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Executive Summary
Economic, developmental, and educational research shows that early childhood education (ECE), particularly 

that which is high in quality, is a sound investment in children’s well-being. Presently, children’s participation 

in ECE is supported via a variety of funding pathways. For instance, some children’s participation is supported 

via private tuition, whereas others’ is supported via a host of city, state, and/or federal subsidies. Regarding 

the latter, subsidized pathways often have specific requirements; for instance, the Head Start program 

serves children who reside in poverty. There are benefits to blending these funding pathways within a single 

program, so that a program can serve children from a variety of backgrounds within a single classroom. 

However, there are challenges to this blending, as each funding pathway has its own requirements. This 

white paper provides a case study of one ECE program that blends a variety of funding pathways while also 

demonstrating the complexities of doing so. 
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Recommendations

• Enact legislation that eases the process of blending funding pathways within a single ECE 

program (e.g., require all entities that provide subsidies to utilize the same enrollment 

packages and processes, remove the point-of-service swipe card used to document 

attendance for publicly funded child care participants).

• Enact legislation that allows entities that provide subsidies to guarantee payments up 

front based on the child’s enrollment rather than actual attendance.

 

• Advocate for the use of blended funding streams in ECE programs to promote access to 

programs by a diverse group of children.

• Engage in professional development that improves understanding of the value of diversity 

in ECE programs and the potential detriments of tracking children into program types.

 

• Determine the effects of ECE programs that blend versus do not blend funding pathways 

on the quality of instruction provided as well as children’s developmental outcomes.

• Identify barriers to blending funding pathways as well as avenues for removing these 

barriers.  

For Policymakers

For Practitioners

For Researchers



Expanding Access to Early Childhood 
Education: Local, State, and Federal 
Initiatives

Economic, developmental, and educational research shows that early childhood education 

(ECE), particularly that which is high in quality, is a sound investment in children’s well-being 

(see Brooks-Gunn et al., 2013). Often-cited cost-benefit analyses, in addition, show that 

investments in ECE are paid back to communities in a variety of ways, including improvements 

in future earnings and health outcomes for ECE participants (see Heckman et al., 2010). It is 

therefore exciting to see a groundswell of attention directed towards promoting access to 

and participation of children in ECE across the country and in the state of Ohio. 
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Presently, Ohio preschoolers participate in ECE programming via a host of various funding 

sources, as Ohio does not have funding in place to support universal access as do some 

other states, such as Florida, Georgia, and Oklahoma. A child who participates in preschool, 

if not doing so privately via tuition dollars or within the public school district (should it provide 

preschool programming), is supported via a variety of funding sources, which we refer to here 

as subsidies. ECE subsidies provide public dollars from the federal, state, or local government 

to support children’s participation in ECE programs. These subsidies are available through 

any number of federal resources (e.g., Head Start, Child Care Development Fund, Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act), state resources (e.g., Ohio Early Childhood Education), and 

county and city resources (e.g., Early Start Columbus). It is important to note that the resources 

available to subsidize children’s participation in ECE can shrink and grow over time, as these 

are often supported by discretionary funds subject to political will and the well-being of the 

economy. 

Children in Ohio’s ECE programs whose families are not paying tuition are typically supported 

by some sort of subsidy. Head Start is one of the more well-known funding sources that 

provides access to ECE for 3- to 5-year-old children; in 2013, about 30,000 children in Ohio 

were supported by Head Start. Head Start programs rely on federal funds supported by 

the re-authorized Head Start Act (Public Law 110-134). It is illegal for Head Start programs to 

require caregivers to pay for their children’s participation, and access is restricted to children 

who reside in low-income households. A typical Head Start program operates classrooms in 

which participation is restricted to children who qualify for Head Start support, such that all 

children within the program’s classrooms are from low-income households. Presently, federal 

guidelines supporting Head Start require grantees to leverage other funding sources to 

support full-time care, as Head Start typically only supports half-day programming. Therefore, 

a child within a Head Start program may be supported by a blending of subsidies. Other 

non-profit ECE programs operate similarly, in that they largely serve children who bring with 

them subsidies, such as the Publicly Funded Child Care (PFCC) program overseen by the 

Ohio Department of Job and Family Services (ODJFS). Like Head Start, a child whose ECE 

participation is supported by PFCC also must reside in a low-income household, but there 

are other requirements as well, such as weekly attendance rates and caregiver employment.

Some ECE programs operate by blending together private-public funding streams, such 

as franchise operations like The Goddard School and Primrose Schools. Programs such as 

these may reserve a few slots for children who bring with them subsidies, such as the PFCC 

subsidies. These for-profit ECE programs typically will serve a majority of children via tuition 

dollars and a minority (e.g., ~10%) who are subsidized, with tuition dollars helping to further 
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subsidize the latter given that the PFCC subsidy is typically less than what a private center 

might charge for tuition. 

There is a great deal of value in efforts that serve to blend funding streams within a given 

ECE program, particularly those efforts that seek to create heterogeneous classrooms 

in which children from a range of social, cultural, and linguistic backgrounds can interact. 

There is strong empirical evidence indicating that young children’s development within ECE 

classrooms is affected by the skills of their classmates; moreover, children who are less skilled 

due to environmental disadvantage or disability can benefit greatly by being surrounded 

by highly skilled classmates (e.g., Justice, Logan, Lin, & Kaderavek, 2014). However, the 

funding pathways that provide for children’s participation in ECE typically lead to segregated 

classrooms in which children, or their families, must exhibit specific characteristics to gain 

access. To this end, many programs may serve primarily only children from low-income 

households, or, alternatively, only children whose caregivers can afford private-pay tuition. 

The blending of funding streams to support children’s participation in ECE represents an 

ideal opportunity for creating diverse ECE settings in which children from many different 

backgrounds regularly interact. However, given that specific regulations and processes 

typically accompany each funding stream, the blending of funding streams within a given 

center can also lead to significant challenges in implementation. The purpose of this brief 

is to provide an overview of a Columbus-based early education program that successfully 

blends six different funding streams to provide high-quality ECE to children from diverse 

backgrounds. We describe each of the applicable funding streams as well as specific 

regulations and processes that accompany each. In doing so, we also highlight challenges 

faced by the center in its effort to blend funding streams to create a diverse, vibrant center, 

and we close with recommendations to help to guide ongoing ECE expansion activities.





The A. Sophie Rogers School for Early Learning (henceforth, the school) at the Schoenbaum 

Family Center is a model ECE program housed in The Ohio State University’s College of 

Education and Human Ecology. Established in 1923 on the main university campus, the school 

expanded and relocated in 2007 to its current location in the Weinland Park neighborhood, an 

area of Columbus historically associated with high rates of poverty, crime, and unemployment. 

The relocation was designed to serve a more diverse population of children and families, 

as well as provide a more diverse educational experience for pre-service teachers and 

other students in the college. The school is very distinct from other laboratory schools at 

universities, which largely serve the needs of faculty and staff. While some of the children 

served in the school are those of university faculty and staff, as well as other tuition-paying 

parents, about 50% of slots at the school are reserved for children with subsidies. Thus, the 

school provides and promotes an early educational experience that embraces diversity and 

ensures the enrollment of children from varied backgrounds. 

The school offers full-day, year-round educational programming for children ages 6 weeks 

to 5 years old. It is licensed by ODJFS as a child-care facility, with five stars allocated via the 

state’s quality rating system. The operating schedule corresponds to 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. 

daily operating hours that are available 51 weeks a year, with 10 holidays and 10 professional 

development days for teachers. This schedule is necessary to support families who work 

full-time, and thus is distinct from many preschool programs that operate on a half-day 

basis or only for an academic year. The curriculum is based upon Ohio’s Early Learning 

and Development Standards and the interests of the children, and children’s outcomes are 

regularly documented to ensure that children are developing the interests and skills important 

for their future school readiness. Additional programming provided to children and families 

includes a librarian and library, a nurse and family clinic, an executive chef who oversees the 

school’s nutrition program (which provides two daily meals plus snacks), and a part-time family 

advocate to coordinate parent education and resources. 

At present, the school has capacity for about 100 infants, toddlers, and preschoolers. Four 

classrooms serve 40 infants and toddlers; these are mixed-age settings in which the enrolled 

children range in age from 6 weeks to 3 years. Three classrooms serve 60 preschoolers 

(ages 3 to 5 years) with up to 20 per classroom in daily attendance. Of the 100 children served, 

about one half come from families for whom their household income is at or below 200% of 
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The A. Sophie Rogers School for Early 
Learning at the Schoenbaum  
Family Center



As an ODJFS-licensed child-care facility, with five stars allocated via the state’s quality rating 

system (Step Up To Quality [SUTQ]), our school is foremost required to meet these licensing 

requirements. When a school participates in SUTQ and receives one or more stars, the school 

is able to increase the amount of funding it receives for children supported by PFCC. That is, 

a school with two stars receives $161.78 per child per week for full-time preschool, a school 

with three stars receives $169.13, a school with four stars receives $176.48, and a school with 

five stars (as is our school) receives $183.84.

Adhering to ODJFS and SUTQ requirements provides a foundation on which additional 

requirements are laid, given that children are enrolled in the school via a variety of funding 

streams. In 2014, preschoolers were enrolled via six different funding streams and five 

enrollment pathways: 20 Columbus City Schools (CCS) spaces, for which 12 are completely 

subsidized and eight are partially subsidized; 15 Head Start spaces; six Ohio Department of 

Education (ODE)/City of Columbus spaces; and 19 private-pay (tuition) spaces. The children 

in the Head Start spaces receive two blended subsidies, a Head Start subsidy and the PFCC 

subsidy managed by ODJFS. While the blending of these pathways creates significant 

complications with respect to managing waiting lists, enrolling children, and managing a 

range of program requirements (e.g., assessments, curriculum, attendance), the blending 

of streams allows children from diverse backgrounds to participate in a high-quality ECE 

program together. Further, it eradicates the tracking that happens when educational programs 

utilize only one funding stream, such as Head Start programs that serve only children from 

lower-income households. When children are tracked into educational programs, educational 

inequality is exacerbated, having negative effects in particular for children from lower-income 

backgrounds (Duncan & Murname, 2014).

Families seeking to enroll their children in the school are required to first provide proof of 

gross annual income, which serves to determine for which enrollment pathway(s) they are 

eligible.  

the federal poverty level, with many residing in the surrounding Weinland Park neighborhood. 

Most of these children participate in the school’s preschool program, as there are only limited 

subsidies available to provide ECE to infants and toddlers. The other children in the school 

are supported via private tuition, based on a sliding scale; they reside in Columbus or the 

surrounding suburbs.

Enrollment Pathways

Funding Streams Within the A. Sophie 
Rogers School for Early Learning



• Families who are between 201% and 300% of the federal poverty guidelines and who 

live in Columbus City School district are eligible for the eight partially subsidized CCS 

spaces; these families pay $500.00 monthly to CCS. In turn, CCS covers the cost of 

$1,073/month to the school. These spaces are funded for 12 months. 

• Families who are at or below 200% of the federal poverty guidelines and who live in 

Columbus City School district are eligible for one of the 12 completely subsidized CCS 

spaces; these families will pay no tuition for their children, and CCS will cover the cost of 

$836.00/month to the school. These spaces are funded for 12 months.

• Families who are at or below the 200% federal poverty guidelines, live in Columbus 

City School district, and whose child is 4 to 5 years of age are eligible for one of the 

six ODE/city spaces. These families will pay no tuition for their children. The ODE will 

pay $4,000/year per child, which is coupled with $4,000/year per child from the City 

of Columbus. These spaces are only funded for 9 months, but children may continue 

through the summer if they are eligible for PFCC (or can pay tuition).

• Families who are below 125% of the federal poverty guidelines and who are working 

(at least 25 hours per week), are in a job training program, or are in school can enroll 

through the Head Start program, for which there are 15 spaces; these families will pay a 

co-payment determined by ODJFS and will also receive the ODJFS-administered PFCC 

subsidy. Head Start will pay $280/month per child to the school, which is coupled with 

$183.84/week from the PFCC subsidy. These spaces are provided to a child/family based 

on ongoing assessment of eligibility by the administrative agency, which authorizes 

provision of child care for periods that are reasonably related to the caretaker’s hours of 

employment, education, or training.

• Families who do not meet any of the requirements for the above-referenced pathways are 

eligible for one of the 19 private-pay tuition-based spaces. The families will pay between 

$836.00 and $1,178.00 for monthly tuition (on a sliding scale), which is competitive with 

other high-quality programs.

As shown in Table 1, each of these enrollment pathways corresponds to a specific set of 

requirements for compliance, to include eligibility, classroom ratios, curricula, documentation, 

child assessments, and reports and oversight. Adhering to each requirement is crucial for the 

school to receive the subsidies aligned to each pathway, and thus considerable administrative 

support is necessary to oversee and manage adherence to the various requirements.

Compliance Requirements

9ccec.ehe.osu.edu



 

REQUIREMENTS

A
. S

O
P

H
IE

 R
O

G
ER

S 
SC

H
O

O
L 

FO
R

 E
A

R
LY

 L
EA

R
N

IN
G

 E
N

R
O

LL
M

EN
T 

PA
TH

W
A

Y
S

O
D

JF
S 

Li
ce

ns
e

SU
TQ

  
(5

 S
TA

R
S)

1

C
C

S 
(fr

ee
 &

 r
ed

uc
ed

 
tu

iti
on

)

H
ea

d 
St

ar
t +

 P
FC

C
 

(O
D

JF
S)

O
D

E/
C

ity
 o

f 
C

ol
um

bu
s

Tu
iti

on

SLOTS

60
 (p

re
-K

)
N

/A
20

15
6

19

ELIGIBILITY

A
ge

d 
3-

5 
ye

ar
s

N
/A

Re
si

de
s 

in
 C

C
S 

sc
ho

ol
 

di
st

ric
t; 

ag
ed

 3
-5

 y
ea

rs
Fr

ee
 s

lo
ts

: 
A

t o
r b

el
ow

 2
0

0
%

 
of

 fe
de

ra
l p

ov
er

ty
 

gu
id

el
in

es
Re

du
ce

d 
sl

ot
s:

 
B

et
w

ee
n 

20
1-

30
0

%
 

of
 fe

de
ra

l p
ov

er
ty

 
gu

id
el

in
es

Re
si

de
s 

w
ith

in
 H

ea
d 

St
ar

t b
ou

nd
ar

ie
s;

 a
ge

d 
3-

5 
ye

ar
s;

 a
t o

r b
el

ow
 

12
5%

 o
f f

ed
er

al
 p

ov
er

ty
 

gu
id

el
in

es
; q

ua
lifi

es
 

fo
r f

ul
l-t

im
e 

PF
C

C
 

(c
ar

eg
iv

er
/s

 w
or

ks
 

25
 h

rs
 p

er
 w

ee
k 

or
 is

 
in

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 p
ro

gr
am

/
sc

ho
ol

)

Re
si

de
s 

in
 C

C
S 

sc
ho

ol
 

di
st

ric
t; 

ag
ed

 4
-5

 y
ea

rs
; 

at
 o

r b
el

ow
 2

0
0

%
 

of
 fe

de
ra

l p
ov

er
ty

 
gu

id
el

in
es

; n
o 

pr
ev

io
us

 
en

ro
llm

en
t i

n 
EC

E 
pr

og
ra

m
; p

ro
gr

am
 m

us
t 

be
 3

 s
ta

rs
 o

r a
bo

ve
 in

 
SU

TQ

A
ge

d 
3-

5 
ye

ar
s

TEACHER: 
CHILDREN 

RATIO

1:1
2

1:1
0

1:1
2

1:1
0

1:1
0

1:1
2

CURRICULUM

O
D

JF
S 

ap
pr

ov
ed

 
cu

rr
ic

ul
um

SU
TQ

 a
pp

ro
ve

d 
cu

rr
ic

ul
um

 a
lig

ne
d 

to
 

st
at

e 
st

an
da

rd
s

SU
TQ

 a
pp

ro
ve

d 
cu

rr
ic

ul
um

 a
lig

ne
d 

to
 

st
at

e 
st

an
da

rd
s 

fo
r 

St
ar

 ra
te

d 
pr

og
ra

m
s;

 
ot

he
rw

is
e 

O
D

JF
S 

ap
pr

ov
ed

H
ea

d 
St

ar
t a

pp
ro

ve
d 

cu
rr

ic
ul

um
 a

lig
ne

d 
to

 
TS

G
2

SU
TQ

 a
pp

ro
ve

d 
cu

rr
ic

ul
um

 a
lig

ne
d 

to
 

st
at

e 
st

an
da

rd
s

O
D

JF
S 

ap
pr

ov
ed

 
cu

rr
ic

ul
um

ENROLLMENT  
DOCUMENTATION

O
D

JF
S 

en
ro

llm
en

t 
pa

ck
et

 (p
re

sc
rib

ed
 

fo
rm

s)

O
D

JF
S 

en
ro

llm
en

t 
pa

ck
et

 a
nd

 a
pp

lic
ab

le
 

SU
TQ

 d
oc

um
en

ta
tio

n

O
D

JF
S 

en
ro

llm
en

t 
pa

ck
et

; C
C

S 
en

ro
llm

en
t p

ac
ke

t; 
co

py
 o

f b
irt

h 
ce

rt
ifi

ca
te

; 
ad

dr
es

s 
ve

rifi
ca

tio
n;

 
im

m
un

iz
at

io
n 

re
co

rd
s;

 
in

co
m

e 
ve

rifi
ca

tio
n

O
D

JF
S 

en
ro

llm
en

t 
pa

ck
et

; H
ea

d 
St

ar
t 

en
ro

llm
en

t p
ac

ke
t; 

st
at

e 
PF

C
C

 e
nr

ol
lm

en
t 

pa
ck

et
; b

irt
h 

ce
rt

ifi
ca

te
; 

im
m

un
iz

at
io

n 
re

co
rd

s;
 

de
nt

al
 re

co
rd

s;
 m

ed
ic

al
 

st
at

em
en

t; 
pr

oo
f o

f 
re

si
de

nc
y;

 p
ro

of
 o

f 
pa

re
nt

s’
 e

m
pl

oy
m

en
t 

an
d 

sc
ho

ol
/tr

ai
ni

ng
 

en
ro

llm
en

t

O
D

JF
S 

en
ro

llm
en

t 
pa

ck
et

; b
irt

h 
ce

rt
ifi

ca
te

; 
so

ci
al

 s
ec

ur
ity

 c
ar

d;
 

pr
oo

f o
f r

es
id

en
cy

; 
in

co
m

e 
ve

rifi
ca

tio
n

O
D

JF
S 

en
ro

llm
en

t 
pa

ck
et

 a
nd

 a
pp

lic
ab

le
 

SU
TQ

 d
oc

um
en

ta
tio

n

Ta
bl

e 
1.

 P
ro

gr
am

 S
lo

ts
 a

nd
 R

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

 A
cr

os
s 

V
ar

io
us

 F
un

di
ng

 P
at

hw
ay

s



 

1 h
tt

p:
//

jfs
.o

hi
o.

go
v/

cd
c/

do
cs

/F
iv

eS
ta

rF
ac

tS
he

et
.s

tm
2

 T
ea

ch
in

g 
St

ra
te

gi
es

 G
O

LD
3 
A

ge
s 

an
d 

St
ag

es
 Q

ue
st

io
nn

ai
re

4 
A

ge
s 

an
d 

St
ag

es
 Q

ue
st

io
nn

ai
re

 S
oc

ia
l E

m
ot

io
na

l
5

 E
ar

ly
 L

ea
rn

in
g 

A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

6
 C

hi
ld

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t C
ou

nc
il 

of
 F

ra
nk

lin
 C

ou
nt

y

11ccec.ehe.osu.edu

ASSESSMENTS

N
/A

A
SQ

3  a
nd

 A
SQ

 S
E4  

de
ve

lo
pm

en
ta

l 
sc

re
en

in
g 

to
ol

; p
ro

gr
es

s-
m

on
ito

rin
g 

to
ol

s 
an

d 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 
as

se
ss

m
en

t, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

te
ac

he
r o

bs
er

va
tio

ns

A
SQ

 a
nd

 A
SQ

 S
E 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
ta

l 
sc

re
en

in
g 

to
ol

; p
ro

gr
es

s-
m

on
ito

rin
g 

to
ol

s 
an

d 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 
as

se
ss

m
en

t, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

te
ac

he
r o

bs
er

va
tio

ns

A
SQ

 a
nd

 A
SQ

 S
E 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
ta

l 
sc

re
en

in
g 

to
ol

; p
ro

gr
es

s-
m

on
ito

rin
g 

to
ol

s 
an

d 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 
as

se
ss

m
en

t, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

te
ac

he
r o

bs
er

va
tio

ns
; 

D
EN

V
ER

 II
 s

cr
ee

ni
ng

 
to

ol
; K

in
de

rg
ar

te
n 

Sk
ill

s 
A

ss
es

sm
en

t; 
TS

G
2  

as
se

ss
m

en
t; 

an
nu

al
 h

ea
rin

g 
an

d 
vi

si
on

 s
cr

ee
ni

ng

A
SQ

 a
nd

 A
SQ

 S
E 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
ta

l 
sc

re
en

in
g 

to
ol

; p
ro

gr
es

s-
m

on
ito

rin
g 

to
ol

s 
an

d 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 
as

se
ss

m
en

t, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

te
ac

he
r o

bs
er

va
tio

ns
; 

St
at

e 
of

 O
hi

o 
EL

A
5  

as
se

ss
m

en
t

A
SQ

 a
nd

 A
SQ

 S
E 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
ta

l 
sc

re
en

in
g 

to
ol

; p
ro

gr
es

s-
m

on
ito

rin
g 

to
ol

s 
an

d 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 
as

se
ss

m
en

t, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

te
ac

he
r o

bs
er

va
tio

ns

REPORTS/OVERSIGHT

A
nn

ua
l, 

un
an

no
un

ce
d 

si
te

 v
is

its
 to

 v
er

ify
 

he
al

th
 a

nd
 s

af
et

y

A
nn

ua
l s

ite
 v

is
it 

ve
rifi

ca
tio

ns
; a

nn
ua

l 
do

cu
m

en
ta

tio
n 

su
bm

is
si

on
 o

nl
in

e 

A
nn

ua
l C

C
S 

co
nt

ra
ct

; 
m

on
th

ly
 a

tte
nd

an
ce

 
re

po
rt

s

W
ee

kl
y 

he
al

th
 a

nd
 

sa
fe

ty
 c

he
ck

s;
 

G
en

es
is

 E
ar

th
 w

ee
kl

y 
at

te
nd

an
ce

 re
po

rt
s;

 
qu

ar
te

rly
 T

SG
2  

as
se

ss
m

en
t r

ep
or

ts
; 

fin
an

ci
al

 re
po

rt
s;

 
qu

ar
te

rly
 p

ar
en

t/
te

ac
he

r c
on

fe
re

nc
es

; 
m

on
th

ly
 s

ite
 d

ire
ct

or
’s

 
m

ee
tin

g;
 a

nn
ua

l 
co

nt
ra

ct
; a

nn
ua

l 
te

ac
he

r c
re

de
nt

ia
ls

; 
ba

ck
gr

ou
nd

 c
he

ck
s;

 
ot

he
r C

D
C

FC
6  

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

M
on

th
ly

 a
tte

nd
an

ce
 

re
po

rt
s;

 m
on

th
ly

 
re

po
rt

in
g 

in
to

 O
hi

o’
s 

Ea
rly

 C
hi

ld
ho

od
 

Ex
pa

ns
io

n 
Pr

ov
id

er
 

on
lin

e 
po

rt
al

; E
LA

5  
as

se
ss

m
en

t r
ep

or
ts

 

O
D

JF
S 

an
d 

SU
TQ

 
co

m
pl

ia
nc

e 
ch

ec
ks

SUBSIDY AMOUNT

N
/A

H
ig

he
r P

FC
C

 s
ub

si
dy

 
w

ith
 h

ig
h-

qu
al

ity
 ra

tin
g

5-
st

ar
 ra

tin
g:

  
$2

45
.6

8/
w

ee
k 

pe
r 

in
fa

nt
; $

21
4.

49
/w

ee
k 

pe
r t

od
dl

er
;  

$1
83

.8
4/

w
ee

k 
pe

r 
pr

es
ch

oo
le

r

$8
36

/m
on

th
 p

er
 c

hi
ld

 
or

 $
1,0

73
/m

on
th

 p
er

 
ch

ild

$2
80

/m
on

th
 p

er
 c

hi
ld

 
pl

us
 P

FC
C

 s
ub

si
dy

$4
,0

0
0

 fr
om

 C
ity

 o
f 

C
ol

um
bu

s;
 $

4,
0

0
0

 
fro

m
 O

D
E 

fo
r 9

 m
on

th
 

pe
rio

d

M
on

th
ly

 c
os

t b
as

ed
 

up
on

 in
co

m
e,

 ra
ng

in
g 

fro
m

 $
83

6-
$1

,17
8 

fo
r 

pr
es

ch
oo

l t
ui

tio
n



For instance, and as referenced previously, there are eligibility requirements for children and 

families that correspond to each of the enrollment pathways. This presents complexities in 

terms of managing our waiting list, to ensure that waiting-list invitations correspond to the 

pathway for which an opening is available. A spot supported by the ODE/city can only be 

made available to a child who meets these requirements, for example. We must work closely 

with families who are considering enrollment to ensure that they precisely meet the eligibility 

requirement of the pathway aligned to a given spot. Sometimes, we work with a family for 

some time only to find that they do not meet the requirements anticipated, such as living 

within city limits or working a sufficient number of hours. 

The approach used to monitor children’s attendance varies substantially across the pathways 

as well. As attendance needs to be tracked each day for each child, managing the variability 

in recording and reporting requirements for attendance presents a large administrative 

challenge, as each pathway (except tuition) has its own system for entering daily attendance, 

and its own reports required to submit to monitor attendance (which also vary with respect to 

how often these need to be submitted to monitoring agencies). At the same time, for children 

on the PFCC subsidy, not being in attendance at least 25 hours per week affects the subsidy 

we receive. This can have profound effects on the overall fiscal outlook for an academic year, 

if children we enrolled as full-time participants (and thus budgeted for a full-time subsidy) 

attend less than 25 hours per week, on average. 

In general, the most complex requirements correspond to the 15 children enrolled via the 

PFCC pathway. The caregivers of children who are supported by PFCC must register their 

children’s entrance to and departure from the school each day using a swipe card they carry 

for this purpose. Children whose caregivers are not able to swipe them into the school will not 

be able to attend that day, which presents complications for families who have no alternative 

care for their child that day. (Note that state law forbids the school from maintaining swipe 

cards for families, although this presents an ideal way to support families who find it difficult to 

manage their swipe cards.) At the same time, the school only receives its full-time subsidy for 

children who attend at least 25 hours per week; thus children whose caregivers repeatedly 

cannot swipe their children in may be dis-enrolled from the program. Our staff works very 

closely with families for whom managing the swipe-card requirement is challenging, which 

creates an administrative burden on the school. Ultimately, however, there are families whose 

children are subsidized by ODJFS to participate who cannot manage the swipe-card system 

and attendance requirements; thus their children cannot participate in the school’s program. 

There are a range of other administrative complexities that arise from managing multiple 



Recommendations for Blending Enrollment 
Pathways to Take Preschool to Scale

Few early childhood programs today have the capacity to systematically blend funding 

pathways in the way that occurs at our school. To do so requires significant investment in an 

administrative infrastructure so as to manage the various requirements of these pathways, 

and most early childhood programs do not have the discretionary resources to invest 

significantly in the necessary infrastructure. For instance, a program’s administrators must 

have the resources to manage the varying attendance tracking systems and daily/weekly 

attendance reporting requirements that differ pathway to pathway. 

As preschool goes to scale in Columbus and the state, we strongly endorse the pursuit of 

blended enrollment pathways within programs. Doing so prevents the tracking that typically 

occurs when children’s participation in an early childhood program is tied to whether they 

can pay tuition or must rely on a subsidy, with those utilizing subsidies tracked into a certain 

program type in which most or all children participate via subsidy. In turn, this results in children 

from lower-income backgrounds attending programs that only serve other children from 

lower-income backgrounds. Comparisons of the achievement levels and behavior problems 

for children in schools with high levels of student poverty versus low levels show profound 

differences on these variables; for instance, about 10% of students in schools with low levels 

of poverty have achievement problems as compared to nearly 40% of students in schools 

with high levels of poverty (Duncan & Murnane, 2014). Creating schools that blend children 

from various backgrounds can work to eradicate these inequalities, and this effort must begin 

in the years of early childhood, when poverty-based inequalities first begin to emerge. In fact, 

we would argue that blended preschool programs are one of the most important avenues 

through which ECE can achieve its potential for improving educational achievement for all 

children, irrespective of background. 

To scale up preschool programs across the city and state in a way that supports the premise 

and promise of blended enrollment pathways requires significant changes to the extant 

enrollment pathways, as can be inferred by examining Table 1. The school’s commitment 

to providing high-quality ECE to children from diverse backgrounds, coupled with financial 

support from the College of Education and Human Ecology at The Ohio State University to 

offset the administrative challenges that correspond to managing these various pathways, 

makes this approach possible.

13ccec.ehe.osu.edu



system. Presently, there are very few incentives for high-quality programs that serve children 

based on tuition to consider enrolling a more diverse student population via subsidies; at the 

least, tuition-based programs would be hampered by the administrative challenges created 

by managing multiple enrollment pathways. We therefore recommend the following: 

• First, entities that provide subsidies should utilize the same enrollment packages and 

processes, such as those processes used to verify household income and household 

location. This would serve to reduce the administrative burdens of families, agencies, and 

subsidy administrators as they navigate different approaches to documenting eligibility 

for child-care subsidies. At the same time, alignment of enrollment activities would allow 

a heightened focus on the provision of early childhood education and care, rather than 

policies, procedures, and rigid requirements.

• Second, the point-of-service swipe card used to document attendance for PFCC 

participants should be eliminated. The administrative costs of managing the swipe-card 

system (to include the daily and weekly reporting requirements) for the program itself as 

well as the subsidy administrator (e.g., ODJFS) likely costs far more than any corruption 

it prevents within the system. This would serve to reduce the administrative requirement 

for families and agencies accepting PFCC and likely encourage higher-quality programs 

to participate in the subsidy program. 

• Third, entities that provide subsidies to support children’s participation in early education 

programs should guarantee subsidies up front based on the child’s enrollment rather 

than actual attendance. Programs receiving subsidies can provide evidence of how 

attendance will be managed and supported, but should not be penalized when children 

are not able to attend for the hours expected. ECE programs cannot maintain a focus on 

enhancing quality of programming if they cannot effectively forecast the amount returned 

for a given slot. 

• Fourth, the focus on financial investments in ECE should shift from the short-term 

assessment of program costs and caregiver work requirements to the long-term benefits 

children will gain from program participation. Along these lines, the linking of caregiver 

work to child-care participation, as with the PFCC, should be eliminated. Children should 

be provided spaces in ECE programs because it is an important investment for the children 

of the working poor, and not simply as a route to support their caregivers’ employment. 

That is, ECE should be foremost about the children served.
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