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WORKGROUP BRIEFING PAPER 
 
DRAFT Goal Area: Infrastructure 
Alaska children and families are supported by functional system infrastructure. 
 
Objective #1 – FUNDING 
The funding for early childhood care and learning will be coordinated and based on the most current 
data and will be focused on programs serving the most vulnerable and disadvantaged populations 
around the state. 
 
Objective #2 – STRENGTHENING DATA COLLECTION & COLLABORATION 
The State of Alaska will promote and facilitate data collection on early childhood that is 
comprehensive, coordinated, and centralized. 
 
Objective #3 – FACILITIES 
Data collected on ECL facilities will be comprehensive and available systemwide. 
 
Objective #4 – GOVERNANCE 
Alaska has a clear vision and objectives for the state’s early child care and education system. The 
system is inclusive, collaborative, and is coordinated by a centralized governance structure. (existing 
AECCC priority statement) 
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Background and Workgroup Plan Framework Worksheet 
 
The 4 DRAFT objectives are listed below with the following information: 
1. Needs assessment data 
2. Needs assessment considerations 
3. Proposed strategies, actions, leads and performance measures will need to be developed for each 

objective to fully build out the strategic plan framework for this Goal Area. Some of this work has 
been started to help move the process forward. 

 
Workgroups are asked to do the following: 
1. Agree on the Objectives and provide editing feedback 
2. Establish Strategies, Actions, Leads and Performance Measures 
3. When possible, tie back to needs assessment data or considerations, or identify data gaps. 
4. The Infrastructure workgroup will consider recommendations from other workgroups. 
 
Objective #1 – FUNDING 
The funding for early childhood care and learning will be coordinated and based on the most current 
data and will be focused on programs serving the most vulnerable and disadvantaged populations 
around the state. 
 

Strategy 1 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

Strategy 2 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

Strategy 3 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

 
Needs Assessment Data: 
 
• Funding for Alaska’s ECE system comes from a mix of federal, state, local, and individual sources. 

Measurable spending totals approximately $370 million annually. Of this total, household spending on 
child care in Alaska accounts for an estimated $214 million (58% of total spending). Federal funds, 
excluding military, total at least $133 million (36% of total spending), and the state provides at least an 



 

 
  

3 

additional $22 million (6% of total spending). 
• The U.S. ranks third-to-last among the 39 OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development) nations in spending on early child care and education as a percent of GDP. In the U.S. and 
Alaska, public expenditures on early care and education are less than 0.5% of GDP. 

• Funding is a limiting factor in providing services to more children, attracting and keeping a quality 
workforce, and providing the additional supports many vulnerable and low-income families need for 
their children to access early care and education services. 

• Funding uncertainty, particularly in state-funded early education programs, makes it difficult for 
providers and families to plan, hampers efficiency, and threatens quality in affected programs. Recent 
Alaska experience with Head Start state grants illustrates how funding loss and reinstatement can impact 
programs. 

• Other funding sources dedicated to early care and education programs include local governments, 
tribes, nonprofits, and private sector investment. Data on these funding sources is currently unavailable 
publicly in a centralized format. 

• Funding needs are impacted by high costs of providing early care and learning services, particularly in rural 
Alaska. Alaska’s broad and complex geography, often harsh climate, limited transportation infrastructure, 
and sparse population all contribute to high costs for transportation, heating, food, and materials. 
Anchorage’s cost-of-living is 27% higher than average U.S. cities, and rural Alaska is more expensive than 
Anchorage, with some school districts’ costs double those of Anchorage.  

• The largest ECE funding components in Alaska, considering state and federal sources combined, are Child 
Care and Development Funds (CCDF) and Head Start, with about $52 million each. The dual purposes 
of federal Child Care and Development Block Grants, which provide federal CCDF, are to promote 
children’s healthy development and school success, and support parents who are working or in training 
or education. The block grants are administered by the federal Office of Child Care in the Administration 
for Children & Families, within the Department of Health & Human Services. 

• Federal law provides state and tribal recipients broad flexibility to develop programs and policies that 
best suit the needs of their populations, within federal guidelines. Federal regulations require the state 
to spend at least 70% of its CCDF monies on child care benefits, 8% on activities that promote and enhance 
quality, 3% on infant- toddler care (anything above that amount counts toward “quality”), and a maximum 
of 5% on administration (the state’s $3.5 million maintenance of effort contribution does not count toward 
this cap on administrative spending). The state must develop and get federal approval of its multi-year CCDF 
plan.  

• Federal CCDF allocations for Alaska total $44 million in FY 19, including $27 million to 30 tribal recipient and 
$17 million to the state. Federal CCDF funding has been rising as a result of congressional action, with greater 
increases to tribes than to the state, though both have grown. In addition to federal monies, the state 
contribution to CCDF is about $7.8 million in FY 19. Required state funding for CCDF is based on a formula 
that includes both match, at 50% of a portion of federal funds, and “maintenance of effort” provisions 
requiring the state to keep pace with its past level of support. In addition, the state transfers money each 
year from its federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) allocation into CCDF.  

• Preliminary estimates for FY 2017 indicate 2100 families and 3100 children were served by state-run CCDF 
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child care subsidies. Information on tribal CCDF is not available in a single location. A more complete picture 
of CCDF use in Alaska would include gathering information from each of the 30 tribal CCDF recipients in 
Alaska. 

• Key needs and challenges to increased funding and more effective use of resources include: Competing 
priorities. Resource allocation is an exercise in prioritization. Currently, less than one-half of one percent 
of the federal budget is spent nationally on early care and education. State funding is also relatively low, at 
less than 0.4% of the FY19 State budget. 

Funding consistency and predictability. Funding uncertainty makes it difficult for providers and families to 
plan, hampers efficiency, and threatens quality in ECE programs. In 2019, for example, 

• state funding for Pre-K programs and Head Start was vetoed. Though funding was ultimately restored, the 
expectation of reduced funding resulted in loss of skilled staff, hiring delays, and confusion among families. 
The lack of ability to plan is a source of lost talent, lost investment in training, and lost time, all of which 
result in less-than-optimal efficiency in resource use. 

• Match requirements. In FY19, six of Alaska’s 16 Head Start providers were unable to meet the 20% 
required match for federal funds. These programs received waivers, but the missing match means they 
have fewer available resources. Such match requirements, which often can be met with in-kind 
contributions, also take time and resources to raise and properly document. 

• Costs. Alaska’s broad and complex geography, often harsh climate, limited transportation infrastructure, 
and sparse population all contribute to high costs for transportation, heating, food, and materials. 
Anchorage costs of living are 27% higher than average U.S. cities, and rural Alaska is more expensive than 
Anchorage, with some school districts’ costs double those of Anchorage.  
 

Needs Assessment Considerations: 
 

• Consider continuing to refine and coordinate evidence-based messaging to policy makers and the 
public about the importance of investing in early care and education. 

• Consider explaining and illustrating the negative impacts and costs of fluctuating and unpredictable 
funding to policymakers. 

• Consider expanding Early Head Start-Childcare Program partnerships, and consider advocating for 
application of less restrictive child care rules regarding co-pay for greatest flexibility to meet needs. 

• Consider taking advantage of the flexibility CCDF offers, and make sure their use is ideally aligned with 
state early childhood goals. 

• Consider shifting more money from the state’s TANF block grant, which states have broad discretion to 
allocate, to CCDF to help address unmet needs and goals. 

• Consider promoting partnerships with businesses, local governments, tribes, and Alaska Native regional 
and village corporations to emphasize how their interests align with increased availability  
and quality of early child care and education programs, and to explore how they can help increasing 
availability and quality of ECE programs.  

• As data on local government, tribal, nonprofit, and private sector funding sources is not currently 
available in a centralized format, consider conducting research to understand this portion of ECE 
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funding. A possible approach to meeting this data need would be to select several communities for 
more intensive sampling. 

• Consider increasing regular communication with federal policymakers and program managers to 
underscore Alaska’s unique early care and education costs, challenges, and needs. 

• Create pathways to explore the pros and cons of tribal compacting as a potential menas of giving tribes 
more autonomy to provide culturally appropriate services, and more flexibility to use allotted funding. 
 
Objective #2 – STRENGTHENING DATA COLLECTION & COLLABORATION 

• Statement: The State of Alaska will promote and facilitate data collection on early childhood that 
is comprehensive, coordinated, and centralized. 

Strategy 1 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

Strategy 2 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

Strategy 3 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

 
Needs Assessment Data: 
 

• Insufficient data is available on children in unregulated child care and early learning programs. In 
addition, data is difficult to obtain for tribal child care and military establishments, making it 
challenging to estimate the overall need for early learning and care services.  

• Information on transition supports from Pre-K to kindergarten is limited, and additional research and 
data are needed to understand current gaps and opportunities to support transitions. 

• The state does not currently operate with an agreed upon and culturally responsive understanding of 
kindergarten readiness, nor are centralized data hubs in place to analyze readiness information. 

• Relevant data on Alaska children’s needs and outcomes is collected and housed among different 
agencies and in different formats, often using different methodologies. Despite a reasonable amount 
of data, without centralized access it can be difficult for providers, advocates and policy makers to 
make data-informed decisions. 

• Available data in many areas allows for analysis of birth through age 5 only, as many programs do not 
break out funding, outcomes, or other data for children ages 6 through 8. Information for age groups 
within the broader 0 through 5 sub-group is also often difficult to find. 
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• Definitions of several key parameters in this study, particularly quality and vulnerable/disadvantaged, 
are subjective and warrant additional conversation and decisions. 

• No comprehensive cost of living analysis has been conducted in the last few decades that documents 
basic living costs by community and informs financial barriers to accessing care. 

• Current research and data-based initiatives are working to strengthen Alaska’s ECE system and the 
data upon which planning, communication, and outcome analyses are based: 

- Alaska Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS) is conducting community-specific child 
care assessments. A Juneau assessment is complete, with Fairbanks and Mat-Su in progress. The 
assessments include surveys of providers to gather more granular information on child care 
supply and demand, including full and part-time slots, location, and age group, waitlists, barriers 
to increasing capacity, and workforce characteristics. 

- DHSS Alaska Infant and Toddler Capacity Building Project with thread is evaluating quality of child 
care facilities as well as looking at capacity, salary, turnover, and education of employees. 
 

thread is completing several initiatives to improve data quality and collection. This work includes an ECE 
workforce profile for early education and child care professionals, survey of Alaska businesses regarding child 
care, statewide survey of households with children, economic impact study of the ECE industry, and an 
evaluation of the Learn & Grow program. Several of these initiatives have been repeated every few years, 
offering trend analysis opportunities. 

- As described in the needs assessment, the State of Alaska is exploring creation of a 
centralized data hub for all state functions, including early education and care. 

- Also as described earlier in this report, the Alaska Longitudinal Child Abuse and 
Neglect Linkage Project, ALCANLink, considers whether children born into families 
experiencing maternal stressors that statistically predict family contact with child 
welfare services are more likely to experience barriers to success in health and 
education. 

- An Early Childhood System Scan and Baseline Report on the Condition of Young 
Children in Alaska is also currently underway. The study, conducted by Stellar 
Group for Alaska Pediatric Partnership and other partners, seeks to collect  
baseline data on young children in Alaska (including health and education factors), 
establish a data-driven prioritization process, and help support a coordinated ECE 
system. This process aims to expand upon the funding analysis and metric information 
contained in this needs assessment. 

• Service information. Many factors impact family access to ECE services, including location, hours, age 
requirements, transportation options, eligibility requirements, and cost. Statewide surveys that 
record these factors for typical ECE service age groups (infant, toddler, preschool, school age) are 
needed. In order to address these challenges, they must be first understood and examined. 
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• Capacity estimates. One child may take up multiple child care slots as families piece together care 
options to meet their needs. Thus, capacity cannot be equated to number of children served. Capacity 
and need estimates should consider the amount and types of care needed. 

•  Data on child care. Insufficient data are available on how many children are in unregulated child care 
and the nature of that care. In addition, data is difficult to obtain for tribal child care and military 
establishments, making overall estimates of need for care challenging. 

• Data that includes family context. Children experience intersecting impacts and outcomes with their 
siblings and parents. Data that considers families would be more useful for population-based research 
and targeting services. 

• Data integration. Early childhood data are collected and reported in different ways and stored in 
different systems with different agencies, hampering integration and optimal use of existing data. 

• Early childhood public health data for each age. While Alaska leads the country in public health 
surveillance of three-year-old children, data on younger and older preschool-age children would 
provide a more complete picture. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention does not fund a 
systemic public health surveillance system for children between birth and school entry. 

• School age data. Information on early care and learning programs and services for children 6 to 12 
years of age is limited in many respects, including publicly available data on before and after school 
program availability and enrollment, comprehensive understanding of the costs of child care and 
funding for such services. Basic demographic data is also challenging to discern, including basic 
population, race/ethnicity, family characteristics for this age group. This is especially true for data at 
a borough/census area and community level. 

• INTEGRATED DATA SYSTEM: Investment and coordination.  Adoption of a unique identifier system 
requires the attention and interest of the public and policymakers, funding, and interagency 
commitment. Oklahoma’s Master Person Index was a ten-year project requiring ongoing investment 
and legal coordination. 

• Privacy. Any unique identifier system must adhere to local, state, and U.S. privacy laws, including the 
Family Educational Rights & Privacy Act (FERPA), Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA), and Head Start Program Performance 
Standards. Some states have addressed these issues by creating a centralized governmental entity with 
highly limited access responsible for ensuring identifying numbers are kept separate from names. Any 
project to track individual data across time and multiple data sets would need strong privacy safeguards 
to assure the public their data will be protected. 

• Alaska laws. Adoption and name changes are sealed by law in Alaska, which makes it difficult to track 
prenatal, birth, and infancy outcomes, and often disrupts data matching for older children. Prior efforts 
by Alaska public health staff to integrate reporting data from health facilities has proved problematic, as 
health care providers do not collect identifiers other than dates of service and follow strict guidelines 
against identifying or linking datasets. Similarly, individual-level information in the CUBS dataset cannot 
be shared between agencies and systems or linked to medical records. 
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Needs Assessment Considerations: 
 

• Consider creation of an annual statewide survey with consistent sampling and data collection 
methodology to learn about the state’s early childhood population, including rural and 
disadvantaged subgroups, with questions designed by cross-sector experts. 

• Consider establishment of a point of responsibility in the state for collecting and reviewing data 
and establishing a research agenda for early childhood. 

• Continue efforts to expand, coordinate, and centralize early childhood developmental screenings 
and referrals. 

• Consider studying informal child care and early education in Alaska, such as care by family, friends, 
and neighbors to understand the extent and characteristics of this activity, as well as its role in the 
system. 

• Consider working with tribes and military bases to collect enrollment and funding data to better 
understand the entire child care and preschool delivery system. 

• Consider developing a system to collect data specific to children ages 6 through 8 years old to 
align with the AECCC focus on prenatal through 8 years of age. 

• Consider conducting a cost of living analysis to provide a way to more accurately establish market 
rates for child care assistance and better understand financial barriers to accessing early learning 
and care. 

• Consider advocating for a national public health surveillance system capturing the breadth of a 
child’s life. 

• Consider advocating for maintenance and enhancement of sampling of the National Survey of 
Children’s Health in Alaska to increase the sample and allow for additional analysis by geographic 
and other social determinants of health indicators. 

• Consider using Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend data to follow unique cohorts over time. 
• Look to build on the Alaska Longitudinal Child Abuse and Neglect Linkage Project (ALCANLink), 

managed through DHSS and DEED. 
• Consider piloting a comprehensive data integration project in a limited regional area, or beginning 

with a statewide effort that links only two systems, allowing time to troubleshoot before linking 
additional systems. 

• Study the experience of other states, such as Maryland and Pennsylvania, which lead in efforts to 
coordinate agencies’ data systems and research and create unique identifiers for students. 

• Study 2016 federal report on integrating early childhood data systems. 

Objective #3 – FACILITIES 
• Data collected on ECL facilities will be comprehensive and available systemwide. 

Strategy 1 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
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• Performance measure: 
Strategy 2 -  

• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

 
Needs Assessment Data: 

• System-wide facility data is not currently published. 
• Facilities and transportation. Facilities in Alaska are costly to buy or rent and to maintain. 

Additionally, public transportation options to facilities are decreasing due to funding cuts. 
• Compliance and reporting. According to aggregated facility records, the six most common areas 

of non-compliance in Alaska child care facilities, as identified during on-site inspections, include: 

- Attendance records. Incomplete or unmaintained attendance records. 
- Background check clearance. Either individuals without background check or an updated 

account. 
- Child-to-caregiver ratios. More children are cared for than licensed capacity, child-to-caregiver 

ratios are not met for the number of caregivers working while children are in care or records are 
not kept. 

- Health and safety requirements. Hot water and fire safety standards are not met, hazards are 
accessible. 

- Personnel records requirements. Missing or incomplete documentation, no annual evaluation. 
- Children’s record requirements. Missing or incomplete documentation.  

 
• Data gaps. While facility data is publicly available for individual providers, summary data from the 

state’s Child Care Program Office, such as inspection prevalence data and frequency of 
required site visits, requires a data request and payment to DHSS. Facility number, location, and 
other information by area is currently unavailable in a public and comprehensive manner. 
Information on facility inspection timing and frequency is also unavailable. No summary facility 
data reports are available currently to identify systemic child care facility licensing challenges, 
trends, and opportunities for improvement. Due to technical issues at OHS, some federal Head 
Start monitoring reports issued after December 2018 are not included. OHS says it is working to 
resolve the problems.  

• Impacts. While there is some anecdotal evidence that a shortage of suitable facilities presents 
challenges for ECE providers, there is insufficient information to determine whether, where, 
and how facilities limitations impact child care availability, affordability, and quality in Alaska. 
 
 



 

 
  

10 

Needs Assessment Considerations: 

• Consider encouraging summary reports of facility data be published to allow policymakers and 
consumers to understand the number and type of facilities that exist in the ECE system, and to 
help identify areas of success, impacts, and opportunities for improvement systemically. 

• Consider increasing the use of shared or streamlined monitoring among programs to increase 
efficiency and collaboration. 
 

Objective #4 – GOVERNANCE 
Alaska has a clear vision and objectives for the state’s early child care and education system. The 
system is inclusive, collaborative, and is coordinated by a centralized governance structure. (AECCC) 

Strategy 1 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

Strategy 2 -  
• Action + lead 
• Action + lead 
• Performance measure: 

 
Needs Assessment Data: 

• Systems fragmentation can hinder the efficiency and effectiveness of states’ ECE systems. The 
Bipartisan Policy Center finds that “fragmentation, bureaucratic inefficiency, and lack of coordination 
in the administration of ECE programs creates real obstacles to access and results in many children—
often including those who are already the most vulnerable—missing out on the support they need.” 
The center studied states’ coordination efforts and rated Alaska 28 of 50  states. 

• Conversely, researchers point to systems coordination as an important factor in improving early 
childhood outcomes, and anecdotal evidence suggests strong state early childhood advisory 
councils are a factor in early child care and education success in other states.  

• In Alaska, challenges to collaboration include limited resources and Alaska’s unique geography. In 
addition, early childhood programs, data, and decisions are spread between multiple public 
agencies. Another challenge to collaboration and coordination is that each fund source brings its 
own set of objectives, rules, and reporting requirements. 

• Alaska’s early childhood advisory council, the Alaska Early Childhood Coordinating Council (AECCC), 
has potential as an interagency public-private entity. Currently, the council does not have a 
statutory framework, ongoing funding, or a dedicated executive director and staff. The council 
missed an initial opportunity for federal funding and does not have the same level of state funding 
and staffing as other Alaska entities serving comparable functions, or other states’ early childhood 
advisory councils. 
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• Staffing, funding, and statutory framework. The AECCC does not exist in state statute, and it does 
not have a line item in the state budget. AECCC does not have dedicated staff, and its designated 
co- chairs are commissioners of principal state agencies with significant competing demands on their 
time. By contrast, the Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education is established in 
statute and has a staff of eight including an executive director, a board chair elected by board 
members, and an annual budget of approximately $1.7 million. These types of institutional 
supports add legitimacy and significantly boost capacity. 

• Alignment. Programs have a mix of funding streams, each with its own purposes, policies, and 
requirements. Multiple federal agencies are involved, and within state government, programs are 
split across departments. It is inherently difficult to align around definitions of quality, affordability 
and accessibility; to communicate and collaborate effectively; and to advocate with a unified voice 
given the multiple mandates involved. 

• Data. Relevant data on Alaska children’s needs and outcomes is collected and housed among 
different agencies and in different formats, often using different methodologies. Despite a 
reasonable amount of data, a lack of centralized access can make it difficult for providers, advocates 
and policy makers to make evidence-based decisions. 

• Resources. Effective collaboration takes time and resources. For example, one interviewee said efforts 
to get pre-k and kindergarten teachers to work together to improve transitions are challenged by a 
lack of funding for substitute teachers, and lack of substitutes, making it difficult to create time for 
teachers to meet. Large distances also hinder collaboration; web and phone communication are 
helpful but in- person communication brings unique value toward building consensus, trust, and 
effective working relationships. 

• Funding decisions, criteria, and processes. Funding allocations that are perceived as inequitable can 
make it more difficult for providers to work together effectively. For example, state Head Start grant 
allocations range from $435 to $3,808 per child served, without a transparent allocation protocol. 
However, this inequity is being addressed, with a report due to lawmakers in January 2020. 
 

Needs Assessment Considerations: 

• An important consideration for ECE policy makers and planners is to define what programs, 
services, funds, and data sets should be aligned to optimize use of state and federal resources. 

• Consider finding and emphasizing overarching vision and goals that can help all eyes focus on the 
same outcomes for Alaska children and families. 

• Consider establishment of a clear vision and objectives for the state’s early child care and 
education system to inspire and unite the many programs and people working to improve the lives 
of Alaska children and families. 

• Consider establishment of protocols and processes to support data sharing across programs and 
agencies while ensuring compliance with privacy laws to determine collaborative research and 
data priorities. 
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• Consider establishment of criteria, processes, and structures to ensure clear and equitable 
funding allocations that support cooperation and collaboration among recipients.  

• Consider strengthening the AECCC or equivalent body in statute to provide clarity of roles and 
responsibilities; reduce uncertainty, miscommunication, and time lost to rehashing structural 
questions; and to boost credibility. The Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education 
might serve as a helpful model. 

• Consider dedicating consistent resources to hire and maintain full-time AECCC staff and provide 
board member per diem to help more effectively meet AECCC’s mission. Consider an AECCC chair 
elected by board members. 

• Consider boosting inclusiveness and representation of tribal and rural stakeholders and establishing 
an executive committee or leadership team to improve function and accountability. 
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