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Purpose 
 

In January 2013, the Cedar Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program (CRNRP) partnered with 

Cedar-Humphrey Action for Neighborhood Collaborative Engagement (CHANCE) at the University of 

Minnesota’s Humphrey School of Public Affairs to explore the challenges and opportunities related to 

early childhood development in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood.  This Executive Summary will 

supplement a final report to be complete in May 2013, and is meant to summarize the most significant 

and compelling information resulting from an extensive review of relevant literature and resources 

related to early childhood development, three focus groups with parents in the neighborhood, and in-

depth interviews with residents, community leaders, and child development service practitioners. In 

reflection of the challenges and opportunities identified in this study, recommendations are provided 

which outline potential future efforts for the community to work together to ensure that all children in 

the neighborhood have the opportunity and support to learn, grow, and succeed during their most 

important years. 
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Benefits of Early Childhood Development 
The first five years of a child’s life are critical because a large portion of brain growth happens during this time.  

The rapidity of brain growth during the first 5 years of life is unparalleled and is particularly susceptible to 

factors like life experience, nutrition, and opportunities for mental stimulation.
i
  Early childhood programs, such 

as Head Start, home visiting, and high-quality preschools have all been demonstrated to support the healthy 

neural development of infants and toddlers and improve outcomes for children.
ii
  Investment in such programs, 

in turn, can generate a huge long-run benefit for the community by directly impacting outcomes such as:  

 

*Increased kindergarten readiness *Increased workforce participation *Lower crime rates 

*Higher educational attainment  *Improved health and nutrition  *Higher productivity 

 

Early childhood programs generally exhibit a much higher return on investment than programs targeted to adults 

or adolescents.  In short, increasing the capacity and number of existing early childhood services is likely to 

have broad benefits not just for individual families and children, but for entire communities. 

 

School Readiness 
One of the most critical short-run benefits of early childhood development services is school readiness, which 

has a number of different measures and can be used to predict broader life outcomes.  A growing body of 

research has shown the following family characteristics as most directly linked to kindergarten readiness: 

 

 Family Income and Poverty - Right from birth, children born to families of lower socioeconomic status 

(SES) are measurably disadvantaged as compared to their higher SES peers.
iii
  Existing literature concretely 

supports the link between the negative factors associated with poverty and poor mother-child outcomes.  As 

these children grow, the developmental disparities between children of different SES backgrounds become 

poignantly visible in academic progress.  Even as early as age 3, large gaps can be seen in the vocabularies 

of children.
iv
  Children of wealthier families are also significantly more likely to be proficient in the skills 

necessary for kindergarten readiness.  The odds of attaining overall proficiency for a student whose 

household income is at or above 250% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG) is more than 1.5 times as 

great as compared to a student whose household income was less than 250% FPG.
v
   

 

 Parent Educational Attainment - Students whose 

parents have a high school degree are twice as likely to 

be proficient in the skills necessary for kindergarten 

compared to students whose parents have less than a 

high school degree.
vi
 Students with parents who have a 

an Associate degree, Bachelor or graduate degree are 

approximately 1.5 times as likely to reach overall 

proficiency as compared to students whose parents 

who have a high school diploma or equivalent.  
 

 Race/Ethnicity - Figure 1 shows school-readiness in 

Minneapolis by race/ethnicity over the last four years.
vii

  

While 90% of White students are ready for school, all 

other racial/ethnic groups fell below the average for all 

Minneapolis students. Only 69% of all Black students 

assessed were ready for kindergarten. 

 

 Language - Figure 2 shows kindergarten-readiness by 

language spoken at home.
viii

  While 83% of students 

who speak English at home were ready for school, 

students who spoke other languages at home fared 

much worse.  For those students speaking Somali at 

home, 71% were prepared for school.   

  Figure 1 - School Readiness by Race/Ethnicity 

  Figure 2 - School Readiness by Home Language 
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The Case for Investment in Cedar-Riverside 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Cedar-Riverside had a total population in 2010 of 8,094 people.  With a 

total area of only 0.772 square mile, Cedar-Riverside is among the most highly concentrated neighborhoods in 

the state of Minnesota.  Of the 8,094 residents in 2010, there were reported 543 (or 6.7%) children under the age 

of five.  Data for 2011 estimates that about 300 families (39% of those with children) have a child under the age 

of six, and about 100 families (13%) have at least one child under age six and at least one other child between 

ages 6-18.  Therefore, early development services focused on this relatively small geographic area have the 

potential to benefit a large number of children and their families.  Unfortunately, data shows that only about 80 

children between ages 3-5 are enrolled in nursery or pre-school services.  This represents only 2% of residents 

over 3 years old who are enrolled in school (compared with 7% for Hennepin County as a whole). 

 

Additionally, the demographics of the neighborhood show a high prevalence of factors and family 

characteristics which would indicate a significant potential for lower rates of kindergarten readiness.  
 

 Family Income and Poverty – Figure 3 shows annual 

household income for the neighborhood in 2011.  Over 

42% of households had an annual income of less than 

$10,000 (compared with 11.5% in all of Minneapolis).  

Moreover, more than half (52.7%) of the families in 

Cedar-Riverside live below the federal poverty 

guidelines (FPG).  Families with young children are 

particularly likely to live in poverty, with 59% of all 

families with children under 5 years old living below 

FPG. Only about 20% of households in the community 

earn at least 250% FPG for a two-person household 

($36,775), and less than 11% earn more than 400% 

FPG ($58,840). 

 

 Educational Attainment – Figure 4 shows educational 

attainment for the neighborhood in 2011.  Data shows 

that 37% of residents over 25 years old have less than 

a high school degree, and only 23% have an 

Associate’s, Bachelor’s, or graduate/professional 

degree.  For comparison, only 8% of all Hennepin 

County residents have less than a high school degree, 

while 53% have an Associate’s, Bachelor’s, or 

graduate/professional degree. 

 

 Race/Ethnicity – Cedar-Riverside is quite diverse. Of 

the population in 2010, 38.5% of residents were 

White, 45.2% are Black, 10.9% are Asian, and 

about 3.4% are Hispanic or Latino.  Children from 

over 60% of families in the neighborhood face a 

well-documented educational achievement and 

school readiness gap associated with race and 

ethnicity. 

 

 Immigration - In 2011, it was estimated that over 

3,600 residents were foreign-born, representing 

45% of the neighborhood’s population.  

Additionally, 2,040 residents (or 25%) were not 

U.S. citizens, and more than 400 residents lived 

abroad the year prior.  Over the past decade, the 

  Figure 3 - Number of Households by Annual Income (2011) 

  Figure 4 - Educational Attainment (2011) 

  Figure 5 - Number of Households by Race/Ethnicity (2010) 
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majority of foreign-born settling in Cedar-Riverside are immigrants and refugees from Somalia.  Immigrants 

and refugees face a number of structural, economic, and cultural barriers which limit their opportunities and 

social capital relative to native populations. One particular barrier which is related to kindergarten readiness 

is language spoken at home and English proficiency.  Of the population over five years old, more than 3,900 

residents (or 53%) speak a language other than English at home, with the most common languages being 

Somali, Oromo, and Arabic.  Nearly 2,230 residents (or 30%) report speaking English less than “very well”.  

 

 Single-Parent Families - Of the 570 families with children in 2010, only 220 (38.6%) reported having both 

husband and wife present.  The majority of families with children in the neighborhood—over 55%--reported 

have a single female householder, with no husband present.  Families composed of single mothers with 

young children are the family type most likely to live in poverty.  In Cedar-Riverside 86.6% of households 

headed by a single female with children less than 5 years old live below FPG.   

 

 

Opportunities and Resources 
 

Minnesota's children are receiving care and/or education from a vast and fragmented network of parents, friends, 

family, neighbors, and center-based care. A major component of this project was to determine where Cedar-

Riverside residents are currently accessing early childhood care and development services, as well as to identify 

opportunities and resources which could offer practical solutions to the community’s early development goals. 

 

Family, Friend and Neighbor Care 

We consistently heard throughout our interviews that it was extremely common for residents to rely on family, 

friend, and neighbor (FFN) caregivers to provide daycare for their children.  As the “FFN” label implies, parents 

usually have personal relationships with these caregivers, and therefore trust them to provide quality, culturally-

appropriate care to their children.  This trust, as well as the cultural considerations, may even make this the 

preferred form of care for many parents.  The main challenge associated with the prevalence of FFN care is that 

it is difficult to ensure that children are receiving comprehensive, well-rounded development and the skills 

necessary for kindergarten.  However, it is not our recommendation to convince all parents who currently use 

FFN care to enroll their children in a formal center, but rather community leaders should work to support FFN 

caregivers to deliver high-quality care by conducting outreach efforts to create networks, provide resources, and 

support interested care providers to acquire accreditation, licensure, and/or quality ratings. 

 

Other Popular Programs Noted by Residents 

 Head Start / Parents in Community Action (PICA) – PICA is the private, nonprofit agency designated by 

the federal government to administer Head Start and Early Head Start programs in Hennepin County.  Head 

Start and Early Head Start are family and child development programs for low-income families which use 

federally-regulated curriculum and performance measures.  PICA offers several different services to meet 

the needs of families with income below the FPG and children between the ages of 6 weeks and 5 years. 

Website: http://www.picaheadstart.org/ 

 Al-Hikmah School - Administered by the Islamic Civic Society of America (ICSA), Al-Hikmah School is a 

private Islamic preschool providing half-day services for 25-30 children between the ages of 3 and 5.  Al-

Hikmah offers a combination of Islamic and academic instruction, including early English literacy.  

Website: http://icsaweb.org/education/ 

 Cedar-Riverside Community School (CRCS) Preschool - will be expanding and offering preschool 

service, beginning classes in the fall of 2013.  The charter school has recently acquired space in Riverside 

Plaza which was formerly occupied by the Confederation of Somali Community in Minnesota (CSCM).  

The school is currently planning on offering two classes, one each for students ages three and four, each 

with an estimated 15 to 20 children. Website: http://www.crcs-school.org/ 

 

In addition to these services which are already utilized among parents in the community, the follow chart 

summarizes some of the most compelling opportunities and resources available to support families as well as 

future programs and partnerships. 

http://www.picaheadstart.org/
http://icsaweb.org/education/
http://www.crcs-school.org/
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Parent Support 

Parent Aware 

Parent Aware is a program operated by the Minnesota Department of Human Services in coordination with the 
Minnesota Office of Early Learning.  Perhaps most well known for its childcare provider rating system, Parent 
Aware’s goal is to provide free, research-based tools and resources that help parents make more informed choices 
about high quality early learning opportunities.  They also provide checklists and other tools for parents to assess 
their child’s development and readiness for kindergarten. 
Website:  http://www.parentawareratings.org/ 

Minnesota DOE 
Early Learning 
Scholarships 

A new scholarship program to help more families to afford high quality child care and early education programs 
participating in Parent Aware.  Eligible families can receive up to $4,000 per child annually, and the scholarships are 
paid directly to the Parent Aware-rated provider.  Funding is provided by the State of Minnesota, and a total of $2 
million dollars in scholarship funding is available for fiscal year 2013, with $3 million for each following year. 
Website:  http://www.parentawareratings.org/en/early-learning-scholarships 

Early 
Childhood 
Family 
Education 
(ECFE) 

A program available to all Minnesota families with children between the ages of birth and kindergarten.  ECFE offers 
classes that provide parents with hands-on learning experiences to encourage continued growth and development 
throughout the child’s lifetime.  ECFE offers a variety of classes, providing specialized curriculum for the specific age 
of the child, special focus classes, and culturally-specific classes, such as East African Adventures in Parenting and 
Family Literacy. 
Website: http://ecfe.mpls.k12.mn.us/ 

Way to Grow 

A nonprofit organization based that focuses on early education  to affect positive outcomes for children and families. 
Way to Grow’s approach is similar to ECFE, using family educators to engage parents with their children’s 
development, providing parents with the skills to teach their children through everyday interaction.  However, their 
service is delivered primarily through home visits. 
Website:  http://www.mplswaytogrow.org/ 

Program Support 

Start Early 
Funders 
Coalition 

A collaboration of more than 20 members of Minnesota’s philanthropic community, including Blue Cross Blue Shield 
of Minnesota Foundation, the McKnight Foundation, and the Minneapolis Foundation. The Coalition provides critical 
leadership and funding for research, program development, public policy and grant making to improve early 
childhood efforts in Minnesota.  Website:  http://startearlyfundersmn.org/ 

Generation 
Next 

A major collaboration of key stakeholders in the Twin Cities to address the academic achievement gap, using a 
comprehensive, cradle -to-career framework to help all students achieve five key goals, the first of which is 
kindergarten readiness. The partnership includes political leaders, top executives from universities, Minnesota’s 
corporate and philanthropic community, school districts and others.  The partnership brings leaders together to 
identify and adopt successful programs that are measured and proven to work. 
Website:  http://www.tcgennext.org/ 

First Children’s 
Finance 

A nonprofit agency based in Minneapolis that helps children, families and communities thrive by increasing the 
availability, affordability and quality of early care and education.  They provide financial and business-development 
assistance to high-quality child care businesses serving low- and moderate-income families, and help connect these 
businesses with the resources of the public and private sectors. 
Website:   http://www.firstchildrensfinance.org/ 

Think Small 

A nonprofit agency with a mission to advance quality care and education of children in their crucial early years, 
Think Small offers many services to support families and early development providers.  In addition to parent 
education, referrals, and professional development, Think Small provides financial, technical, consulting and 
community outreach support to early childhood programs, specializing in multicultural services and engaging 
English language learners, immigrant families, and underserved communities.  Website:  http://www.thinksmall.org/ 

Other Program Models and Potential Partners 

YWCA 
Minneapolis 

In addition to the childcare services offered to children and families at many of its locations, the YWCA at Abbott 
Northwestern Hospital provides a model of an innovative, multicultural child care facility in urban Minneapolis.  The 
program specifically offers high quality child care within a Somali and Latino cultural context with immersion in the 
Somali or Spanish language. Children are also exposed to English with a goal of raising bilingual children.  In 
addition, the YWCA offers a Child Care Business Development Program  with on-the-job training for Somali and 
Latino women to assist them in establishing successful, high-quality, licensed child care businesses, operated out of 
their own homes.  Website:  https://www.ywcampls.org/child_care__education/ 

Saint Paul 
Promise 
Neighborhood 
(SPPN) 

A community-wide initiative centered on St. Paul’s historic Frogtown and Summit-University neighborhoods, where 
nearly 80 percent of the residents are of color.  A collaborative effort between residents, nine anchor partners, and 
over 70 agencies, SPPN seeks solutions to eliminate educational disparities, improve academic outcomes and ensure 
student success through each age and stage in their development. SPPN provides a model of a comprehensive, area-
specific community strategy, and is one of four areas in Minnesota designated for federal early childhood challenge 
grants.  Website:  http://www.wilder.org/Community-Leadership/Saint-Paul-Promise-
Neighborhood/Pages/default.aspx 

http://www.parentawareratings.org/
http://www.parentawareratings.org/en/early-learning-scholarships
http://ecfe.mpls.k12.mn.us/
http://www.mplswaytogrow.org/
http://startearlyfundersmn.org/
http://www.tcgennext.org/
http://www.firstchildrensfinance.org/
http://www.thinksmall.org/
https://www.ywcampls.org/child_care__education/
http://www.wilder.org/Community-Leadership/Saint-Paul-Promise-Neighborhood/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.wilder.org/Community-Leadership/Saint-Paul-Promise-Neighborhood/Pages/default.aspx


ix 

 

Challenges and Barriers: The Four “A”s 
 

The case for investing in early childhood development services is not difficult to make in Cedar-Riverside.  

With so much interest in this topic among residents and leaders, and with so many opportunities available, the 

question is why these resources are so underutilized among families in the neighborhood and why a sustainable 

and comprehensive community approach has not been developed.  Through interviews and focus groups with 

parents, we heard four major themes related to the challenges and barriers associated with early childhood care 

and development services, which we have defined as challenges of affordability, accessibility, availability, and 

accountability. 

 

 Affordability 
o Cost of private care - On average, the annual fees for full-time care in a licensed childcare center cost 

more than the average annual tuition and fees in a four-year public college.  According to Child Care 

Award of America and Minnesota, the average annual tuition and fees at a four-year public college is 

$9,966, while average annual fees for full-time care in a center is $13,579 for infants, and $10,470 for a 

four-year-old child. This cost is simply out of reach for most families in the neighborhood. 

o C-CAP limitations – These government funds may provide a helpful, short-term source of funding that 

allows low-income families to access childcare.  However, they are only available to families on MFIP 

and actively seeking a job – parents attending school or taking ESL classes do not qualify. 

 

 Accessibility 

o Scarcity of nearby programs – Many parents lack proper transportation, which means that the costs (in 

terms of both time and money) of travel can be a significant barrier, even for programs relatively close 

to the neighborhood. 

o Language barriers – Parents that are not proficient in English may be hesitant to take their children to a 

care provider that does not speak their language, or may pull their child after a miscommunication.  

Parents are also concerned that children will lose the ability to speak their native language. 

o Cultural barriers – Parents highly value culturally-competent care, especially for their youngest 

children, and may be uneasy about enrolling children in programs outside of their community. 

 

 Availability 

o Limited admission/waiting lists – Head Start, Way to Grow, and other programs in the area all operate 

with waiting lists, which may prevent some children from gaining admittance before they age out. 

o Limited scholarship support– Federal Race to the Top are currently unavailable outside the four 

neighborhoods designated in the original grant proposal.  State early learning scholarships helped 

provide a great resource to some parents, but funding for 2013 is nearly exhausted.  New funding is 

allocated annually, but there will not be a sufficient number to reach all families in need 

o Limited community space – A commonly noted concern, Cedar-Riverside is a small neighborhood with 

limited commercial and program space.  Additional challenges arise when considering licensing and 

zoning for childcare facilities and pre-schools, particularly their proximity to bars and busy streets. 

 

 Accountability 

o Quality of available resources – There are only two childcare programs in the neighborhood that have 

obtained ratings through the Parent Aware system.  Otherwise, it is not clear how to objectively 

measure or compare the quality of the limited number of existing programs.  Also, no single program, 

regardless of quality, is likely to meet the diverse range of needs and values of all parents. 

o Limited oversight of FFN care – A vast majority of families appear to rely primarily on family, friend, 

and neighbor care to watch their children.  FFN care, by definition, is less formalized and, therefore, 

may also provide lower quality support for child development and kindergarten preparation. 

o No cohesive community strategy – Since the neighborhood has not collectively agreed on specific goals 

to be addressed through early childhood services, it is difficult to select quality measures.  Moreover, 

there are no formal mechanisms that make local providers accountability to the community as a whole. 
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Recommendation 

 

In reflection of the many challenges and opportunities identified throughout this project, it became clear that 

there was no single program model, funding source, or external provider that could meet all the needs and 

challenges experienced by families of young children, both in terms of basic childcare and quality development 

services.  In reality, making significant impact in the lives of Cedar-Riverside’s most at risk children will require 

a multitude of strategies and will need to draw on the strengths and resources of many different organizations 

and individuals.  Accomplishing sustained impact on early childhood development will require the community 

to establish the issue as a priority and work collaboratively to develop coordinated efforts which are measurable 

and highly valued by members of the community. 

 

To that end, it is recommended that leading neighborhood organizations work hand-in-hand with residents to 

establish early childhood development as a neighborhood priority.  In order to increase the community’s 

capacity to manage this issue, we recommend developing a central position, or Early Childhood Advocate, 

responsible for the work identified in the following suggested working goals:  

 

1. Determine the neighborhood’s priority early childhood goal(s), program and resource needs, and target 

population(s). 

2. Establish a coalition of stakeholders, or Task Force, within and beyond the neighborhood to pursue 

neighborhood goal(s) and needs for early childhood services. 

3. Demonstrate early childhood development as a key value for the community by building neighborhood 

networks and helping to connect families to early childhood resources in the greater Metro area. 

4. Identify a program model that best serves neighborhood priorities, as defined by Task Force and community 

conversations.  Support the development of program plan including potential funding and program needs. 

 

The potential work and activities associated with each of these goals is outlined in more detail in the attached 

work plan.  This work plan is not meant to be overly prescriptive, but rather to broadly outline some of the 

potential work that might be beneficial to the sort of strategic planning that we suggest needs to take place in 

order to attract future investment in early childhood development services.  It is our hope that this work plan and 

report help to sustain a continued community dialogue about providing opportunities and supporting early 

childhood development at a crucial time in a family’s life. 
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http://www.lfcc.on.ca/mccain/perry.pdf.  
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 “Poverty and brain development in early childhood.” (1999) National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP). Retrieved 
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iv
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Books Publishing Co.  Accessed April 7, 2013 at 
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v
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vi
 Ibid., p.10 

vii
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Abstract 
 

This report is the result of a partnership between Cedar-Humphrey Action for Neighborhood Collaborative 

Engagement (CHANCE) and the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program (CRNRP) and explores 

the challenges and opportunities related to early childhood development in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood of 

Minneapolis, Minnesota.  This report shows that investing in early development can generate significant long-run 

benefits for communities by directly impacting kindergarten readiness and other important life outcomes.  We 

identify various risk factors associated with school readiness and argue that the demographics of Cedar-Riverside 

show a high prevalence of factors and family characteristics which would indicate a significant potential for lower 

rates of kindergarten readiness.  With that information, we explore the state of early development services in the 

neighborhood.  While substantial opportunities exist to support parents and increase access to quality 

development services, there are also considerable challenges faced by many residents and community 

organizations.  In response to these challenges, we conclude by outlining strategic goals for future community 

efforts, and recommend the community increase its capacity to reach these goals by creating an Early Childhood 

Advocate position to lead future efforts. 
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I. Introduction 
 

Attention to the benefits and importance of early childhood development seems to be growing stronger 

every day.  Due largely to limited public investment and the fragmented, localized delivery of early 

childhood development services in Minnesota (and, in fact, throughout the United States), local 

communities often take the initiative to establish strategies and structures to support early childhood 

services in their areas.  This report focuses on these efforts in Cedar-Riverside, a small by densely-

populated neighborhood located in the heart of Minneapolis, Minnesota.   

 

In November 2012, after several months of research, community meetings, and interviews with 

community leaders in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, the Cedar-Humphrey Action for Neighborhood 

Collaborative Engagement (CHANCE) gathered key leaders in the community together to identify 

potential community-based research projects that would inform and address the neighborhood’s top 

priorities.  Among the proposals presented, attendees were particularly interested in a project aimed at 

creating a strategic action plan to support early childhood development in the neighborhood.   

 

The following January, as graduate students in the CHANCE program, we partnered with the Cedar 

Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program (CRNRP) to explore the challenges and opportunities 

related to early childhood development in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood.  The scope of the project, 

outlined in a Memorandum of Agreement between CHANCE and the CRNRP, included three main 

components: 1) a review of relevant literature and demographic information to establish a case for 

investment in early childhood development in the neighborhood; 2) a landscape analysis of the resources, 

opportunities, and challenges associated with residents’ access to high-quality child development 

services; and 3) a strategic action plan which provides recommendations for how the neighborhood can 

best move forward in its efforts to ensure all of its children have the opportunity to learn, grow, and 

succeed during their most important years.  This report synthesizes our findings, focused in each of these 

three areas, which are the result of a demographic analysis, an extensive review of relevant literature and 

resources related to early childhood development, three focus groups with parents in the neighborhood, 

and in-depth interviews with residents, community leaders, and child development service practitioners. 

 

Specifically, this report shows that investing in early development can generate significant long-run 

benefits for communities by directly impacting life outcomes, one of the most important of which is 

kindergarten readiness.  We identify various risk factors associated with school readiness and argue that 

the demographics of Cedar-Riverside show a high prevalence of factors and family characteristics which 

would indicate a significant potential for lower rates of kindergarten readiness.  With that information, we 

explore the state of early development services in the neighborhood.  While substantial opportunities exist 

to support parents and increase access to quality development services, there are also considerable 

challenges faced by many residents and community organizations.  In response to these challenges, we 

conclude by outlining strategic goals for future community efforts, and recommend the community 

increase its capacity to reach these goals by creating an Early Childhood Advocate position to lead future 

efforts. 

 

II. Benefits of Investment in Early Childhood Development  
 

The first five years of a child’s life are critical because a large portion of brain growth happens during this 

time.  Nearly 85% of total brain growth in a person’s lifetime occurs from birth to age five.
1
  Within this 

                                                           
1
 America’s Edge, Rand Corporation, and the National Institute for Early Education Research, “Starting Smart,” 

Citizen Action of New York. Accessed online at: http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-
early-childhood-education/  

http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
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relatively narrow timeframe, neural growth and development are particularly susceptible to factors like 

life experience, nutrition, and opportunities for mental stimulation.
2
  This is important because the way a 

child’s brain develops can impact numerous outcomes from school performance to workforce 

participation as an adult.
3
   

 

A growing body of research also emphasize the importance of parental (especially maternal) factors, 

including nutrition, mental health, and access to proper health care.  In addition to the composition of 

brain matter and physical brain development, parent education is also an important predictor of later 

success in life.
4
  Numerous studies have documented the importance of mother-child interactions as a 

critical factor, especially maternal sensitivity and responses to infant needs and maternal communications; 

low levels of maternal sensitivity are associated with poor child social-emotional functioning.
5
  Moreover, 

research documents both stress and depression as influential factors over maternal sensitivity and mother-

child interactions.  The most effective early childhood interactions, therefore, seek to address the holistic 

needs of the child, which means attending to parent health, training, and support.   

 

Despite all this evidence, our public investment in education is not currently allocated to correspond with 

periods of rapid brain growth that provide the greatest opportunity for positive impact
6
, as shown in 

Figure 1 on the next page.  Instead, an increasing greater proportion of funds go to older children.  While 

85% of brain growth occurs by the age of five, only 14% of public education dollars are spent on early 

childhood education in the United States.
7
  In Minnesota, public investment begins to increase around 5 

years of age, just after the rate of brain development has begun to slow.  Only a month ago, in April 2013, 

did Minnesota state legislators pass bills that allocate funding for statewide full-day, full-week 

kindergarten, in a two-year, $15.7 billion education finance bill.
8
  Children in Minnesota do not begin 

kindergarten until age five, so even this substantial investment in our children’s future is aimed at the tail-

end of a child’s most critical years.  

 

Focusing investments on education and development on early age groups is extremely important, as early 

intervention can result in higher outcomes for children and reduce future costs.  Early childhood 

programs, such as Head Start, home visiting, and high-quality preschools have all been demonstrated to 

support the healthy neural development of infants and toddlers and improve outcomes for children.
9
  

                                                           
2
 “From Neurons to Neighborhoods: The science of early childhood development.” (2000) National Research 

Council & Institute of Medicine. Washington, DC: National Academy Press. Accessed April 7, 2013 at 
http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=9824&page=R1.  
3
 Ibid. 

4
 Weindling, M. (2010). Insights into early brain development from modern brain imaging and outcome studies. 

Acta Paediatrica, 99, 961-966. 
5
 e.g. Vick Wittaker, J.E., Harden, B.J., See, H.M., Meisch, A.D., & Westbrook, T.R. (2011). Family risks and 

protective factors: Pathways to Early Head Start toddlers social-emotional functioning. Early Childhood Research 
Quarterly, 26, 74-86. 
6
 Bruner, C., Elias, V., Stein, D., & Schaafer, S. (February 2004). Early learning left out: An examination of public 

investments in education and development by child age. Report published by Voices for America’s Children and the 
Children Family Policy Center.  Available online at: http://www.aecf.org/upload/publicationfiles/ec3655k756.pdf.  
7
 America’s Edge, Rand Corporation, and the National Institute for Early Education Research, “Starting Smart,” 

Citizen Action of New York. Accessed online at: http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-
early-childhood-education/ 
8
 Pugmire, Tim, (April 25, 2013) “Minn. Senate passes funding for all-day K,” Minnesota Public Radio. Accessed May 

10, 2013 at: http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2013/04/25/k12-funding-passes 
9
 Perry, B.D. (2004)  “Maltreatment and the developing mind: How early childhood experience shapes child and 

culture.” The Margaret McCain Lecture Series, Inaugural Lecture on September 23, 2004.  Accessed April 7, 2013 at 
http://www.lfcc.on.ca/mccain/perry.pdf.  

http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=9824&page=R1
http://www.aecf.org/upload/publicationfiles/ec3655k756.pdf
http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2013/04/25/k12-funding-passes
http://www.lfcc.on.ca/mccain/perry.pdf
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Figure 1 shows that every dollar invested in early childhood education can save seven dollars in the long-

term by reducing future costs associated with remedial education, criminal justice and welfare 

payments.
10

  Additionally, early childhood programs generally exhibit a much higher return on investment 

than programs targeted to adults or adolescents
11

.  Figure 1 also shows the results of a study in the state of 

New York, where it was found that every dollar invested in early education generated an additional $1.86 

in economic activity, with returns as high as $1.92 in Long Island.
12

  Investment in early childhood 

development programs can generate a huge long-run benefit for the community by directly impacting 

outcomes such as increased kindergarten readiness, increased workforce participation, lower crime rates, 

higher educational attainment, improved health and nutrition, and higher productivity.  In short, 

increasing the capacity and number of existing early childhood services is likely to have broad benefits 

not just for individual families and children, but for entire communities. 

 
Figure 1 - Early Childhood Investment 

 
 

Because of the growing attention being paid to the benefits of early childhood development, political 

leaders are beginning to take action.  For example, both the 2013 House and Senate education finance 

                                                           
10

 America’s Edge, Rand Corporation, and the National Institute for Early Education Research, “Starting Smart,” 
Citizen Action of New York. Accessed online at: http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-
early-childhood-education/ 
11

 Belfield, C. & Levin, H. (2010). The fiscal returns to public educational investments in African American males. In 
Reynolds, A.J., Rolnick, A.J., Englund, M.M., & Temple, J.A. (Eds.), Childhood programs and practices in the first 
decade of life (pp. 49-75). New York: Cambridge University Press. 
12

 America’s Edge, Rand Corporation, and the National Institute for Early Education Research, “Starting Smart,” 
Citizen Action of New York. Accessed online at: http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-
early-childhood-education/ 

http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
http://www.infographicsarchive.com/people/the-importance-of-early-childhood-education/
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bills expand funding for preschool scholarships and increase the basic per-pupil funding formula.
13

  The 

current investment imbalance is also being addressed at the state level by the MinneMinds campaign, a 

statewide campaign to increase public funding for access to high quality early care and education 

programs.  However, these top-down approaches face a significant challenge in the current early 

education environment.  Minnesota's children are receiving care and education from a vast and 

fragmented network of parents, friends, family, neighbors, and center-based care, with choices limited by 

access and cost for many families.
14

  Funding from federal and state governments, private funders, and 

non-profit organizations combined accounts for less than 30% of total spending on early childhood care 

and education in Minnesota, with over 70% of financial contributions coming directly from families.
15

  As 

we will demonstrate in the “Challenges” section of this paper, these costs can be a significant portion of 

families’ budgets and a considerable burden on low-income families. 

 

The landscape of early education in Minnesota, as well as the limited federal and state support, suggests 

that local neighborhoods may be best able to address the education and developmental needs of the 

children in their communities.  Neighborhood organizations and local governments are better situated to 

build relationships with families and support child care and development providers within their area.  

Arguably, the majority of the short- and long-term benefits of investment in early education will be 

realized at the local level, resulting in increased economic activity within the neighborhood.  

Communities are also the most powerful voice to assess and articulate their own needs.  Unfortunately, 

much of the funding and support for early education and development is not being allocated to local 

governments and neighborhood organizations.  Most federal and state funding is paid directly to at-risk 

families and childcare providers.  Many neighborhoods, such as Cedar-Riverside, are establishing early 

childhood education and development as a community priority, but the current funding structure and 

landscape is unlikely to change in the near future.  In the meantime, neighborhoods like Cedar-Riverside 

are challenged to come up with creative ways that they can support the infants and toddlers in their area. 

 

III. Cedar Riverside’s Youngest Residents 
 

Cedar-Riverside, also referred to as the West Bank, is a Minneapolis neighborhood named for the 

intersection of Cedar Avenue and Riverside Avenue, the two primary commercial corridors running 

through the neighborhood.  The neighborhood is triangular-shaped with three definitive boundaries: the 

Mississippi River on the north and east sides, Interstate 94 on the south side, and Interstate 35W on the 

west side.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Cedar-Riverside (census tract 1048) had a total 

population in 2010 of 8,094 people.  With a total area of only 0.772 square mile
16

, Cedar-Riverside is 

among the most highly concentrated neighborhoods in the state of Minnesota. 

 

There were almost 3,000 households in Cedar-Riverside in 2010.  Nearly 20%, or about 570 of these 

households, reported having children under the age of 18.  American Community Study (ACS) 5-year 

estimates for 2011 approximate this number to be much higher, with almost 770 families with children 

under 18.  Of particular importance in this report is the number of children under five years of age.  Of the 

8,094 residents in 2010, there were reported 543 (or 6.7%) children under the age of five.  ACS data for 

2011 estimates that about 300 families (39% of those with children) have a child under the age of six, and 

                                                           
13

 Pugmire, Tim, (April 25, 2013) “Minn. Senate passes funding for all-day K,” Minnesota Public Radio. Accessed 
May 10, 2013 at: http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2013/04/25/k12-funding-passes 
14

“Early Childhood Care and Education is Important for Minnesota,” (2012) Start Early Funders Coalition.  
Accessessed May 3, 2013 at: http://startearlyfundersmn.org/html/early-childhood-minnesota.html 
15

 Ibid. 
16

 “Cedar-Riverside neighborhood in Minneapolis, Minnesota (MN), 55454, 55455 detailed profile,” City-data.com. 
Updated 2011.  Accessed March 25, 2013. Available at: http://www.city-data.com/neighborhood/Cedar-Riverside-
Minneapolis-MN.html.  

http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2013/04/25/k12-funding-passes
http://startearlyfundersmn.org/html/early-childhood-minnesota.html
http://www.city-data.com/neighborhood/Cedar-Riverside-Minneapolis-MN.html
http://www.city-data.com/neighborhood/Cedar-Riverside-Minneapolis-MN.html
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about 100 families (13%) have at least one child under age six and at least one other child between ages 

6-18.  In short, within this relatively small geographic area, there is a significant number of young minds 

growing and developing during their most crucial time, and this number appears to be increasing. 

 

With so many children, one might expect a correspondingly high enrollment in preschool or childcare 

programs.  However, ACS data estimates that only about 80 children between ages 3-5 are enrolled in 

nursery or pre-school services.  This represents only 2% of residents over 3 years old enrolled in school.  

When compared to Hennepin County estimates, which show nearly 7% enrolled in nursery or preschool, 

it is clear that enrollment in early childhood services is significantly lower in Cedar-Riverside.  These 

numbers may seem concerning, but one could argue that Cedar-Riverside’s families are meeting their 

child development needs through sources other than those reported in ACS estimates.  To best measure, 

analyze, and improve how children are faring in terms of their development, researchers typically turn to 

one popular metric: school readiness. 

 

IV. School Readiness Risk Factors in Cedar-Riverside 
 

School readiness, also referred to as kindergarten readiness, is essentially a measure of how prepared a 

child is for an educational environment when they begin school, typically in kindergarten.  School 

readiness is measured and assessed in a variety of ways by many different organizations and education 

systems.  Typically, it measures a child’s proficiency in a select number of factors that are deemed 

necessary for kindergarten and will be developed throughout their educational life.  Different measures 

focus on factors such as a child’s behaviors, knowledge, and skills related to their physical, mental, and 

social development.   

 

In addition to being a measure of how well children are developing, school readiness is also one of the 

most critical short-run benefits of focusing efforts on comprehensive child development.  This is because 

school readiness is also a strong predictor of broader life outcomes, including future educational success 

and attainment.  With such substantial benefits linked directly to school readiness outcomes, it is no 

wonder that so much attention is being paid to this particular measure of a child’s development.  In 

particular, a growing body of research is focusing on identifying factors, such as demographic and family 

characteristics, which could help identify the likelihood of a child being ready for school.  Often referred 

to as risk factors, these characteristics allow researchers and policymakers to better identify where gaps 

and inequities exist in pursuit of quality child development for all children.   

 

The following section focuses on these risk factors and how they are associated with Cedar-Riverside’s 

population.  By identifying the predominant measures of school readiness, and the risk factors associated 

with these measures, and comparing them with the demographics of the neighborhood, we find that 

Cedar-Riverside shows a high prevalence of risk factors which would predict lower overall levels of 

school readiness. 

 

As a brief aside, unless otherwise stated, the demographic statistics referenced in this section are taken 

from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010 Total Population Census and the 2007-2011 American Community 

Survey (ACS), and all data is accessible through the U.S. Census Bureau’s American FactFinder 

database.  More specifically, these numbers are for US census tract 1048, which encompasses the entire 

Cedar-Riverside neighborhood except for the area owned by the University of Minnesota. 

 

Assessing School Readiness Risk Factors 

 
In the fall of 2010, the Minnesota Department of Education and the Human Capital Research 

Collaborative (HCRC)—a partnership between the University of Minnesota and the Federal Reserve 
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Bank of Minneapolis—released the most recent annual “Minnesota School Readiness Study”, which uses 

a representative sample of students entering kindergarten to inform school administrators and teachers, 

parents, early childhood educators, child care providers, policy makers and the public about how well 

prepared Minnesota students are to enter school and succeed.  The study assesses students on the skills, 

knowledge, behaviors and accomplishments that children should know and be able to do as they enter 

kindergarten, grouped into five key areas: personal and social development, physical development, 

language and literacy, mathematical thinking, and the arts.  The study utilizes a modified version of the 

Minnesota Work Sampling System (MWSS) to measure proficiency in these areas along 32 indicators.  

The study establishes the overall school-readiness proficiency standard at 75% or more of the total points 

across all indicators.   

 

One of the key findings included in the 2010 study provide evidence that kindergarten readiness is, in 

fact, a predictor of future childhood outcomes.  It shows that a student’s results in the School-Readiness 

Study are predictive of Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA) proficiency outcomes at grade 

three.
17

  This is particularly true in the case of reading and math, where kindergartners who attained 

overall proficiency were at least twice as likely to exceed MCA standards in math and reading compared 

with kindergarteners who did not.  More concerning is that kindergarteners not attaining overall 

proficiency were more than twice as likely to have been in special education or retained by 3rd grade 

compared to kindergarteners who did attain overall proficiency, even when holding demographic and 

socioeconomic characteristics constant.  Essentially, children who attain proficiency in each of the five 

key areas identified in the study—whether at home or through some daycare or preschool service—are 

much more likely to achieve and exceed educational standards throughout their lifetime than those 

students who lack proficiency by the time they enter kindergarten.  Thus, the failure to develop 

proficiency at an early age will have long-term consequences for each individual child.  This is 

particularly concerning in Minnesota, where according to the study, “forty percent of Minnesota 

kindergartners did not reach the 75 percent achievement level for overall school readiness, with the 

largest readiness deficits showing up in students of color”.
18

 

 

The study also compares school readiness to a number of factors, such as race, in order to identify 

characteristics which are most likely to relate to overall proficiency among kindergarteners.  Using 

regression, the study examines factors that may affect overall proficiency while controlling the effects of 

other demographic variables.  The study found household income, parent education level, and gender to 

be the most statistically significant variables affecting overall proficiency. 

 

While the Minnesota School-Readiness Study does highlight the relationship between kindergarten 

readiness and future educational proficiency as well as some key indicators of school-readiness, it does 

not provide specific information on the results of particular school districts.  Largely due to the number of 

children in the city, the Minneapolis Public Schools district administers its own Beginning of 

Kindergarten Assessment (BKA), a 15-minute standardized assessment of reading and numerical skills 

administered in the fall of each school year with all incoming kindergarteners. The BKA’s total literacy 

benchmark consists of measures of naming letters and their sounds, rhyming and alliteration, and 

vocabulary.
19

  Overall, 72% of all Minneapolis students are ready for kindergarten—a result slightly 

better than the Minnesota School-Readiness study (although different measurements are used and the data 

cannot really be compared). 

                                                           
17

 “Minnesota School Readiness Study: Developmental Assessment at Kindergarten Entrance.” (Fall 2010)  Human 
Capital Research Collaborative.  Accessed online:http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/StuSuc/EarlyLearn/SchReadiK/ 
18

 “Summary of the Minnesota 2010 School Readiness Study,” (Fall 2010) Human Capital Research Collaborative.  
Accessed online at: http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/StuSuc/EarlyLearn/SchReadiK/ 
19

 “Kindergartners ready for school.” (2012) Minneapolis Foundation OneMinneapolis program. Accessed March 
30, 2013 at http://www.minneapolisfoundation.org/OneMinneapolis/Home/How/readyforschool.aspx 

http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/StuSuc/EarlyLearn/SchReadiK/
http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/StuSuc/EarlyLearn/SchReadiK/
http://www.minneapolisfoundation.org/OneMinneapolis/Home/How/readyforschool.aspx
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Figure 2:  Vocabulary Growth in Infants of Differing 

SES Backgrounds 

 

In partnership with Minneapolis Public Schools, the Minneapolis Foundation’s OneMinneapolis program 

analyzes the results of the BKA as part of their efforts to promote racial equity and understand, track, and 

improve how Minneapolis residents are faring along a number of community indicators.  The results 

outlined by OneMinneapolis highlight some other important factors which predict school readiness 

outcomes, specifically race and ethnicity and language spoken at home.   

 

Combined, these two studies, as well as numerous others, highlight four significant risk factors associated 

with school readiness outcomes: 1) family income and poverty; 2) parent educational attainment; 3) race 

and ethnicity; and 4) immigration and English proficiency.  The following explores each of these factors 

in more detail, while simultaneously comparing results with the demographics of Cedar-Riverside’s 

population.  Due to the prevalence of single-parent families in the neighborhood, we have also added this 

as a fifth risk factor associated with school readiness.  What becomes clear in this analysis is that the 

demographics of Cedar-Riverside show a high prevalence of these factors and family characteristics 

which would indicate a significant potential for lower rates of kindergarten readiness. 

 

Family Income and Poverty 

 
Right from birth, children born to low socioeconomic (SES) families are measurably disadvantaged as 

compared to their higher SES peers; these children tend to have lower birth weights, poorer health, and 

lower vocabulary skills by age 5.
20

 
21

  Existing literature concretely supports the link between the negative 

factors associated with poverty (i.e. insufficient financial and social resources, family isolation from 

community, and maternal depression and stress) and poor mother-child outcomes
22

.  Young children 

living in poverty are at-risk for exposure to 

a number of adverse childhood 

experiences that can have lasting impacts 

on brain development and child outcomes.  

As these children grow, the developmental 

disparities between children of different 

SES backgrounds become poignantly 

visible in academic progress.  As shown in 

Figure 2, large gaps can be seen in the 

vocabularies of children from different 

SES backgrounds as early as age three.
23

   

 

The Minnesota School Readiness Study 

shows family income to be a statistically 

significant factor related to kindergarten 

readiness.  It concludes, as shown in 

Figure 4, that children of wealthier 

                                                           
20

 “Infants and toddlers in Early Head Start,”(2009) ZERO TO THREE. Published online at 
http://www.zerotothree.org/public-policy/policy-toolkit/ehssinglesmar5.pdf. Retrieved April 7, 2013. 
21

 National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP) (1999). Poverty and brain development in early childhood. 
Published online at http://www.nccp.org/publications/pdf/text_398.pdf. Retrieved April 7, 2013. 
22

 Vick Wittaker, J.E., Harden, B.J., See, H.M., Meisch, A.D., & Westbrook, T.R. (2011). Family risks and protective 
factors: Pathways to Early Head Start toddlers social-emotional functioning. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 
26, 74-86. 
23

 Hart, B. & Risley, T.R. (1995) “Meaningful differences in the everyday experiences of young children.” Baltimore: 
Paul H. Books Publishing Co.  Accessed April 7, 2013 at 
http://www.strategiesforchildren.org/eea/6research_summaries/05_MeaningfulDifferences.pdf.  

http://www.zerotothree.org/public-policy/policy-toolkit/ehssinglesmar5.pdf
http://www.strategiesforchildren.org/eea/6research_summaries/05_MeaningfulDifferences.pdf
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  Figure 4 – Risk Factors Identified in MN School Readiness Study 

families are significantly more likely to be proficient in the skills necessary for kindergarten readiness.  

Specifically, it shows that the odds of attaining the overall proficiency standard for a student whose 

household income was at or above 400 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG) were more than 

one and a half times as great as compared to a student whose household income was less than 250 percent 

FPG.  Additionally, the odds of reaching overall proficiency for a student whose household income was 

250 to 400 percent FPG are nearly one and half times as great as compared to a student whose household 

income is below 250 percent FPG.
 24

 

 
 Relevance to Cedar Riverside 

 

Figure 3 shows annual household 

income for Cedar-Riverside in 

2011.  The neighborhood is home 

to many low-income families; 

about 42.1% of households have a 

total income of less than $10,000 

(compared with 11.5% in all of 

Minneapolis).  Moreover, more 

than half (52.7%) of families live 

below the federal poverty 

guidelines (FPG).  According to 

2011 ACS data, 53.8% of 

households in Cedar-Riverside 

have income less than the FPG for 

a two-person household (parent 

plus child).  Only about 20% of 

households in the community earn 

at least 250% FPG for a two-

person household ($36,775), and 

less than 11% earn more than 

400% FPG ($58,840).   Families 

with young children are 

particularly likely to live in 

poverty, with 59% of families 

with children less than five years 

old living below FPG.   

 

Despite a diverse local business 

community and easy access to 

downtown Minneapolis, the 

Cedar-Riverside community also 

has a lower employment rate than 

the city as a whole.  61.1% of 

resident 16 years and older are 

employed, with an unemployment 

rate of 9.5%, as compared to a 

Minneapolis rate of 72.9% labor 

                                                           
24

 “Minnesota School Readiness Study: Developmental Assessment at Kindergarten Entrance.” (Fall 2010)  Planned, 
implemented, and prepared by the Minnesota Department of Education (MDE). p.9. Accessed March 28, 2013 at 
http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/StuSuc/EarlyLearn/SchReadiK/ 

  Figure 3 – Cedar-Riverside Annual Household Income (2011) 

http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/StuSuc/EarlyLearn/SchReadiK/
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force involvement and 6.9% unemployment.  It is clear that family income and poverty in Cedar-

Riverside is a considerable risk factor for lower levels of school readiness. 

 

Parent Educational Attainment 

 
The second key factor associated with school readiness is parent education attainment, which is actually 

an even greater predictor of kindergarten readiness than family income.  Referring to Figure 4, the 

Minnesota School Readiness Study highlights the significant disparities in overall school readiness 

among children from families with varying levels of parent educational attainment.  It shows that students 

whose parents have a high school degree are twice as likely to attain overall proficiency as compared to 

students whose parents have less than a high school degree. Additionally, students with parents who have 

a an Associate degree, Bachelor or graduate degree are approximately one and a half times as likely to 

reach overall proficiency as compared to students whose parents who have a high school diploma or 

equivalent.  

 

 Relevance to Cedar Riverside 

 

This is particularly concerning in Cedar-

Riverside, where improving educational 

attainment among adults and adolescents 

has been a priority for many years. Figure 5 

shows educational attainment for the 

neighborhood in 2011.  According to ACS 

data for 2011, 37% of the population over 

25 years of age has less than a high-school 

degree or equivalent, 24% have a high 

school degree, 4% have an Associate’s 

degree, 9% a Bachelor’s degree, and 10% 

have a gradate or professional degree.  

Compare these numbers with those for 

Hennepin County as a whole, where only 

8% have less than a high school degree, 8% 

have an Associate’s degree, 30% a Bachelor’s degree, and 15% have a graduate or professional degree.  

When this data is compared with the results of the Minnesota School Readiness Study, it again becomes 

clear that the demographics suggest a higher risk in Cedar-Riverside of lower levels of kindergarten 

readiness. 

 

Race and Ethnicity 

 
The third major factor linked to school readiness is race and ethnicity.  As stated previously, the 

Minnesota School Readiness Study shows that “40% percent of Minnesota kindergartners did not attain 

overall school readiness, with the largest readiness deficits showing up in students of color”.
25

  For more 

specific data on the racial disparities associated with kindergarten readiness, however, we turn to the 

Beginning of Kindergarten Assessment (BKA) conducted in Minneapolis, and analyzed by the 

Minneapolis Foundation’s OneMinneapolis program.  Figure 6, from OneMinneapolis, shows school-

readiness results in Minneapolis over the last four years for the four largest racial and ethnic groups 
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Figure 7 – Cedar-Riverside Households by Race/Ethnicity 

identified in the study.
26

  The results are both 

staggering and highly disappointing.  Only 

72% of Minneapolis kindergartners are 

prepared for school.  While 90% of White 

students are ready for school, all other 

racial/ethnic groups fell below this average. 

69% of all Black students assessed were ready 

for kindergarten, 71% of Asian students, and 

most concerning, only 43% of Hispanic 

children were ready for school according to 

the BKA. 

 

 Relevance to Cedar-Riverside 

 

Cedar-Riverside is quite diverse, as shown in Figure 7. Of the population in 2010, 38.5% of residents 

were White, 45.2% are Black, 10.9% are Asian, and about 3.4% are Hispanic or Latino.  Children from 

over 60% of families in the neighborhood 

face a well-documented educational 

achievement and school readiness gap 

associated with race and ethnicity.    
 

Immigration and English 

Proficiency 

 
The fourth major factor related to school-

readiness, is related to immigration.  

While it is beyond the scope of this report 

to detail the many issues associated with 

immigration in the United States, it is 

well-documented that immigrants and 

refugees face a number of structural, 

economic, and cultural barriers which limit their opportunities relative to native populations. One 

significant barrier, which is directly related to kindergarten readiness, is language spoken at home and 

English proficiency.  Figure 8 shows the Minneapolis BKA results by language spoken.
27

  While 83% of 

students who speak English at home were 

ready for school, students who spoke other 

languages at home fared much worse.  

Students speaking Somali at home showed 

the highest level of school readiness among 

the most common language groups other than 

English, with 71% ready for kindergarten.  

Sadly, only 57% of students speaking Hmong 

and 38% of those speaking Spanish were 

prepared for school.   
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 Relevance to Cedar-Riverside 

 
In 2011, it was estimated that over 3,600 residents in Cedar-Riverside were foreign-born, representing 

45% of the neighborhood’s population.  Additionally, 2,040 residents (or 25%) were not U.S. citizens, 

and more than 400 residents lived abroad the year prior.  Over the past decade, the majority of foreign-

born individuals settling in Cedar-Riverside were immigrants and refugees from East-Africa.  Of the 

population over five years old, more than 3,900 residents (or 53%) speak a language other than English at 

home, with the most common languages being Somali, Oromo, and Arabic.  Nearly 2,230 residents (or 

30%) report speaking English less than “very well”. 

 

Status as an immigrant and ESL family, moreover, has many broad implications for early childhood 

development.  Immigrant children tend to be at a higher risk for poor developmental outcomes due to, 

among other factors, the stress of acculturation, decreased social support, and the family’s increases risk 

of poverty.
28

  At the same time, a close, supportive family can be an important protective factor as they 

transition into a new culture, helping to prevent some of the risk factors from negatively impacting their 

development and skill levels.  These risk factors can also be mitigated if there is a strong connection 

between the child’s culture at home and the culture at school or childcare – either through a program 

designed to be culturally-appropriate, or through the involvement of the child’s parent(s) at their home or 

childcare.  As we will discuss in the challenges section further on, however, immigrant parents often face 

both language and cultural barriers when seeking early childhood services for their children. 
 

Single-Parent Families 
 

Of the 570 families with children in 2010, only 220 

(38.6%) reported having both husband and wife 

present.  The majority of families with children in the 

neighborhood—over 55%--reported have a single 

female householder, with no husband present.  

Families composed of single mothers with young 

children are the family type most likely to live in 

poverty.  In Cedar-Riverside 86.6% of households 

headed by a single female with children less than 5 

years old live below FPG. 

 

Single-parent families face all of the same challenges 

in meeting their children’s needs as two-parent 

households, but they face all of them with half the 

support system of a two-parent household.  Subsequently, these families are more likely to face poverty 

and isolation.  Childcare costs are also likely to be more of a burden on a single-parent family because 

they draw from the resources of a single income.  Isolation – for both parent and children – is another 

important consideration, especially for immigrant families who may already be isolated by language and 

cultural barriers.  Many of the single mothers in Cedar-Riverside are immigrant or refugee women who 

came over with one or more children.  Providing care for children, especially very young children, can be 

a full time job by itself, so these mothers may have less time available to meet new people, build a 

support network, and seek out developmental programming for their children. 
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Figure 9 – Single-Parent Families in Cedar-
Riverside 
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Due to all of these challenges, children from single-parent families have been documented to have lower 

educational outcomes, including literacy rates, grade-point average, and drop-out rates
29

.  A report just 

released in May 2013, however, found that the literacy gap between children from single-parent 

households and children from two-parent households decreased dramatically when counties had policies 

targeting single-parent families.  In other words, targeting children from single-parent households can be 

an effective strategy to increase overall kindergarten readiness rates. 

 

Clearly, each of these five risk factors poses significant concerns for Cedar-Riverside’s residents and 

provides a good reason for the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood to seek additional early childhood services 

to support its youngest residents. 

 

V. Methods and Scope  
 

With an understanding of the risk factors associated with school readiness and their relevance to Cedar-

Riverside, we set out to really listen to the community in order to conduct a landscape analysis of the 

resources, opportunities, and challenges associated with residents’ access to high-quality child 

development services.  To achieve this goal, we reviewed existing literature and reports on early 

childhood development and kindergarten readiness, surveyed local organizations focusing on these issues, 

conducted formal interviews with stakeholders within and beyond the neighborhood, and conducted three 

focus groups of local parents. 

 

Our conversations in the neighborhood consisted of a series of formal conversations with local leaders, 

residents, and service providers, as well as with early childhood leaders in the greater metro community 

who provided us with a broader sense of existing challenges and opportunities.  See Appendix B for a 

complete list of interviews.  In all of these discussions, we tried to get answers to four key questions, 

which guided our thoughts and efforts throughout the project: 

 

1. Where are residents currently receiving service? 

2. What are the opportunities? 

3. What are the challenges to accessing high-quality child development? 

4. What are the next steps? 

 

We also attended several early childhood events held throughout the metro area and had informal 

conversations with stakeholders at those events that provided us with fresh insights. 

 

To supplement these one-on-one conversations, we also obtained feedback from parents through three 

focus groups.  For the first two, we took advantage of two focus groups conducted by the Brian Coyle 

Center in March 2013.  During these focus groups, East African women were asked a number of 

questions about barriers they face within the area, as well as the specific gaps they see regarding early 

childhood services.  The two questions they were specifically asked about early childhood services were: 

 

1. Who currently, or previously, provides(ed) childcare for your child(ren) under the age of 5 years?  

Do (Did) you utilize the support family members, daycare, preschool, or other services?  What 

contributed to this decision? 

2. Do you feel that there are adequate services in the area to meet the needs of parents with children 

under the age of five?  What types of services would you like see in the neighborhood which 

would help support you or other parents with children under the age of five? 
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Our third focus group was conducted in conjunction with the Cedar-Riverside Community School.  It was 

held after a meeting for parents with children attending CRCS.  About 20 mothers remained after the 

meeting to provide feedback.  Since many of these mothers did not speak English very well, Ayan Jama, 

Parent Outreach Coordinator at CRCS, translated.  Our questions at this focus group centered on the four 

foundational questions listed above, with a particular focus on parents’ experience with Head Start, 

locating childcare, and utilizing family, friend, and neighbor care.  These questions included: 

 

1. How did you make your decision of what services to utilize for the care of your children under 

the age of 5 years?  Who currently, or previously, provides or provided childcare for your 

children under the age of 5 years? 

2. What challenges have you had finding childcare or development services for your child? 

3. Are there ways that the agencies and leaders in the area can support families to overcome these 

challenges? 

4. Do you feel that there are adequate services in the area to meet the needs of parents with children 

under the age of five? 

5. Are there services that are not currently available but that you would like see in the neighborhood 

to support you or other parents with children under the age of five? 

6. How do or did you decide to enroll your child in a daycare, preschool, or early learning program?  

What elements do you feel are most important for these types of programs?   

 

During this focus group, two mothers were particularly helpful: Abdi Ruqia and Nimco Kali.  Both are 

mothers of young children and former participants in the Women’s Center.  In addition to attending our 

focus group, both women also attended our Community Forum, held on May 3, 2013 at the Brian Coyle 

Center, where we presented the findings of our project.  They both expressed a great deal of support and 

enthusiasm for new programming in this area. 

 

Our individual conversations and focus groups both informed and were informed by our research into 

existing reports and literature.  The landscape, opportunities, and challenges sections that follow are the 

summary of that research. 

 

VI. Current Landscape 
 

As a starting point for understanding the current early childhood development environment in Cedar-

Riverside, we wanted to find out where parents are currently accessing child care and development 

services.  In nearly every interview with community leaders, and as a particular focus of the parent focus 

groups, we asked residents to help identify the most popular and likely sources of developmental care.  

One particular issue residents raised in almost every conversation we had was that there are not many 

formal services or programs within the proximity of the neighborhood.  This is just one issue, among 

many, which is associated with both the prevalence of informal care provision in Cedar-Riverside as well 

as the challenges of improving access to quality early childhood development services.  These issues will 

be discussed in depth in the section of this report on “Challenges: The Four ‘A’s”.  Despite these 

challenges, many children in the neighborhood are quite prepared for school, whether through 

developmentally comprehensive informal care or by accessing one of several popular service providers 

noted among residents during our interviews. 

 

Family, Friend and Neighbor (FFN) / Informal Care 

 
The majority of infants and toddlers in the United States are involved in some type of informal care, also 

known as friend, family and neighbor (FFN) care.  It is a particularly common form of care in 

communities, such as Cedar-Riverside, where parents are looking for culturally-specific care or lack the 
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resources to access full- or part-time care in a formal childcare center or preschool.  As the “FFN” label 

implies, parents usually have personal relationships with these caregivers, and therefore trust them to 

provide quality, culturally-appropriate care to their children.  This trust, as well as the cultural 

considerations, may even make this the preferred form of care for many parents.   

 

In the CRNRP focus groups, when participants were asked where their children received childcare, the 

majority responded that they used FFN care.  When asked what contributed to the decision to use FFN 

care, a number of reasons were provided.  The most common reasoning is related to cost: many stated that 

regular daycare is simply too expensive for their families.  While most participants were aware that the 

county provides some childcare assistance, they raised concerns that this assistance is based on income, 

and does not necessarily cover the full costs of enrolling a child in private daycare.   One participant also 

noted that residents here on visas are ineligible for childcare assistance as the reasoning for her reliance 

FFN care. Other parents cited issues of convenience.  Because there are no private daycare providers in 

the neighborhood, some prefer to use FFN care rather than coordinating transportation to other areas of 

the city.  One respondent mentioned the complex process and amount of paperwork required to access 

assistance and enroll in private programs as a barrier to formal daycare enrollment.  Another common 

reason for using FFN care is that some parents simply prefer to have their children cared for by friends 

and family, citing issues of trusting others to care for their children or the desire for their children to be in 

a specific cultural environment. 

 

FFN care is certainly not an inferior form of child development, but is associated with several challenges.  

One of the particular challenges related to FFN care, due to its informal and fragmented nature, is access 

to quality FFN providers.  This is a challenge both to parents who lack the social capital or existing 

relationships with providers to meet their childcare needs, as well as organizations looking to target FFN 

providers to assess or improve service delivery.  It is difficult to ensure that children are receiving 

comprehensive, well-rounded development and the skills necessary for kindergarten, because the 

landscape is so fragmented and the quality can vary dramatically from person to person.  Additionally, it 

is much more challenging for the community to support and develop this type of care provision, because 

essentially everyone in the neighborhood could be and FFN provider. 

 

Contributing to this challenge is that many FFN providers are unlicensed.  There are, however, a number 

of licensed family childcare providers in Cedar-Riverside.  The Minnesota Department of Human 

Services maintains a database of licensed family childcare providers, and a search of license holders by 

zip code results in five licensed providers.
30

  Each provider has a limit on the capacity of children they 

can serve at a given time, and a further limitation on the number of children under school age.  Of the five 

the providers, there is a total licensed capacity of 54 children, but only 40 of these children can be under 

school age. 

 

Private and Nonprofit Childcare Centers 
 

There are a number of private childcare centers and preschools in Minneapolis.  Often, the challenge 

parents faced first when considering formal care is navigating the numerous and fragmented options and 

choosing a quality provider that meets their needs. This is particularly challenging for parents who speak 

a language other than English.  Many of these private providers are small, private businesses, but often 

they are earned-income ventures of nonprofit organizations offering a variety of community services.  

They all offer different curriculum and services, such full- or half-day options, and many have their own 

eligibility requirements.  Many offer more specific services, such as language and cultural immersion, 

English literacy, or special needs development.  The one thing almost all of them share in common is that 
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they must charge fees or tuition.  As will be discussed later, formal childcare can be tremendously 

expensive, limiting access to many families.  There are some actions which have been taken at the state 

level to assist families with these challenges.  Parent Aware and Child Care Aware of Minnesota 

(discussed in more detail in the “Opportunities” section of this report) are two programs to help inform 

parents about the options that best fit their individual needs and financial situation.   

 

There are nearly 50 private childcare providers within three miles of Cedar-Riverside registered on Parent 

Aware alone.  Many of the providers in the area are private, licensed businesses, while many are 

programs offered by nonprofits such as Southside Family Services, the YWCA, Open Arms of 

Minnesota, and Project for Pride in Living (PPL).  While there are many high-quality programs near to 

the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, the majority of families are not enrolling their children in these 

programs.  Only a few parents in our focus groups said that they, or someone they were close to, used a 

private provider to meet their childcare and development needs.  The parents that did mention private 

providers all said that they used a provider that specialized in Somali language and cultural immersion.  

The most common reasons provided for why parents do not use private care were cost and accessibility.  

Formal childcare is simply too expensive, and many parents do not have the means to regularly transport 

their children to providers outside of the neighborhood. 

 

Head Start / Parents in Community Action 

 
Parents in Community Action (PICA) is the private, nonprofit agency designated by the federal 

government to administer Head Start and Early Head Start programs in Hennepin County.  Head Start and 

Early Head Start are family and child development programs for low-income families.  Head Start is 

offered at no cost to parents of eligible children, but a childcare subsidy is required for eligibility in some 

programs.  The basic elements of Head Start’s curriculum are regulated through federal Head Start 

Program Performance Standards, but PICA is largely given the freedom to work with parents to design 

programs to meet the specific needs of the communities in which they are located.  Head Start was the 

most well-known and referenced development provider mentioned throughout our interviews and focus 

groups.  While many parents are aware of Head Start, many had their own individual issues with this 

program. 

 

Families with income below the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG) and children between the ages of six 

weeks and five years are eligible for services, with other eligibility privileges given to families of children 

with special needs, disabilities, or foster children with high risk factors.
31

  PICA offers several different 

services to meet the needs of families.  The program utilized by the majority of PICA’s students is a Split-

Week Head Start service, where students attend class for six hours a day, two to three days per week, 

from September to early June.  PICA also offers Full-Day service, which operates eight hours per day, 

five days per week, and 12 months per year.  Early Head Start service is also available, which is a full-

year Head Start program for pregnant mothers, infants, and toddlers under three years old. It operates 

eight hours per day, five days per week, and 12 months per year.   For Full-Day or Early Head Start 

programs, a childcare subsidy is required for eligibility.   

 

PICA currently operates one location which serves residents of Cedar-Riverside.  Located in the middle 

of a Minneapolis Public Housing Community, the Glendale Early Childhood Family Development Center 

offers Split-Week, Full-Day, and Early Head Start programs.  In an interview with the kindergarten 

teacher at the Cedar-Riverside Community School, Kristen Mandt, she explained that there are typically a 

small number of students entering her class each year which were formerly participating in Head Start.  

She describes how she can usually tell within the first few weeks which children attended Head Start, 
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because they typically display higher proficiency with the skills necessary for kindergarten than the 

majority of other students.  However, many of the interviewees with spoke with have mentioned the issue 

of PICA’s limited enrollment space.  Many eligible families are placed on waiting lists, an issue which 

will be discussed further below in the report, under the section on “Challenges”. 

 

Al-Hikmah School 
 

Another popular program utilized by residents in the neighborhood is Al-Hikmah School. Administered 

by the Islamic Civic Society of America (ICSA) and located at the ICSA’s headquarters on Cedar 

Avenue, Al-Hikmah School is a private Islamic preschool for children between the ages of 3 and 5.  Al-

Hikmah offers a combination of Islamic and academic instruction, including early English literacy 

(alphabet, numbers, basic words, etc.).
32

  The program offers half-day preschool between 8:00am-1:00pm, 

and currently serves between 25-30 students.  Most parents are aware of the service through an existing 

relationship with ICSA or Dar al-Hijrah mosque.  As a private preschool, Al-Hikmah charges a fee of 

$150 per month, which is quite affordable in comparison with average childcare costs.  Executive 

director, Abdikadir Ibrahim, noted in an interview that with Al-Hikmah’s current structure and location, 

the program is at its peak capacity for students.  While the ICSA likes to avoid waiting lists and denying 

service to parents, it is clear that the school does not have much capacity to expand its recruitment in 

Cedar-Riverside.  

 

Cedar-Riverside Community School (CRCS) Preschool 

 
Cedar-Riverside Community School (CRCS) is a charter school located in the neighborhood’s largest 

housing project, Riverside Plaza, which houses nearly half of the residents in Cedar-Riverside.
33

  Walt 

Stull, the current executive director of CRCS, has verified that it will be expanding and offering preschool 

service, beginning classes in the fall of 2013.  The charter school has recently acquired space in Riverside 

Plaza which was formerly occupied by the Confederation of Somali Community in Minnesota (CSCM).  

While still under development, CRCS does not expect to have trouble recruiting students for the limited 

space they plan to offer.  The school is currently planning on offering two classes, one each for students 

ages three and four.  Each class would be able to hold an estimated 15 to 20 children.  Right now, the plan 

is for full-day services, but an alternative plan would provide two separate half-day sessions for each 

grade.  This would allow for more students to enter the preschool, but could pose a problem for working 

parents seeking full-day care.   

 

VII. Opportunities 
 

Belief in the value of early childhood services and the necessity of measuring and improving rates of 

school readiness is gaining traction throughout the country.  On a federal level, the Obama’s Race to the 

Top initiative included a competition for Early Learning Challenge Grants and the 2009 American 

Recovery and Reinvestment Act included money specifically designated for the development of public 

early learning at the state level.  Moreover, states across the country, including Minnesota, have been 

developing and implementing quality rating and improvement systems (QRIS)
34

 to evaluate the early 

learning programs in their state.  Minnesota’s QRIS, Parent Aware, will be discussed further below. 

 

Locally, the newly formed MinneMinds campaign is a consortium of more than 50 organizations 

representing diverse communities across the state.  Their policy agenda “focuses on addressing need, 

                                                           
32

 “Education,” (2010) Islamic Civic Society of America.  Accessed online at: http://icsaweb.org/education/ 
33

 “About Us,” Cedar-Riverside Community School.  Accessed online at: http://www.crcs-school.org/ 
34

 “State Resources and Profiles,” (2013) QRIS National Learning Network. Accessed online at: 
http://www.qrisnetwork.org  

http://icsaweb.org/education/
http://www.crcs-school.org/
http://www.qrisnetwork.org/


18 

 

incentivizing participation, supporting quality improvement, and building capacity statewide.”
35

  As listed 

on their website, they are calling for legislators to: 1) invest in Minnesota’s most vulnerable kids; 2) fund 

with scholarships based on need and market; 3) build on existing government investments; 4) provide a 

range of options for parents; and 5) grow quality supply statewide.  The coalition is still developing a 

four-phase approach to achieve these goals.  The first phase calls for a dramatic increase of state funding 

for early childhood programming, to reach $150 million and 20,240 kids by the year 2019. 

 

As discussed in the introduction to this report, local leaders echo this enthusiasm and belief in the value of 

early childhood services.  Not only did they select the focus of this report, all of the leaders we spoke with 

stated unequivocally that they wanted to see the provision of early childhood services become a 

neighborhood priority and expressed concern at the current gaps.  Parents participating in our focus 

groups also validated such sentiments.  Moreover, organizations like CRCS and the Al-Hikmah School, 

that are looking for opportunities to expand are both responding to and fueling these resident demands. 

 

These conversations and concerns, however, are not new to the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood.  

Numerous early childhood programs, including the Women’s Center and the Children’s Home Society, 

have come and gone from the neighborhood.  In addition, Hussein Samatar, the executive director of the 

African Development Center, convened a meeting of local leaders in early 2012 to address whether the 

community was prepared to apply for federal Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge Grants.  Earlier 

this year, in his capacity on the Minneapolis Public School Board, Mr. Samatar also presented alongside 

Generation Next (discussed below) at a public engagement event in Cedar-Riverside on the opportunities 

to close racial achievement gap. 

 

The fact that Cedar-Riverside is joining the greater community in establishing early childhood 

development as a top priority is a tremendous asset.  The neighborhood will need this momentum and an 

active community voice in order to sustain impact on this issue.  However, active community engagement 

is only part of the solution.  Addressing this issue will require some substantial investment and support.  

Furthermore, although the Twin Cities contains a broad base of leaders who identify as proponents of 

early childhood services, Cedar-Riverside residents may find that there are only a select number of 

individuals who are interested in focusing on local, rather than state-wide, early childhood efforts.  To 

that end, the following section highlights a number of the most compelling opportunities and resources 

which could be used by Cedar-Riverside to provide comprehensive support for its parents, informal 

caregivers, early childhood programs, and partnerships. 

 

Parent Support 

 
There are a number of public and nonprofit programs which provide resources and support to parents 

directly.  Due to limited resources, they are often targeted at families with the greatest need.  The 

following list of parent support programs is not nearly exhaustive, but highlights some of the most 

significant opportunities and resources which may provide assistance to families in Cedar-Riverside. 

 
 Parent Aware 

 

Minnesota’s QRIS, Parent Aware
36

, was launched as a pilot program in July 2007.  During its first five 

years as a pilot program, the Minnesota Early Learning Foundation (MELF)
37

 directed the research and 
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development of this system, recruiting early learning programs to receive grants to be rated and make 

improvements.  Since then, the Parent Aware program has moved into a 5-year expansion process to 

reach communities throughout the state.  At the same time, early learning scholarships were provided to 

low-income parents with children under the age of 5 to allow them to enroll their children in these high 

quality programs.  As the Parent Aware system expands, the state is also preparing to release a new round 

of early learning scholarships.  Overall, 650 scholarships were distributed in the first round and the 

improvement spurred by the Parent Aware system is estimated to improve the quality of programming 

delivered to approximately 24,000 Minnesota children
38

.  Within the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, one 

local home-based provider has already gone through the Parent Aware system: the Al Rowada Home 

Daycare is currently listed as a 4 (out of 4) star rated day care center. 
 

Parent Aware is now operated by the Minnesota Department of Human Services in coordination with the 

Minnesota Office of Early Learning.  Its goal is to provide free, research-based tools and resources that 

help parents make more informed choices about high quality early learning opportunities.  Parent Aware 

is perhaps best known for its rating system.  Parents can search online for providers in their area, and each 

provider is given a star rating based on Parent Aware’s own quality assessments. They also provide 

checklists and other tools for parents to assess their child’s development and readiness for kindergarten.  

 
 Child Care Aware of Minnesota 

 

Child Care Aware of Minnesota is a nonprofit organization that has over 25 years of experience focusing 

both on the healthy growth of children and the professional growth of child care providers.  It operates 19 

different agencies, and serves as a resource both to parents and childcare providers and professionals.  

Child Care Aware may be a source of opportunities for programmatic support in the neighborhood, which 

will be covered below, but it is also a terrific source of parent support.  The organization works with local 

communities to communicate Parent Aware ratings to families and help parents find the best child care 

providers for their needs. 

 

 Minnesota Department of Education Early Learning Scholarships 

 

Minnesota Department of Education is offering a new scholarship program to help more families to 

access and afford high quality child care and early education programs.  They began offering Early 

Learning Scholarships to provide financial assistance for eligible families to enroll in high quality child 

care and early education programs participating in Parent Aware.  Funding is provided by the State of 

Minnesota, and the scholarships are available to families who live in school districts monitored by Parent 

Aware, which includes the Minneapolis Public School District.  A total of $2 million dollars in 

scholarship funding is available for fiscal year 2013, with $3 million allocated for each following fiscal 

year.  Scholarships are only available for children between the ages of three and five years old who are 

not yet eligible to attend kindergarten, and the scholarships are paid directly to the Parent Aware-rated 

provider. To be eligible, families must have an income less than or equal to 47 percent of state median 

income ($58,500) or the child must be eligible for other public funding sources, including the Free and 

Reduced-Price Lunch Program, CACFP, Head Start, MFIP, or CCAP.
39

  The amount of scholarship 

funding received by each family depends on the Parent Aware star rating of the provider in which their 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
37

 MELF existed from 2006 to 2011 for the purpose of conducting the research to develop and implement Parent 
Aware.  An archive of MELF documents can be found on the website for Parent Aware for School Readiness, an 
independent organization founded in 2012 after the dissolution of MELF: http://www.pasrmn.org/MELF/index.  
38

 Winkler, Ryan. (March 18, 2013) Minnpost.  Accessed April 25, 2013 online at: www.minnpost.com/community-
voices/2013/03/big-upside-governors-pre-k-scholarships.  
39

 “Early Learning Scholarships,” (2012) Parent Aware.  Accessed online at: 
http://www.parentawareratings.org/en/early-learning-scholarships 
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child is enrolled.  For example, families enrolled in a 3- or 4-star program can receive up to $4,000 per 

child per year, while those enrolled in a 1- or 2-star program can only receive up to $3,000 per child per 

year. 

 

In an interview with Karen Cadigan, the Director of the Minnesota Office of Early Learning, it was made 

clear that although $3 million dollars in total funding seems like a lot, it is not adequate to meet the needs 

of all low-income families interested.  Most of the funds available for 2013 which are designated to the 

Minneapolis School District have already been exhausted by the completion of this report.  It is important 

that interested families submit applications and work with their local scholarship office to determine 

eligibility as early as possible once their children are of eligible age. 

 
Figure 10 – State and Federal Early Childhood Scholarships 

 
 

 Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge Scholarships 

 

Parent scholarships are also available through the federal Race to the Top Fund from the U.S. Department 

of Education.  Early Learning Challenge scholarships are again paid directly to providers on behalf of 

eligible families with children enrolled in qualifying programs.  As compared to the state-funded 

scholarships, as shown in Figure 10, families are eligible if they have an income less than 200% FPG or a 

child that is eligible for public funding sources.  However and probably most importantly, these federal 

scholarships are only available to select Transformation Zones identified in the original Early Learning 

Challenge Grant.   
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Cedar-Riverside is not one of those communities identified as a Transformation Zone.  Figure 10 shows 

the only four communities eligible for federal scholarships.  These areas were not only targeted for their 

need, but also because they all had a major organization or agency leading childhood development 

initiatives which would serve as a sustainable partner with the U.S. Department of Education.  In our 

interviews with community leaders, it was determined that the main reason Cedar-Riverside was not 

designated, despite some efforts to do so, is that it is lacking this type of organization.  Again, this issue 

will be discussed further in the “Challenges” section of this report.  Federal scholarships are included here 

because although they are not currently available to Cedar-Riverside, the community should consider how 

it could position itself to receive future federal scholarships.  The original Early Learning Challenge Grant 

concludes in 2015, and the lessons learned will likely be rolled over into a new scholarship or support 

program. 

 
 Early Childhood Family Education (ECFE) 

 

Early Childhood Family Education (ECFE) is a program available to all Minnesota families with children 

between the ages of birth and kindergarten.  With the understanding that parents are a child’s first and 

most important teacher, ECFE offers classes that provide parents with hands-on learning experiences to 

encourage continued growth and development throughout the child’s lifetime.  All ECFE classes are 

taught by licensed early childhood teachers and parent educators, and the program uses the Parent 

Education Core Curriculum Framework and Early Childhood Indicators of Progress: Minnesota’s Early 

Learning Standards provided through the Minnesota Department of Education in order to provide 

experiences that foster children’s social, emotional, cognitive, physical, and language skills.  A typical 

ECFE class includes three components: 1) parent-child interaction where parent and child participate 

together in developmentally appropriate learning activities, 2) parent education to encourage further 

growth and development outside of class, and 3) children activity time to explore, gain independence, and 

practice social skills while under the supervision of a licensed children’s teacher.  ECFE offers a variety 

of classes, providing specialized curriculum for the specific age of the child, special focus classes, and 

culturally-specific classes, such as East African Adventures in Parenting, Latino Preschoolers, or Family 

Literacy. 

 

EFCE offers an interesting model which is different than many other services used by residents.  While it 

does not address a family’s need for day care while a parent is working, its focus on educating and 

supporting parents in the long-term development of their child allows it to have substantial impact on 

child development outcomes, reaching more families at much lower operating costs. This partially 

explains why the ECFE model has been a popular choice for child development programs which have 

existed in Cedar-Riverside in the past.  ECFE classes were available in Cedar-Riverside for several years, 

until Minneapolis Public Schools closed that location.  The Women’s Center, a program operated by the 

Somali Confederation of Minnesota, was not associated with ECFE or based on its curriculum, but it 

utilized a model quite similar to that of ECFE.  It provided classes and support for mothers to work 

together and learn how to encourage their children’s growth and development at an early age, while also 

providing a safe space for children to interact and learn.   

 

The success of ECFE and programs such as the Women’s Center—which focused on educating parents 

and involving parents in their child’s development—was noted by many of those interviewed throughout 

this project.  Several of those we spoke with, both within focus groups and in individual interviews, said 

that they had been involved in ECFE and were deeply disappointed when the program closed.  Various 

staff at the Cedar-Riverside Community School said that the parents who participated in ECFE are among 

those most involved in their child’s education, and those children are among the most prepared with the 

skills they need for school.  Of the Women’s Center, the former executive director of Cedar-Riverside 
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Community School, Ricky White, said, “students [who came] from that program are much more 

kindergarten-ready than those who did not.”
40

 

 

ECFE classes are not currently offered in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, but parents can still register 

for classes at nearby locations, such as the Hall ECFE in downtown Minneapolis and Sheridan ECFE in 

the Marcy Holmes neighborhood.  There are, however, a few barriers to accessing ECFE. ECFE does 

charge tuition for its services, and although the fees are on a sliding income scale, this may still be a 

barrier for many families. In addition, space is limited, and there are frequently waitlists for classes.  It is 

also worth noting that ECFE has historically struggled to recruit Black and African American parents into 

the program, pointing to varying family stressors, cultural differences, and the low number of minority 

teachers in parent education as factors that contribute to low participation among these families.
41

 

 

 Way to Grow 

 

Way to Grow is a nonprofit organization based in the Twin Cities that focuses on early education as a 

way to affect positive outcomes for children and families. Way to Grow’s approach is similar to ECFE, 

using family educators to engage parents with their children’s development, providing parents with the 

skills to teach their children through everyday interaction.  However, their service is delivered primarily 

through home visits.  Through their Great by Eight Program, licensed educators visit a client’s home and 

teach the “Big Five” literacy skills: vocabulary, book and print rules, phonological awareness, alphabetic 

knowledge, and conversation skills.
42

  Parents are engaged along with children in order to continue 

education on a regular basis. Way to Grow also runs a preschool that is available to families who are 

already enrolled in the Home Visiting Program.  It also partners with several other programs, such as 

Goodwill/Easter Seals’ FATHER Project, throughout the Twin Cities area in order to increase its reach. 

 

Support for Family, Friend and Neighbor (FFN) Caregivers 
 

Mothers in all of the focus groups we conducted reflected on how much they value access to FFN 

caregivers that share their cultural background.  Instead of attempting to persuade parents who primarily 

use FFN care to enroll their children in a formal child development center, there are ways that Cedar-

Riverside’s leadership can work to support FFN caregivers to deliver high-quality care that helps the 

children they watch develop the necessary social, academic, and emotional skills that will make them 

ready for kindergarten. 

 

Childcare Aware Minnesota offers a number of tips for how organizations can help support FFN 

caregivers.  These tips could be implemented by a number of organizations in the area, especially those 

with a physical space that is frequented by resident families.  Relevant suggestions include
43

:  

 Reach caregivers through parents. Encourage parents to share relevant information and resources 

with caregivers. 

 Display a bulletin board about family, friend and neighbor caregivers in a reception area. 

 Acknowledge to the caregivers the value of their work in supporting young children’s 

development. Sometimes that alone can make a difference. 

                                                           
40

 Cynthia Boyd, “East African Women's Center scrambles to survive,” Minnpost, February 11, 2010.  Accessed 
January 2013 at: http://www.minnpost.com/community-sketchbook/2010/02/east-african-womens-center-
scrambles-survive. 
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 Vickie Evans-Nash, “Early Childhood Family Education struggles to recruit Mpls Black families,” Twin Cities Daily 
Planet, June 10, 2007.  Accessed March 2013 at: http://www.tcdailyplanet.net/node/5052. 
42

 “Early Education,” (2012) Way to Grow. Accessed online at: http://mplswtg.org/services/early-learning/ 
43

 “Support family, friend and neighbor caregivers,” (2013) Child Care Aware of Minnesota.  Complete list is 
available at: http://www.childcareawaremn.org/community/support-ffn-caregivers.  
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 Provide meeting space to conduct an educational play group involving parents, informal 

caregivers and young children, or deliver a play group. 

 For grandmothers who take care of their grandchildren, offer a series of coffee get-togethers 

about activities to help children learn with materials they already have in their homes. 

 Conduct staff training on the topic of family, friend and neighbor care. 

 Intentionally design programs to be inclusive of family, friend and neighbor caregivers and the 

children in their care. 

 

There are two key underlying assumptions behind these tips: 1) FFN care is a legitimate form of care, not 

just a low-cost substitute for professional services; and 2) like other care providers, FFN caregivers are 

eager for resources, support, and connections to the community that helps them increase the quality of 

their care.  In other words, the abundance of FFN caregivers within Cedar-Riverside can be seen as a huge 

asset to the neighborhood. 

 

Neighborhood leaders could also look to support FFN caregivers by helping them achieve accreditation 

and/or Parent Aware quality ratings.  Scholarships and support for individuals who offer early childhood 

care out of their homes through the Accreditation Facilitation Project
44

.  The need for childcare was also 

discussed as a business opportunity for East African women in the area; participants felt that there were 

already a great deal of women in the area who knew how to provide proper care for children, but many 

just need some support getting licensure.  Part of the appeal of more local women operating local 

childcare facilities was the opportunity for their children to build friendships with other local children, 

thus strengthening the overall interconnectedness of the local community.  For similar reasons, the 

women also discussed their desire to have a family center or library in the area that could provide 

childcare and/or full-family activities. 

 

Program Support 

 
There are also a number of opportunities and resources for early childhood development programs 

operated by public, private, and nonprofit organizations.  Again, the following list is not meant to be 

exhaustive, but to provide examples of the most compelling opportunities for Cedar-Riverside. 

 
 Start Early Funders Coalition 

 

The Start Early Funders Coalition is a collaboration of more than 20 members of Minnesota’s 

philanthropic community, including Blue Cross Blue Shield of Minnesota Foundation, the McKnight 

Foundation, and the Minneapolis Foundation. The Coalition provides critical leadership and funding for 

research, program development, public policy and grant making to improve early childhood efforts in 

Minnesota.  This group resulted from a 2011 merger of the School Readiness Funders Coalition and the 

Early Childhood Funders Network and currently focuses on two areas: (1) public policy and (2) learning 

and research.  As these two focuses imply, the members of this coalition are primarily focused on projects 

that are likely to have broad, state-wide implications.  They are a key player in the MinneMinds campaign 

and have also produced several reports on the state of early childhood services in Minnesota.  It is also 

dedicated to disseminating the findings from its work to the field and providing meetings and training 

opportunities around new research. 

 

                                                           
44

 “MnAEYC-MnSACA Accreditation Facilitation Project: Caring for Minnesota's Children,” (2013) Minnesota 
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The stated goals and focuses of the Coalition suggest that it may not be a strong source of ongoing 

funding for programming in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood.  However, local leaders could look to the 

Coalition for connections to the broader metro area early childhood education community, and potentially 

supporting for a pilot program that could demonstrate a new early childhood model best suited to 

communities like Cedar-Riverside. 

 
 Generation Next 

 

Generation Next is a major collaboration of key stakeholders in the Twin Cities to address the academic 

achievement gap, using a comprehensive, cradle -to-career framework to help all students achieve five 

key goals, the first of which is kindergarten readiness. The partnership includes political leaders, top 

executives from universities, Minnesota’s corporate and philanthropic community, school districts and 

others.  The partnership brings leaders together to identify and adopt successful programs that are 

measured and proven to work.  In order to measure success, Generation Next is focused on five ambitions 

goals: it wants all children in Minnesota to have equal opportunity to (1) enter kindergarten ready to 

succeed; (2) achieve all key reading standards in third grade; (3) achieve all key mathematics standards by 

eighth grade; (4) graduate from high school on time; and (5) obtain a post-secondary degree or certificate 

within six years of high school graduation.  To achieve these goals, Generation Next has embarked on a 

multiphase process to build a coalition of stakeholders from the ground up, identify best practices, and 

increase the use of those practices throughout the state. 

 

Generation Next could prove a great supporter of any efforts to develop new programming in the Cedar-

Riverside neighborhood, since it is focused on local early childhood issues as well as state-wide ones, and 

believes that success can only be achieved through the involvement of parents, service providers, and 

other grassroots-level stakeholders. 

 
 First Children’s Finance 

 

First Children’s Finance is a nonprofit agency based in Minneapolis that helps children, families and 

communities thrive by increasing the availability, affordability and quality of early care and education.  

They provide financial and business-development assistance to high-quality child care businesses serving 

low- and moderate-income families, and help connect these businesses with the resources of the public 

and private sectors. Originally just a Twin Cities organization, First Children’s Finance now also has a 

presence in Iowa, Michigan, and the Dakotas.  Its national office is still located in Minneapolis.  The five 

main services offered by First Children’s Finance are financial assistance, business training and 

consulting, business development programs, community consulting projects, and free online resources for 

child care centers and family providers.  Online resources include a wide variety of tools and information 

on topics ranging from marketing and financing to planning and evaluation, covering all of the major 

areas around which a childcare provider might seek support and advice. 

 

This organization is a powerful asset to the Twin Cities community and could provide assistance to 

Cedar-Riverside residents interested in developing their own childcare centers.  As previously mentioned, 

some local parents and leaders see childcare as a great opportunity for local entrepreneurship, especially 

among East African women residents.  If the neighborhood wanted to increase support for such 

entrepreneurs as part of its early childhood goal, First Children’s Finance is a logical place to start for 

resources and support toward this goal. 

 

 Think Small 

 
A nonprofit agency with a mission to advance quality care and education of children in their crucial early 

years, Think Small offers many services to support families and early development providers.  In addition 
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to parent education, referrals, and professional development, Think Small provides financial, technical, 

consulting and community outreach support to early childhood programs, specializing in multicultural 

services and engaging English language learners, immigrant families, and underserved communities.  

Given this focus, Think Small is a natural partner and resource for any early childhood focused efforts in 

the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood.  Indeed, this organization used to offer a parenting program in the 

area in collaboration with local residents. 

 

Think Small has a number of scholarships and funding opportunities available to parents and childcare 

providers.  For parents, it administers about $4.4 million in scholarship funds to help parents enroll their 

children in highly-rated Parent Aware childcare facilities.  It also administers some of the funds for Basic 

Sliding Fee Child Care Assistance in Ramsey County.  For childcare providers, Think Small provides 

some quality improvement and emergency funding to facilities with sufficient positive recommendations 

from clients. 

 

Founded in 1971, Think Small is also one of the most seasons early childhood focused organizations in 

the state and a leader in local early childhood policy advocacy.  With focuses at both the state and 

provider levels, Think Small could be a valuable connection for Cedar-Riverside leaders, parents, and 

service providers to connect with outside funding, consulting, and networks. 

 

Program Models and Potential Partners 
 

There are many excellent organizations and programs in the Twin Cities aimed at improving early 

childhood development outcomes and supporting families.  Again, we limit this section to two important 

models for potential future programs in Cedar-Riverside.  These initiatives provide excellent examples of 

how organizations are creating sustained impact in communities much like Cedar-Riverside. 

 
 YWCA Minneapolis  

 

In addition to the childcare services offered to children and families at many of its locations, the YWCA 

at Abbott Northwestern Hospital provides a model of an innovative, multicultural child care facility in 

urban Minneapolis.  The program specifically offers high quality child care within a Somali and Latino 

cultural context with immersion in the Somali or Spanish language. Children are also exposed to English 

with a goal of raising bilingual children.  In addition, the YWCA offers a Child Care Business 

Development Program with on-the-job training for Somali and Latino women to assist them in 

establishing successful, high-quality, licensed child care businesses operated out of their own homes.   

 
 Saint Paul Promise Neighborhood 

 

The Saint Paul Promise Neighborhood (SPPN) is a community-wide initiative led by the Amherst H. 

Wilder Foundation which is centered on St. Paul’s historic Frogtown and Summit-University 

neighborhoods.  Nearly 80 percent of the neighborhood’s residents are of color, with African American 

and Hmong making up the largest groups, but it is also home to African immigrants, a growning Latino 

population, and others.
45

 A collaborative effort between residents, nine anchor partners, and over 70 

agencies, SPPN seeks solutions to eliminate educational disparities, improve academic outcomes and 

ensure student success through each age and stage in their development. SPPN serves as a good model of 

a comprehensive, area-specific community strategy.  SPPN is also one of the four Transformation Zones 

designated in the federal Early Childhood Challenge Grants, and could provide context for future 

opportunities with federal and state governments, as well as leading agencies targeted child development.   

                                                           
45

 “Ensuring all children succeed,” (2012) Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.  Accessed online at: 
http://www.wilder.org/Community-Leadership/Saint-Paul-Promise-Neighborhood/Pages/default.aspx 

http://www.wilder.org/Community-Leadership/Saint-Paul-Promise-Neighborhood/Pages/default.aspx


26 

 

 

VIII. Challenges: The Four “A”s 
 

The case for investing in early childhood development services is not difficult to make in Cedar-

Riverside.  With so much interest in this topic among residents and leaders, and with so many 

opportunities available, the question is why these resources are so underutilized among families in the 

neighborhood and why a sustainable and comprehensive community approach has not been developed.  

Through interviews and focus groups with parents, we heard four major themes related to the challenges 

and barriers associated with early childhood care and development services, which we have defined as 

challenges of affordability, accessibility, availability, and accountability. 

 

Affordability 
 

The primary barrier when considering affordability in early childhood services relates to the costs of 

childcare.  Thankfully, the major early childhood education programs discussed in this paper – namely, 

Early Head Start, Head Start, and Way to Grow – are targeted toward low-income families and 

consequently offered at low or no cost to participants.  There are other types of barriers to parents 

accessing these programs, however, which are discussed under the “Accessibility” and “Availability” 

sections. 

 

In recent years, the state has also attempted to address the affordability issue through Early Learning 

Scholarships.  However, as will be discussed further in the “Availability” section, the legislature has not 

allocated sufficient funding to meet the needs of all eligible families. 

 

When conducting our focus groups, the largest theme that came up from these discussions was the need 

for more affordable childcare within the area.  Some women talked about a lack of childcare as a 

challenge when looking for or trying to maintain a job.  Since outside childcare services can be very 

expensive, most of these women rely on family, friend, and neighbor (FFN) care, and may also return the 

favor by watching the children of relatives and friends. 

 

 Cost of Private Childcare  

 

On average, the annual fees for full-time care in a licensed childcare center cost more than the average 

annual tuition and fees in a four-year public college.  According to Child Care Award of America and 

Minnesota, the average annual tuition and fees at a four-year public college is $9,966, while average 

annual fees for full-time care in a center is $13,579 for infants, and $10,470 for a four-year-old child.
46

   

 

The cost of childcare is perhaps the greatest challenge for parents seeking daycare or early development 

services for their children.  On average, according to the Center for American Progress, all families in the 

U.S. spend about 7.8% of their income on childcare.
47

  For families with only children under the age of 

five, average weekly childcare costs in 2010 were $171, over 10% of the family budget.  Unfortunately, 

low-income families spend a much larger portion of their total income on childcare costs.  In 2010, 

families making less than $1,500 per month with children under the age of five spent more than half 

(52.7%) of their monthly income on childcare.  In comparison, families with children under five that 

make more than $4,500 per month spent an average of 8.6% on childcare.  Table 1 on the next page lists 

the average childcare costs in the state, assuming 40 hours per week. 
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Table 1: Average Childcare Costs in Minnesota48 

Metro Centers Family Child Care 

Infant $300.46 $170.12 

Toddler $254.74 $160.34 

Preschool $224.59 $151.63 

School-Age $192.57 $134.64 

   

Outstate Centers Family Child Care 

Infant $189.69 $130.04 

Toddler $170.68 $124.02 

Preschool $157.47 $109.98 

School-Age $142.26 $110.85 

   

Statewide Centers Family Child Care 

Infant $265.75 $148.94 

Toddler $229.36 $141.20 

Preschool $204.75 $134.71 

School-Age $177.42 $121.75 

 

Using the numbers in Table 1, it is easy to see how childcare could easily require such a high percentage 

of a family’s income, especially a single-parent family.  Consider a single parent working a full-time job 

at minimum wage (currently $7.25 in Minnesota): Pre-tax pay for 40 hours per week would be $290.  If 

he or she had just one child under the age of 5, weekly childcare costs for a family-based setting (i.e. a 

licensed individual offering childcare out of his or her personal home) would be at least $150, or 52% of 

the caregiver’s pre-tax weekly earnings, leaving less than $140 per week (or $600 per month) to meet the 

rest of the family’s expenses! 

 

Granted, a family with income that low would likely qualify for MFIP benefits and, subsequently, CCAP 

support (discussed further below).  The current MFIP income eligibility cut-off is 115% of the federal 

poverty guideline (FPG)
49

.  Effective July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2013, the monthly standard FPG for a 

family of two is $1,261
50

; monthly income at the cut-off point of 115 FPG is $1,450.  A single parent 

paying for childcare for one toddler at that age would need to allocate more than 10% of pre-tax income 

to childcare, which can still be a considerable burden.  This balance gets less feasible for a single parent 

with more than one child.  Using the same guidelines, a single parent with two children under the age of 5 

would allocate about 16% of pre-tax income to childcare, 20% with 3 children, and so on.  Such large 

financial burdens from childcare are a reality for many Cedar-Riverside families. 

 
 CCAP Limitations 

 

Minnesota’s childcare assistance program (CCAP) is a supportive source of state funding for the lowest-

income families.  Per state guidelines, eligible families are (1) families currently receiving MFIP; (2) 

families who were on MFIP in the last 12 months; and (3) families who qualify based on a sliding scale 
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fee.  These funds are paid directly to providers to cover the cost of childcare, although families may also 

be required to make a copayment based on their income and assets, and can be used for children up to age 

12 or children with special needs up to age 14.  To be eligible, families must fall into one of the three 

categories above, and also be actively working, searching for a job, or attending school.  However, 

working families in Minnesota whose income exceeds 185 percent of poverty are not eligible for public 

health insurance or childcare subsidies.
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For the lowest-income families, these government funds may provide a helpful, short-term source of 

funding that allows low-income families to access childcare.  However, there are a number of restrictions 

that may make it difficult for even eligible families to access these funds.  First of all, these funds are 

intended primarily for MFIP recipients and it may be more difficult for families not currently receiving 

MFIP benefits to qualify.  Moreover, by federal welfare guidelines, families can only be on MFIP for a 

maximum of 60 months, or 5 years, throughout their lifetime, so at best CCAP is a short-term solution to 

the issue of childcare affordability.  Families may also have difficulty meeting the “authorized activities” 

guidelines, which require families to provide regular proof that they are allocating the required number of 

hours to working, searching for a job, or attending school.  In addition, non-MFIP families are only able 

to access funds if they are currently available through their county, and metro-area counties typically use 

up all their allocated funds well before the end of the year, and then maintain long waitlists that 

essentially bar additional families from accessing funds when they most need them.  In Hennepin County, 

the waitlist as of March 2013 was 3,024 families long.  Therefore, Cedar-Riverside families not currently 

receiving MFIP or CCAP are unlikely to benefit from CCAP funds, even if they are technically eligible. 

 

We heard further criticisms of CCAP from both our focus groups and one-on-one conversations.  During 

parent focus group at CRCS, we heard that parents taking ESL classes may have a more difficult time 

qualifying for CCAP benefits, which greatly frustrated recently immigrated mothers who identified these 

classes as their first step in making a better life for themselves and their children.  Mara O’Neill also 

mentioned that parents approved for CCAP support need to submit documentation every month or two 

confirming their continued eligibility, which leads to children receiving inconsistent service due to error 

and delays in paperwork.  

 

Furthermore, we heard from both Mara O’Neill and Doroth Mayer that providers do not always like 

accepting CCAP funds because they do not necessarily cover the full cost of care if the amount normally 

charged by a provider falls above state-set maximum CCAP payments.  Per federal requirements, states 

offering CCAP funding complete a Child Care Market Rate Survey on a regular basis.  The study 

categorizes geographic areas into one of four clusters based on their relative price range.  Hennepin 

County, along with the rest of the metro area, falls within cluster 4, the most expensive cluster.  These 

guidelines for maximum payments to providers are based on the 50
th
 and 75

th
 percentile of rates charged 

within a given cluster, but the maximum payments set fall below the 50
th
 percentile for child care centers.  

Table 2 and 3 on the next page show the determined 50
th
 and 75

th
 percentile costs of child care centers and 

family child care centers, as well as the current maximum payments for accredited and unaccredited 

facilities. 

 

As these tables show, maximum payments for child care centers fall below the 50
th
 percentile, while 

family child care center maximum payments fall above the 75
th
 percentile for accredited facilities and 

slightly above the 50
th
 percentile for unaccredited.  State payments therefore favor the use of funds in 

family child care centers, which suggests that the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood might benefit from 

promoting the development of more family-based child care centers run by local residents. 
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Table 2: Cluster 4 Weekly Costs and Maximum CCAP Payments: 

Child Care Centers 

 50
th

 Percentile 75
th

 Percentile 
Max Payment: 

Accredited 

Max Payment: 

Unaccredited 

Infant $305.00 $327.00 $298.70 $259.74 

Toddler $260.00 $281.00 $245.49 $213.47 

Preschool $230.00 $246.00 $222.51 $193.49 

School Age $201.00 $220.00 $214.06 $186.14 

 

Table 3: Cluster 4 Weekly Costs and Maximum CCAP Payments: 

Family Child Care Centers 

 50
th

 Percentile 75
th

 Percentile 
Max Payment: 

Accredited 

Max Payment: 

Unaccredited 

Infant $165.00 $180.00 $187.44 $162.99 

Toddler $155.00 $170.00 $179.60 $156.17 

Preschool $150.00 $160.00 $163.25 $141.96 

School Age $130.00 $150.00 $151.17 $131.45 

 

In short, CCAP payments are a less-than-ideal source of childcare funding for both families and 

providers.  Parents often have a difficult time obtaining and maintaining support for their children’s care 

through CCAP and the payment guidelines clearly prioritize finding child care with family providers over 

child care centers and limit the amount that a provider can receive. 

 
 Affordability and FFN Care 

 

The high cost of available services is one of the key factors that drive parents to seek childcare from 

family, friends, and neighbors.  In some cases parents who are eligible to use CCAP subsidies may be 

able to direct these subsidies toward FFN care providers, but most parents utilize FFN care because it 

does not require formal agreements or payment. 

 

Accessibility 
 

For the purpose of this discussion, accessibility refers not only to parents’ ability to physically get their 

children to and from programming, but also parents’ comfort level seeking services for their children 

from a given location and their ability to communicate with service providers and understand the goals of 

the program or service.  To that end, parents’ ability to access early childhood services is limited or 

enhanced by a number of factors, including transportation, language proficiency, and their sense of the 

cultural appropriateness of the program.  The degree to which these barriers might limit a family’s ability 

to access early childhood programming in the greater metro community varies widely, particularly given 

the diverse mix residents in the neighborhood. 

 
 Scarcity of Nearby Programs  

 

In the past 5 years, childcare choices throughout Minnesota have declined due to all of the 

aforementioned barriers that impact residents of the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood.  This erosion of 

choices has affected nearly 40 percent of Minnesota parents, especially those with low incomes, parents 
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of color, and those with a child who has special needs, and those whose primary language is not English.
52

  

The past 5 years have also seen local choices eroding, with several programs closing their doors. 

 

Even for parents that manage to locate an appropriate program or services outside of the neighborhood, 

many parents lack proper transportation, which means that the costs (in terms of both time and money) of 

travel can be a significant barrier, even for programs relatively close to the neighborhood.  Vehicle 

ownership is considerably lower in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood as compared with that for 

Minneapolis as a whole.  According to the American Community survey, 26.1% of workers age 16 and 

older and 48.1% of households in the neighborhood do not have access to a personal vehicle.  In 

comparison, only 8.1% of workers age 16 or older and 19.4% of households in Minneapolis do not have 

access to a personal vehicle. 

 

For parents who have to rely on the bus system, both time and money become significant factors in the 

accessibility of childcare and other early childhood services.  For example, it takes approximately 30 

minutes (according to Google Maps) to take a bus from Riverside Plaza to either the Glendale or the Park 

Place Head Start facilities.  This may not seem like much, but this journey may not be worth it to a parent 

whose child is only eligible for the half-day Head Start program, which is only 3 ½ hours long.  A parent 

who did not wish to (or could not) remain in the area while his or her child attended the program would 

wind up spending approximately 2 hours on the bus completing two trips back-and-forth. 

 
 Language Barriers 

 

Our focus groups and other conversations revealed language barriers as a significant accessibility concern 

within the neighborhood.  Parents that are not proficient in English may be hesitant to take their children 

to a care provider that does not speak their language.  Although some care providers may have resources 

available in multiple languages, many do not have the resources needed to meet the vast array of language 

needs of the diverse metro community.  Of the programs we investigated, only Way to Grow appeared to 

make a deliberate effort to hire multilingual staff and match program participants to staff based on their 

native language. 

 

Some service providers may have extra translation services available to help parents enroll their children, 

but communication is important beyond just enrollment.  A few of the parents we spoke to in the 

neighborhood reported trying to use services like Head Start, but pulling their child out when they felt that 

staff were not appropriately responding to their child’s needs.  These conflicts can occur even without 

language barriers, but shared language helps to mitigate disagreements and misunderstandings that could 

lead parents to remove their child from services. 

 

In addition, mothers who attended our focus group at CRCS expressed a strong desire that their children 

retain their native language, and a related concern that attending a childcare or early childhood education 

program outside of the community may undermine this goal.  By far, they preferred the idea of finding 

care for their children with someone who either belong to or was very familiar with their culture and 

language. 

 

This preference for care settings that promote a child’s native language is completely warranted.  As we 

have previously discussed, most cognitive development, including language skills, occurs during early 

childhood.  Language skills develop at a particularly rapid rate between ages 2 and 4.
53

  Therefore, the 
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language (or languages) that a child develops speaking will be strongly influenced by the languages they 

speak during their first few years of life. 

 
 Cultural Barriers 

 

Parents highly value culturally-competent care, especially for their youngest children, and may be uneasy 

about enrolling children in programs outside of their community.  For example, parents at our focus group 

expressed concern regarding the cultural appropriateness of Head Start specifically.  Some of their 

concerns included that they felt that their children were not provided with culturally appropriate foods or 

given sufficient time to eat, and that children spent too much time playing instead of doing constructive, 

educational activities that would prepare them for kindergarten.  While these problems might be 

programmatic shortcomings of specific Head Start locations, they may also have become an issue due to 

communication barriers between parents and instructors.  Instructors could have explained the philosophy 

behind Head Start curriculum to the mother who was concerned that her child was playing too much, 

seeking to demonstrate the type of play that children engage in during Head Start is designed to be both 

constructive and educational.  

 

As with language considerations, it is important to respond to parents’ concerns regarding their young 

child’s acculturation.  Immigrant children, especially infants and toddlers, can experience a lot of stress if 

there is a great disconnect between the culture at home and the culture at school or daycare.
54

  This risk 

factor can be avoided if there is a strong link between these cultural worlds – in other words, if the parents 

have a connection and opportunities to be involved at a child’s school or daycare.  This may be 

particularly important for the East African immigrant families; both our research and interviews with 

local leaders like Hussein Ahmed and Abdulkadir Warsame suggested that East African culture tends to 

value family connectedness, including close ties with extended family members.
55

 

 

 Difficulty Locating Programs 

 

Accessing programs outside the neighborhood requires parents to do a great deal of research on their own.  

While sites like Parent Aware gather information on childcare providers, there is no equivalent site that 

allows parents to search for more comprehensive early childhood education programming.  If parents can 

find them, individual program sites generally contain necessary information, although there are 

exceptions to this – the Way to Grow site, in particular, is targeted at donors and volunteers and does not 

contain program cost or enrollment information. 

 

Some parents face other barriers to this research, including language barriers and limited access to the 

internet.  There are some individuals and programs in the neighborhood that help parents to navigate these 

challenges, especially Ayan Jama at the Cedar-Riverside Charter School, but these services do not reach 

all parents and a lack of knowledge about programs still appears to be a significant barrier. 
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Availability 
 

As previously discussed, there is an extremely limited availability of early childhood services and 

programs within the boundaries of the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood.  However, even for parents who 

are able to look outside the neighborhood, there is a shortage of openings in affordable early childhood 

programs in the greater Twin Cities area. 

 

 Limited Admission / Waiting Lists  

 

Head Start, Way to Grow, and other programs in the area all operate with waiting lists, which may delay 

or even prevent some children from gaining admittance before they age out.  In addition, eligibility 

requirements prevent some families from even getting onto the waiting list. 

 

The main program that people think about in the context of early childhood is Head Start, which is a 

federally funded preschool program available for 3- and 4-year-old children.  Its counterpart, Early Head 

Start, provides programming and parental support for infants and toddler up to age 3.  The two closest 

Head Start/Early Head Start locations to the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood are the Glendale Early 

Childhood Family Development Center, located at 96 St. Mary’s Ave SE, and the Park Place Early 

Childhood Family Development Center, located at 2745 Park Ave S. The Glendale facility offers split-

week and full day Head Start services, as well as an Early Head Start Program. The Park Place location 

also has an Early Head Start services, but only offers full day services for both programs.  Neither 

location offers the split day option. 

 

While these programs are offered at no cost to qualified parents, families may need to wait a significant 

amount of time before they are able to enroll.  In 2009, there were more than 1,000 kids on the waiting list 

for Head Start in Minneapolis
56

.  When waiting lists are this long, children may need to wait several 

months to a year before they can access services, and some exceed age requirements before they are 

offered a spot.  We heard in our conversations that some parents deal with this problem by placing their 

children on the waitlist before they are actually old enough to attend, but such a step requires knowledge 

of the waiting list. 

 

Thankfully, the Glendale and Park Place Head Start programs report that their waiting lists are 

considerably shorter right now, although both said that always operated with some waiting list throughout 

the school year.  Neither location was able to provide precise number of average waiting list length or 

time during the school year, but Glendale said that it tends to hover around 20-30 students during peak 

months and that almost every child who was added to the waiting list eventually received a spot in the 

program. 

 

Eligibility requirements are probably a greater barrier than waiting lists.  Early Head Start and full-day 

Head Start programming are only available to parents who have a childcare subsidy.  As discussed above, 

CCAP subsidies are only available to a limited number of parents.  Some parents may also be fortunate 

enough to acquire an Early Learning Scholarship for their child but, as discussed below, availability for 

this resource is also very limited.  Since the Park Place Head Start does not offer split-day or split-week 

options, parents not receiving a childcare subsidy are not eligible to enroll their children. 

 

One of the other major programs that some parents in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood take advantage 

of is Way to Grow.  Although the Minneapolis waiting list in 2009 was over 500 kids were on the waiting 
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list to receive services
57

, it is now considerably shorter.  When asked about their home visiting program, a 

Way to Grow representative recently reported that there is only currently a waiting list for English- and 

Spanish-speaking families – all other families can receive services as soon as they go through the 

enrollment process.  The wait time for Spanish-speaking families on the waiting list is 2-3 weeks, and 

English-speaking families currently need to wait about a month.  There is also a relatively short waiting 

list maintained for their preschool program during the school year, which is limited by the fact that only 

families currently receiving home visiting services are eligible to enroll their children in the preschool. 

 

In general, waiting lists are not atypical of early childhood services – most programs, even those with low 

or moderate fees, appear to maintain a waitlist of some length and/or impose screening criteria to limit the 

number of families that are able to access services.  

 

 Limited Scholarship Support 

 

As previously discussed, Federal Race to the Top funding is currently unavailable outside the four 

Transformation Zone neighborhoods designated in the original grant proposal.  Eligible neighborhoods 

originally obtained a planning grant in 2010 and then competed for Race to the Top promise 

neighborhood funding.  Neighborhoods that did not receive the planning grant were not eligible to apply 

for the subsequent funding, and even neighborhoods that received the planning money were not 

guaranteed subsequent funds.  The Northside Achievement Zone in Minneapolis succeeded in the 

subsequent grant proposal and received $28 million in 2011, while St. Paul’s Promise Neighborhood 

(located in the Frogtown and Summit-University areas) failed to achieve subsequent funding in both 2011 

and 2012.  Ultimately, the federal government awarded the Race to the Top funding based not only on 

community need, but also on capacity; both the Minneapolis and St. Paul Promise Neighborhoods started 

the process with a significant capacity, in terms of cohesive local organization and leadership, to use the 

money toward new programs and services.  Unfortunately, this funding opportunity is no longer available 

for the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood; however, it provides a valuable lesson for future development 

goals. 

 

Regarding a second government funding source, state early learning scholarships are a great resource to 

some parents, but funding for 2013 is nearly exhausted.  The state allocated a total of $2,000,000 for the 

2013 fiscal year, divided between the counties.  Parents apply for scholarships though the counties and, if 

awarded, are only able to use the scholarship money at programs rated under the Parent Aware system.  

Thankfully, the state allocated a greater amount of money for the 2014 fiscal year – $3,000,000 – but this 

amount will likely still prove insufficient to meet the vast amount of need throughout the state.  In 

addition, not all parents are aware of these funds or familiar with the application process.  Parents with 

limited English proficiency and limited access to transportation may find it particularly difficult to use the 

money, especially since they have a limited choice of facilities under the scholarship requirements. 

 

 Limited Community Space 

 

A commonly noted concern, Cedar-Riverside is a small neighborhood with limited commercial and 

program space; community buildings are largely used to capacity and there is little room and few 

resources for the development of additional community buildings.  Space limitations are due to numerous 

factors, including large housing developments and the densely packed local population, several large 

institutions, and numerous local programs and cultural facilities.
58

  Not only is there a very limited 

amount of local undeveloped or underdeveloped space, there is also a shortage of public resources 

available for developing that space. 
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Additional challenges arise when considering licensing and zoning for childcare facilities and preschools, 

particularly their proximity to bars and busy streets.  Zoning codes and other requirements for child care 

facilities are set by both state and city governing bodies.  Under state guidelines, child care facilities must 

have a minimum amount of indoor and outdoor space per child available for play, one sink and one toilet 

per every 15 children, fixtures at age-appropriate heights, and specified indoor and outdoor furniture and 

equipment.  Facility guidelines are also subject to building, fire, and health codes, which can be stricter 

for facilities serving young children than for those serving adults and older children.  Meeting all of these 

requirements can be an expensive and difficult process, even once an appropriate space is located. 

 

Accountability 
 

The final chief concern when assessing the landscape and challenges of early childhood care available to 

neighborhood residents is the quality of programming.  Throughout the nation there is a growing 

awareness that quality matters when considering early childhood care, and the past decade has seen a 

number of high-profile research studies attempt to tease out the critical dimensions of this quality.  In 

Minnesota, this discussion culminated in the Parent Aware pilot program. 

 
 Quality of Available Resources 

 

There is a growing understanding that quality matters when it comes to early childhood services.  

However, “quality” is not a purely objective measure; program quality connects to such objective factors 

as values and cultural appropriateness.  To that end, there is need for the Cedar-Riverside to develop a 

more cohesive strategy around what it values most when judging the quality programming available to its 

youngest residents, keeping in mind that no single program is likely to meet the diverse range of needs 

and values of all parents. 

 

The Parent Aware system is probably the best starting point for measuring that quality.  As previously 

explained in greater detail, this system was developed through a pilot program that ran throughout 

Minnesota and measured various program elements against outcome data for participating students.  The 

state is still making modifications to this system as it brings it to scale and gathers more comprehensive 

data about its usage and effectiveness.  The current program operates with a one to four star rating system, 

where four stars indicate the highest quality.  Participation is currently voluntary, and programs that do 

participate can seek extra support improve their quality rating. 

 

Star ratings are based on four areas of program performance: 

 Physical health and well-being of the children 

 Teaching and relationships 

 Assessment of child progress completed by program staff 

 Teacher training and education 

 

There are currently only two childcare programs in the neighborhood that have obtained ratings through 

the Parent Aware system: the Al  Rowada Home Daycare, run by Hawo Gurey, and C.H.I.L.D., run by 

Alice Journey and located in the Fairview Hospital facility.  Both programs have achieved the maximum 

four-star rating, but two programs certainly cannot meet the child care needs of the entire neighborhood. 

 

The Cedar-Riverside neighborhood would benefit from an increase in the number of programs with 

Parent Aware ratings.  Such programs benefit from added supports from the Parent Aware programs, 

increased visibility through the Parent Aware search engine online, and eligibility to receive funding 

through Early Learning Scholarships.  Parents, moreover, would benefit from a formalized way to judge 
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program quality and provide feedback on their experience with the facility that can improve the quality 

rating system and inform the decisions of other parents.  We were not able to determine exactly how 

many other child care facilities are currently operating in the area that may have decided not to pursue 

evaluation under the Parent Rating system, nor do we know the relative quality of those programs. 

 
 Limited Oversight and Support of FFN Care 

 

A vast majority of families appear to rely primarily on family, friend, and neighbor care to watch their 

children.  FFN care, by definition, is less formalized and, therefore, considerably more difficult to monitor 

for quality of child outcomes.  While this might also imply that FFN care tends to be of lower quality than 

formalized care, the truth is that this type of care has both strengths and weaknesses compared with 

formalized care in a child care center.  For example, it is easier for immigrant parents to find FFN 

caregivers from their same ethnic background, from whom they can expect their child to receive care 

within the context of shared culture and language.  FFN caregivers are also likely to have a more personal 

relationship and connection to the child than private care providers.  This is likely to be particularly true 

in East African culture, where, according to an interview with Hussein Ahmed and Abdulkadir Warsame, 

parents often have close personal connections with their extended family members to the point where 

these relatives function as secondary parents to the children.  As previously mentioned, research shows 

that caregiver-child interactions and caregiver sensitivity are critical determinants of child outcomes, so 

such close relationships can foster caregiving environments for children that are just as supportive as any 

formal center, if not more. 

 

Although some research has found FFN care to be of lower quality compared to private care, there is also 

evidence to suggest that there is considerable variability within FFN care that should be considered 

separately from any differences that may exist between FFN care and other types of childcare.
59

  

Moreover, the differences between FFN care and other types of care warrant the development of new 

standards and measures of quality.  In addition to the unique caregiver-child relationships that exist within 

FFN care, the expectations and values that lead parents to choose FFN care over other options may also 

be distinct.  As part of ongoing efforts to improve the local landscape of early childhood services, the 

Cedar-Riverside neighborhood could benefit from a more in-depth examination of the factors that lead 

parents to select FFN caregivers.  These factors, in turn, may suggest a course of action for supporting 

these caregivers and/or helping parents find better care options. 

 

The challenge in this area, therefore, is not to limit the use of FFN care within the neighborhood, but to 

more deeply understand the role that it plays and the quality of care that children are receiving from it.  

Considerable outreach efforts, both to parents and to FFN care providers, are necessary to address this 

challenge.  While our interviews and focus groups helped us assess some of the reasons that lead parents 

to rely on FFN care, we were not able to speak with enough FFN care providers to understand the unique 

needs and perspectives of these often-ignored caregivers. 
 

 History of Development Programs 

 

There have been a number of programs that have come and gone from the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, 

most recently the Women’s Center run through the Somali Confederation.  In addition, an ECFE program 

operated here for approximately six years.  Many of the local parents we talked to lamented the end of 

these services; if their sense of loss is any indication, these programs did not close for lack of demand. 
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However, it is difficult to determine precisely why each of these services ended.  During our 

conversations, we heard a number of stories about each program, the great work they did, and the 

circumstances that contributed to their closure.  No two residents told exactly the same story, particularly 

with regards to the reasons for program closure and lessons to be learned.  Moving forward, it is 

important for the community to have a sense of where it has been as well as where it is going, which 

means ensuring that these stories are heard and process on a community, and not just an individual, level. 
 

 No Cohesive Community Strategy 

 

Several points in this report demonstrate this final accountability challenge.  First, Cedar-Riverside was 

passed over for Race to the Top funding consideration in part because there was no central organization 

or leadership that could be accountable for the use of such a large amount of money. Second, community 

members all expressed general support for early childhood services during our conversations, but it was 

clear that there is no shared set of community priorities in this area.  Third, the largest group of local 

caregivers (other than parents), FFN care providers, currently appear to operate largely without support or 

recognition from community programs.  Finally, although the neighborhood has had many excellent early 

childhood programs in the past, there is a lack of consistency in the stories that are told about these 

programs and the lessons that can be learned from their closure.  Collectively, these factors boil down to 

one main challenge: the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood needs to develop a cohesive community strategy 

to support its youngest residents.  This last challenge, in particular, led us to develop the following 

recommendation. 

 

IX. Recommendation: Early Childhood Advocate for Cedar-Riverside 
 

In reflection of the many challenges and opportunities identified throughout this project, it became clear 

that there was no single program model, funding source, or external provider that could address all the 

goals held and barriers experienced by families of young children, both in terms of basic childcare and 

quality development services.  In reality, making significant impact in the lives of Cedar-Riverside’s most 

at risk children will require a multitude of strategies and will need to draw on the strengths and resources 

of many different organizations and individuals.  Accomplishing sustained impact on early childhood 

development will require the community to establish the issue as a priority and work collaboratively to 

develop coordinated efforts which are measurable and highly valued by members of the community. 

 

To that end, it is recommended that leading neighborhood organizations work hand-in-hand with residents 

to establish early childhood development as a neighborhood priority.  In order to increase the 

community’s capacity to manage this issue, we recommend developing a central position, or Early 

Childhood Advocate, responsible for the work identified in the following suggested working goals:  

 

1. Determine the neighborhood’s priority early childhood goal(s), program and resource needs, 

and target population(s). 

 

This paper has laid out a number of potential goal and target population considerations that the 

neighborhood could benefit from pursuing.  Our community conversations revealed that none of these 

specific priorities are agreed-upon, although there is broad support for an increased number of early 

childhood services, in general.  To that end, the steps under this first goal aim to develop a more cohesive 

set of neighborhood goals and identify the key resources needed to obtain those goals. 

 

2. Establish a coalition of stakeholders, or Task Force, within and beyond the neighborhood to 

pursue neighborhood goal(s) and needs for early childhood services. 
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Once those goals are in place, cohesive neighborhood leadership is critical to ensuring their achievement. 

While the Early Childhood Advocate will act as the point person throughout this work, the proposed Task 

Force will represent the diverse needs and voices of the neighborhood and provide the Early Childhood 

Advocate with direction.  This goal seeks to unite the neighborhood to peruse neighborhood early 

childhood priorities with one voice. 

 

3. Demonstrate early childhood development as a key value for the community by building 

neighborhood networks and helping to connect families to early childhood resources in the 

greater Metro area. 

 

As we have discussed, there are a number of resources that exist within the neighborhood that this step 

seeks to capitalize upon.  It also helps to address some of the immediate needs within the neighborhood, 

specifically parent investment and education about the benefits of early childhood services.  Such 

education lays the groundwork for a program by creating a solid base of families that will support the 

development of this service and enroll their children once it opens. 

 

4. Identify and create a development plan, including funding and general program needs, for an 

early childhood program that best meets neighborhood priorities, as defined by the Task Force 

and community conversations. 

 

Ultimately, most of the people we spoke to in the neighborhood wanted to see a new program developed.  

While it is currently unclear what that program would look like, the previous four steps are intended to 

define the most appropriate goals and parameters for such a program.  In this final step, the Early 

Childhood Advocate would consider the logistical needs of such a program and lay the groundwork for its 

creation.  This step is intended to lead into ongoing and sustainable work within the community. 

 

The potential work and activities associated with each of these goals is outlined in more detail in the 

attached work plan (Appendix B).  This work plan is not meant to be overly prescriptive, but rather to 

broadly outline some of the potential work that might be beneficial to the sort of strategic planning that 

we suggest needs to take place in order to attract future investment in early childhood development 

services.  It is our hope that this work plan and report will help to sustain a continued community 

dialogue about providing opportunities and supporting early childhood development at a crucial time in a 

family’s life. 
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Appendix A: Early Childhood Advocate Work Plan  

 
Goal 1: Determine the neighborhood’s priority early childhood goal(s), 

program and resource needs, and target population(s). 
Measures of Success: 

 The population of individuals consulted is diverse and approximates the 

demographic mix of the neighborhood. 

 Neighborhood residents & leaders demonstrate growing investment in 

addressing early childhood issues locally. 

 Efforts result in goals for early childhood concerns that can suggest the 

need for specific program(s) and/or target population(s). 

Objectives Activities Timeframe Data/Evaluation 
Receive input from a minimum of 1% 

of the neighborhood population (about 

80 residents), including individuals 

from a broad array of demographic 

subgroups. 

Potential methods: 

 Community forums 

 Focus groups 

 Surveys (print or online) 

 One-on-one conversations 

Months 1-4  Number of residents spoken with 

 Diversity of residents spoke with 

 Conversation themes 

 Community need/priorities 

identified during conversations 

Gather perspectives from major 

Cedar-Riverside organizations, 

including (not necessarily limited to): 

 CRNRP 

 WBCC 

 WBBA 

 Cedar-Riverside Partnership 

 Attend monthly meetings for 

major organizations.  If possible, 

present to group and invite 

feedback. 

 Follow-up with organizational 

leaders via one-on-ones as 

necessary. 

Months 1-2  Qualitative data – feedback on 

priorities from org. leaders 

 Expressed commitment from 

organization leaders to the issue 

 Number of meetings attended 

 Number of follow-up 

conversations 

Convene a Task Force of 6-12 

neighborhood leaders tasked with 

setting goals for early childhood 

services, including designating target 

population(s). 

 Identify individuals via 

conversations discussed above. 

 Reach out to additional 

individuals as necessary to ensure 

a diverse, representative body. 

Months 1-4 

 

Also meets Goal 2 

 Number of local leaders willing to 

participate in the Task Force 

 Diversity of individuals on the 

Task Force (e.g. gender, 

race/ethnicity, occupation) 

Present summary data to Task Force 

from neighborhood conversations, and 

support general data needs of the 

group throughout the project. 

 Analyze & summarize 

information from outreach efforts. 

 Invite requests for further data 

need from Task Force. 

Months 4-5  Conversation themes & relative 

weight, as defined by number of 

people discussing 

Communicate priority and goal 

decisions back to neighborhood 

residents through (a) community 

events and (b) written material 

available in multiple languages. 

 Host a community forum to 

present identified priorities & 

next steps. 

 Prepare brief written materials to 

build awareness & investment. 

Months 5-6, and ongoing 

 

Also supports Goal 3 

 Attendance at community event 

 Feedback from written material 

 Businesses & individuals willing 

to distribute written material 

and/or publicize event(s) 
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Goal 2: Establish a coalition of stakeholders, or Task Force, within and beyond 

the neighborhood to pursue neighborhood goal(s) for early childhood services. 
Measures of Success: 

 A Task Force is established that represents a diverse mix of 

neighborhood leaders and is motivated to work for identified goal(s). 

 Formal and informal conversations about the importance of addressing 

early childhood issues increase within the neighborhood. 

 External stakeholders begin to recognize the work and growing body of 

leadership for early childhood issues in the neighborhood. 

Objectives Activities Timeframe Data/Evaluation 
Convene a Task Force of 6-12 

neighborhood leaders tasked with 

setting goals for early childhood 

services, including designating target 

population(s). 

 Identify individuals via 

conversations discussed above. 

 Reach out to additional 

individuals as necessary to ensure 

a diverse, representative body. 

Months 1-4 

 

Also meetings Goal 1 

 Number of local leaders willing to 

participate in the Task Force 

 Diversity of individuals on the 

Task Force (e.g. gender, 

race/ethnicity, occupation) 

Attend at least one event on early 

childhood services hosted in the 

greater metro area each month to 

network with local leaders. 

 Stay informed about early 

childhood events and efforts in 

the greater Metro area. 

 Prioritize attendance based on 

neighborhood priorities. 

Ongoing  Resources and connections gained 

from attendance 

Conduct 1-2 one-on-one conversations 

with potential supporters from the 

broader Metro area each month.  Such 

individuals might include 

professionals working on early 

childhood issues as:  

 Service Providers 

 Funders 

 Researchers 

 Policy Makers 

 Community Organizers 

 Journalists 

 Routinely identify information 

needs of the Task Force and 

neighborhood as a whole based on 

established priorities. 

 Network with professionals in the 

greater Metro area to keep them 

informed for the ongoing efforts 

in Cedar-Riverside. 

Ongoing  Resources and connections gained 

from conversations 

Develop a communication strategy to 

maintain transparency about 

neighborhood activities to outside 

stakeholders. 

 Identify communication priorities. 

 Adapt or create written material 

as necessary. 

 Reassess periodically throughout 

the project. 

Ongoing  External stakeholders expressing 

interest in Cedar-Riverside efforts 

 Feedback received from 

communications 
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Goal 3:  Demonstrate early childhood development as a key value for the 

community by building neighborhood networks and helping to connect families 

to early childhood resources in the greater Metro area. 

Measures of Success: 

 Formal and informal conversations about the importance of addressing 

early childhood issues increase within the neighborhood. 

 Community residents demonstrate investment in early childhood 

neighborhood goals and get involved in ongoing work. 

Objectives Activities Timeframe Data/Evaluation 

Communicate priority and goal 

decisions back to neighborhood 

residents through (a) community 

events and (b) written material 

available in multiple languages. 

 Host a community forum to 

present identified priorities & 

next steps. 

 Prepare brief written materials to 

build awareness & investment. 

Months 5-6, and ongoing 

 

Also supports Goal 1 

 Attendance at community event 

 Feedback from written material 

 Businesses & individuals willing 

to distribute written material 

and/or publicize event(s) 

Create an ongoing communication 

plan to education neighborhood 

residents on the importance of early 

childhood issues, provide supportive 

information, and keep residents 

updated on project progress. 

 Identify communication priorities 

 Host bimonthly workshops.  

Topics may include: 

o Licensure & accreditation 

o Using Parent Aware system 

o Value of EC services 

o Early Learning Challenge 

Grants 

 Periodically reassess plan. 

Ongoing  Residents attending workshops 

 Feedback from communication 

Identify potential community liaisons 

that can provide resources to parents 

to increase parents’ ability to access 

early childhood services. 

 Collect contact information from 

interested individuals at focus 

groups and other events. 

 Create guidelines for the role of 

community liaisons. 

 Maintain regular contact with 

liaisons. 

Months 3-9  Number identified 

 Level of involvement of identified 

liaisons 

Increase the number of licensed, 

quality childcare providers in the 

neighborhood. 

 Identify and recruit FFN 

providers who may be interested 

in obtaining formal licensure. 

 Provide supportive materials & 

events to interested caregivers. 

Months 6-18  Number of providers who have or 

are pursuing licensure 

 Number of providers with Parent 

Aware ratings in the area and star 

ratings of providers 

Create formal networking 

opportunities for FFN providers to 

learn about and exchange resources 

and information. 

 Plan event(s)  and/or work with 

local organizations to plan 

 Connect with childcare 

development agencies 

Months 6-18  Number of FFN caregivers 

attending event(s) 

 Number of local organizations 

hosting events for FFN caregivers 
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Goal 4: Identify and create a development plan, including funding and general 

program needs, for an early childhood program that best meets neighborhood 

priorities, as defined by the Task Force and community conversations. 

Measures of Success: 

 A program model is identified that can address key neighborhood 

priorities and reach target audience(s). 

 The Task Force, residents, and other potential stakeholders outside the 

neighborhood express support for the identified program. 

 The program implementation plan is feasible and concrete. 

Objectives Activities Timeframe Data/Evaluation 

Identify a specific program model that 

supports neighborhood priorities and 

obtain approval from the Task Force. 

 Research existing models through 

conversations, reviewing studies, 

site visits, etc. 

 Analyze models for a fit in the 

community, based on established 

priorities and feasibility of 

implementation. 

 Select 1-3 programs to present to 

the Task Force and community. 

Months 6-12  Analysis of potential program 

effectiveness to meet EC goals 

and the needs of the target 

population(s). 

 Analysis of implementation 

feasibility, including: 

o Potential location 

o Funding availability 

o Resident interest 

Create a plan that clearly defines 

program goals and governance, and 

gains approval from the Task Force. 

 Thoroughly review available 

information on program model. 

 Draft program goals in line with 

neighborhood priorities. 

 Present & gain approval from 

Task Force. 

Months 12-18  Fit between program goals & 

neighborhood priorities 

 Value of program goals for target 

population(s) 

 Task Force approval 

 Neighborhood resident approval 

Draft a comprehensive program plan, 

including such considerations as 

staffing, equipment needs, etc. 

 Research program model. 

 Engage and collaborate with local 

residents and leaders. 

 Obtain TF approval for final plan. 

Months 12-18  Feasibility of plan implementation 

 Support form Task Force 

 Support & engagement from 

neighborhood residents 

Identify space in the neighborhood 

that meets all program and legal 

requirements. 

 Determine program & legal 

requirements. 

 Review available local space. 

Months 12-18  Feasibility of space acquisition 

 Timeline of space acquisition 

 Community support for space use 

Identify funding sources for the 

identified program, including seed & 

ongoing funding. 

 Keep external network abreast of 

project progress 

 Submit grants as appropriate 

Months 12-18  Number of external supports 

 Amount seed funding available 

 Amount ongoing funds available 

Create demand for program by 

recruiting residents to sign petitions, 

attend community forum(s), and 

participate in volunteer opportunities. 

 Engage liaisons to create petitions 

& recruit volunteers 

 Host a forum to present final plan 

Months 15-18  Awareness of residents about 

project 

 Approval of residents 

 Number of residents involved 



 

42 

 

Appendix B: List of Stakeholder Conversations 
 
Below is list of the key individuals that agree to make time to speak with us during the course of this 

project.  This list does not include the parents that took the time to attend our focus groups or the 

individuals that attended our presentation of project results at the Community Forum held on May 3, 

2013.  We also had innumerable informal conversations at events within and beyond the neighborhood.  

The authors would like to offer our sincerest appreciation to everyone who shared their time and insight 

throughout the course of this project. 

 

Interview Date Name Organization Title 

1/24/13 Kristen Mandt 
Cedar-Riverside Community 

School 
Kindergarten Teacher 

2/5/13 Walt Stull 
Cedar-Riverside Community 

School 
Principal 

2/5/13 Hussein Samatar African Development Center Executive Director 

2/5/13 Mara O’Neill 
Metropolitan Consortium of 

Community Developers 

Loan Program 

Manager 

2/19/13 Ayan Jama 
Cedar-Riverside Community 

School 

Parent Outreach & 

School Nurse 

2/19/13 Tsegaye Shibeshi 
West Bank Community 

Coalition 
Member 

3/12/13 

(over phone) 
Dr. Karen Cadigan 

Minnesota Office of Early 

Learning 
Director 

3/19/13 Abdikadir Ibrahim 
Islamic Civic Society of 

America 
Executive Director 

3/26/13 Doroth Mayer Women’s Center (formally) Former Director 

4/16/13 Abdirahman Dhunkal Fairview 
Community Health 

Outreach Coordinator 

4/30/13 Hussein Ahmed CRNRP Board Member 

4/30/13 Abdulkadir Warsame 
West Bank Community 

Coalition (WBCC) 
Board Chairperson 

5/3/13 

(over phone) 
Mohamed Mohamud 

Somali American Parent 

Association 
Executive Director 
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