specific Policy Recommendations

Policy Recommendation II-1: State Revenues. Rec-
ommend that the full-day, full-year, high-quality early
education system available to all Texas children be
financed by a substantial infusion of state general rev-
enue funds.

The costs of the ECED system will be borne by a variety
of funding sources already being utilized for early child
services in the state. These include federal, state, corpo-
rate, and family funds. However, achieving the vision of
The Texas Plan will require a substantial modification of
state financing mechanisms and the education support
system in Texas. A significant addition of state funds will
be needed (see table 1, page 21).

Policy Recommendation II-2: Federal Funds. Recom-
mend that a systematic analysis and subsequent actions
be undertaken to maximize the flow into the state of all
potential federal funds for ECED.
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Some of the federal programs from which state funds
can be derived include: Head Start, TANEF, Title I, and
CCDBG. Some mechanism should be put into place

to monitor the state’s record on federal funding to the
extent allowed. Current research on the drawdown for
CCDBG funds indicates that we currently receive all of
those funds. This may or may not be so for other pro-
grams.

Policy Recommendation 11-3: Private Funds. Recom-
mend that encouragement be given to local efforts to
raise funds from private, foundation, and corporate
sources for specific additional innovations to enrich
children’s education and development.

Policy Recommendation I1-4: Public Funds. Recommend
that the state provide matching funds to stimulate efforts
and success in local fundraising.

Policy Recommendation II-5: Sliding Scale Fees. Rec-
ommend that a family co-payment, or contribution to the
tuition, be on a sliding scale related to family income.

The tuition should be fully subsidized by the financing
mechanism for all children in families with incomes
less than 300 percent of the federally designated poverty
level (FPL)—a family of four at the FPL has an annual
income of $18,850. Therefore, a family of four making
$56,550 (300 percent of FPL) or less on an annual basis
will be fully subsidized. A diminishing subsidy with
rising family co-pay will apply to families with incomes
between 300 percent and 399 percent of the poverty
level. Families at or above 400 percent of the poverty
level will pay 75 percent of the full cost. In other words,
all families would be subsidized to some extent, from
25 percent up to 100 percent. Twenty-five percent of the
total cost covers quality assessment, licensing, admin-
istration, and capital needs. This amount will be funded
centrally for all families. The eligibility guidelines and
co-pay rates will be determined once a year.

Much debate has centered on the term “portability.”
The issue of portability is a complex one that needs far
more examination before any specific recommenda-
tions can be made. Parent choice through portability
could lead to a system in which providers experience
chronic uncertainty of revenues and instability of plans
for staffing, purchasing equipment and supplies, and
so forth. A viable alternative worthy of serious study
is a “contractual” system of payment to providers that
does not fluctuate month by month with the number of

children enrolled. A large majority of states have been
able to provide parent choice while operating on contrac-
tual terms with providers, and experience has revealed
satisfaction with the arrangement.'

Policy Recommendation I1-6: A Special Study of Financ-
ing. Recommend that a special blue-ribbon commission
be appointed to study financing options and to make
recommendations on every aspect of financing in Policy
Area Il. The blue-ribbon commission’s report shall be
made to the legislature and to the public.

The early education financing blue-ribbon commission
should be nonpartisan, high level, and esteemed with
regard to members’ accomplishments, positions in the
state, and reputations. As examples, the commission
might include a top Federal Reserve Bank official, a
public and/or private university president, a revered high-
profile business leader, and so forth. The commission
should have a small staff.

The commission’s function will be to study and then
prepare a detailed report on preferred mechanisms to
provide long-term and stable funding for a high-qual-
ity early childhood education and development system
in Texas. This commission should include in its studies
the costs of attaining and retaining the high standards
implicit in the quality assessment system and the costs of
information collection for the assessment system, as well
as the cost of facility remodeling, new constructions,
building maintenance, and equipment. The commission
should consider undertaking a “cost of quality” initiative
similar to one performed in Seattle.

It is hoped that the commission will use, as a starting
base, the guiding principles and policy recommendations
advanced in this report, adding a great deal more speci-
ficity and detail to them. It is hoped that the vision—at
least the boldness and far-reaching concepts—developed
by the statewide working groups for The Texas Plan
will serve as a guide for the commission’s work. The
commission should be given 18 months to complete its
report.

Financing Estimates—Table 1, summarizing early
estimates of the costs and anticipated revenues of a
fully operationalized Texas Plan, was published in the
first edition. The table is undergoing revisions using a
broader range of assumptions. The shell of the revised
table, absent much data related to revenues, is repro-
duced as Table 1. The revised table, when completed,
will be published on the TECEC website.
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A work in progress—revenue data to be added

Estimated Costs and Revenues Needed for a Fully Operational
Statewide Early Education and Development System in Texas in Year 10 (2015)*
Under Alternative Enroliment Assumptions of 60%, 75% and 90% of 3- and 4-year-old Children

Alternative Enrollment Assumptions

60% 75% 90%
Assumptions and Cost Estimates
Total Number of Texas children age 3 and 4 years in 2005° 700,000 700,000 700,000
Estimated Number of Texas children age 3 and 4 years in 2015¢¢ 750,000 750,000 750,000
Alternative Enrollment % of 750,000 children in the 10th Year (2015)° 450,000 563,000 675,000
Total, all-inclusive cost per child per year' 10,000 10,000 10,000
GRAND TOTAL EST. COST/YEAR 2015 $4,500,000,000 $5,630,000,000 $6,750,000,000

Revenue Estimates®"
Families’

40% children with family income below 300% of poverty level
would be fully subsidized (no family charge)

10% children between 300 — 400% of poverty level,
average payment per child = $5,000 per year

50% children, family income above 400% of poverty level,
payment per child of $7,500 per year (25% subsidized by system)

TOTAL REVENUE FROM FAMILIES

Governments (Federal, State, Local)

Federal
Head Start
Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP)
Sacial Services Block Grant (SSBG)
Even Start
Title I, No Child Left Behind Act, TEA, PreK + K-12
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC)
Dependent Care Assistance Plans (DCAP)

State
State General Revenues (Prekindergarten)
Lotteries
Gambling Related Funds
Sales Tax
Tobacco, Alcoholic Beverages Tax
Personal Income Tax Credits for Dependent Care (DCTC)
Business Income Tax Credits (for employee child care benefit)
Tobacco Settlement Funds

Local
Property and Sales Taxes, earmarked
Property Taxes from “Special Taxing Districts”
Sales Taxes (local jurisdictions)
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

and other federal and state funds

TOTAL REVENUES FROM GOVERNMENTS

Private Sector
Business and Philanthropy
Faith-Based Early Child Care
Home-Based Early Child Care

TOTAL REVENUES FROM PRIVATE SECTOR

GRAND TOTAL REVENUES, ALL SOURCES

Table 1. See notes for Table 1 on pages 22 and 23.
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NOTES TO TABLE 1
Estimated Costs and Revenues

a. This table should be regarded as the framework on which
to build a reliable estimate of the costs and revenues of Texas
SEEDS. A year ago we filled in some of the blank spaces in
the revenue column, only to discover that revenues that support
early childhood education form a complex collection of cross
subsidies that sometimes misrepresent the true source of the
funds. Double entry of funds under two or more agencies can
lead to double counting and exaggeration of revenues.

Therefore, Table 1 will be reworked extensively. Note that all
figures have been removed from the revenue columns. We plan
now to begin a process of identifying knowledgeable sources
on each entry and cross checking among multiple sources to
obtain the most reliable figures we can. A single year has to
be chosen for selecting data, perhaps 2002 or 2003, whichever
provides the most complete and reliable data. We will point
out in the Table the source of each entry. Several governmental
and non-governmental agencies have been assembling financial
data on early childhood appropriations and expenditures. We
will appeal to them to share information with us.

Some of the specific challenges in arriving at costs and dollars
already being spent are highlighted in the Notes below.

b. Inflation: All cost and revenue estimates are based on FY-
2004 dollars. No adjustments for inflation have been made for
year 2015 or other years.

c. Source: Statistical Abstracts of the United States 2002, 112"
Edition, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
extrapolated to 2005. The 700,000 figure is the same as that
derived from state data based on the 2000 census, extrapolated
to year 2005.

d. Estimated number of 3- and 4-year-olds in 2015. The estimated
number of Texas children age 3 and 4 in 2015 is uncertain. The
reasons are uncertainties regarding net immigration rates of
the Hispanic population which, assuming continuation of the
1990-2000 rates, will yield a Hispanic population rise from
32% of the Texas population in 2000 to 39.2% in 2010, to
46.4% in 2020. For the corresponding years the percentages
of the Hispanic population that are under 18 years of age are
40.5%, 48.2% and 55.5%, respectively. (The data have been
taken from Chapter 5, titled “The Demographic and Related
Economic Transformations of Texas: Implications for Early
Childhood Education and Development,” by Steve H. Murdock
and Stephen L. Klineberg, in the forthcoming book Nurturing
the National Treasure: Childhood Education and Development
Before Kindergarten, editors Alvin R. Tarlov and Michelle
Precourt Debbink.) The percentage of the Texas population that
is Hispanic is not only continuing to rise steeply, but is resulting

in a disproportionate growth of young families. The effects on
the number of 3- and 4-year-old children that could become
enrolled in preschools in 2015 are highly uncertain. More
promising than arriving at an estimate that would be merely a
guess, it might be prudent to compile currently accurate figures
every 3 years while working toward longer term estimates.

e. Projected Enrollments. As envisioned in The Texas Plan,
enrollment in a preschool will be an optional choice that parents
can make, similar to the historic option relative to enrollment
in kindergarten in the state. Three alternative enrollment
assumptions, 60%, 75% and 90% are used in Table 1.

f. All Inclusive Cost/Child/Year: Costs per child per year in many
states have been published in abundance and vary widely from
around $2000 per year to $10,000 per year. Our estimated figure
of $10,000 per child to cover all costs includes: the education
itself; facilities renovation, new construction, and maintenance;
operation of the Quality Assessment System; a quality technical
resource center; costs of accreditation, certification and
licensure; a long-term monitoring system to gauge progress of
the program against targeted outcomes, administration, and so
forth. Estimates by others to our knowledge have not included
total costs from all sources, including facility construction and
other costs as listed above. We think the $10,000 figure is
within the range of true, c