
Child Care Executive Partnership Subcommittee Meeting

Minutes

Tuesday, July 13, 2004

2 – 3:30 a.m.

Tallahassee
Subcommittee Members Present:
Susan Pareigis, Susan Simpler, Robin Westcott, and Phyllis Kalifeh (via telephone)
AWI Staff:
Barbara Griffin, Laura McKinley, Kevin Thompson
Forum Staff:
Marah Binder

Attendees Via Telephone:
Joel Rosen, (CCEP board member, chairman), Linda Bolton (CCEP board member, vice-chair), Susan Main (The Ready Child Coalition, Duval), Elizabeth Taylor (Jacksonville Children’s Commission)
Wasn’t Wendi Seigel present??
Call to Order: Susan Pareigis called the meeting to order at 2 p.m.
· Marah Binder, Florida Children’s Forum, summarized the Categorical Definitions of Contributors document developed by Phyllis Kalifeh, Florida Children’s Forum, and Laura McKinley, Agency for Workforce Innovation. 

· Ms. McKinley stated the definitions were derived from Federal and State tax codes and laws.
· Ms. Binder described the definitions:
1. Private Business
· Is incorporated to conduct business and files annual corporate reports with the Secretary of State; Is legally recognized as a partnership; or

· Operates as a sole proprietor; and

· Is liable for paying local, state, and federal taxes as appropriate.

· A private business contributor requires the business to understand and intentionally direct private funding to the CCEP program for either an employee benefit or to the community purchasing pool.  

· Examples of private businesses are:  Sallie Mae Financing Corporation, Peoples First Bank, Tender Loving Care Child Development Center, Office Depot, etc.

2. Nonprofit Contributors

· Public charities and Private foundations: Every organization that qualifies for tax-exempt status under 501(c)(3) of the IRC is further classified as either a public charity or a private foundation. Every organization is automatically classified as a private foundation.  

· Organizations statutorily classified as public charities include:

· Churches;
· Schools;

· Organizations that provide medical or hospital care and organizations that receive a substantial part of their support as contributions from publicly supported organizations, government units, and/or from the general public; 
· Organizations that support other public charities.
· Examples of nonprofit contributors are: United Way, Foundations, Child Care Agencies, Churches, YMCA, Boys and Girls Club, etc.   

3. Public Contributors

· The public contributor is defined as one whose revenue contributed to the CCEP program is derived from collected taxes, fees and assessments.  The administering entity is typically considered a governmental unit or a quasi-governmental unit distributing funds.  
· Examples of public contributors are:  
· municipalities (city or county)
· state or federal government agencies
· public schools, universities, colleges
· local taxing districts or other special governmental units and other entities established by

special act or state statute to operate as a quasi-governmental unit.  
· Ms. Binder read the current CCEP priorities restating that contributors participating for their employees benefit are a Priority 1. If XYZ Bank or ABC Child care contributed towards their employee’s child care needs, their requests would both fall into Priority 1.

· As follow up to the June 23, 2004 meeting, Ms. Binder provided the subcommittee with a breakdown of Priority 1 contributors. 
· For 2004-2005 fiscal year allocation, Priority 1 contributors received approximately $2.6 million of the total $19 million budget. 
· Child care centers received 50 percent;

· For-profit businesses received 29 percent; and

· City/County governments received 21 percent.

· Ms. Kalifeh stated private businesses contribute to nonprofit organizations (such as United Way) as well as pay taxes (such as through Children’s Services Councils). For these reasons she recommended that the committee needs to consider that contributions (specifically directed by a business) to the CCEP program, either for employee benefits or purchasing pool, be eligible for prioritization as private business contributions.  She recommended that such contributions be made in outside of funds normally obtained through tax assessments or general fundraising campaigns.  

· Robin Westcott, AWI, stated that the statute does not outline a specific method for distributing funds. Instead, the statute gives the board the authority to determine funding methods. 
· Joel Rosen, CCEP Board, stated that the CCEP board established funding priorities several years ago and decided that for-profit businesses were to get first priority, then non-profits. He stated that he does not believe the CCEP board wants to change the priorities and is asking that the subcommittee only work to define CCEP contributors.
· Ms. Pareigis stated that as the sub-committee researched definitions, there is overlap between profit and not for profit businesses. She emphasized the need to direct the majority of dollars in a matching capacity to private, for-profit businesses and corporations.
· Wendi Seigel, CCEP Board, asked what priority a for-profit and not-for-profit contributor currently fall into. Ms. Binder stated that the current priorities do not account for differences between the two types of businesses and they are both considered to be a Priority #1.
· Ms. Pareigis asked that the CCEP board look for ways to provide incentives to motivate coalitions to recruit more private, for-profit business into the program.

At 2:45 p.m., Tallahassee experienced a power blackout and communication with participants on the conference call was disconnected. Power was unable to be reestablished. Subcommittee members moved forward with the meeting and continued to explain definitions of contributors. 

     Recommendation:
1) Edit the Categorical Definitions of Contributors document to outline three main contributors:

· Private For-Profit Businesses

· Private Not-for-Profit Entities

· Public Contributors

2) Refine current CCEP priorities. Additionally, the subcommittee would like the CCEP board to consider the following definitions and priorities:

Private for-profit Businesses

A private-for-profit business shall be defined as an entity incorporated to conduct business, files annual corporate reports with the Secretary of State; or is legally recognized as a corporation, business partnership, sole proprietor; and is liable for paying local, state and federal taxes as appropriate. Examples of private businesses are:  Sallie Mae Financing Corporation, Peoples First Bank, Tender Loving Care Child Development Center, Office Depot, etc.

Private Not-for-Profit Entity (further classified as Public Charities and Private Foundations)

A private not-for-profit entity shall be defined as:  an organization exempt from federal income tax under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code, and which is operated exclusively for one or more exempt purposes. Examples include, United Way, Foundations, Child Care Agencies, Churches, YMCA, Boys and Girls Club.   

Public Contributors

A public organization is considered a governmental unit or a quasi-governmental unit distributing funds from collected taxes, fees and assessments, and is normally a municipality, state or federal government agencies, public schools, universities, colleges, local taxing districts, etc.

CCEP Funding Priorities 

To encourage private business participation and to allow all school readiness coalitions the opportunity to participate in the program, CCEP funds will be distributed based on the following priorities:

· Priority 1 shall be private, for-profit businesses that contribute to an individual employee and/or to a purchasing pool.

· Priority 2 shall be private, not-for-profit entities that contribute to an individual employee and/or a purchasing pool.

· Priority 3 shall be public contributors to an individual employee and/or a purchasing pool.

**A more detailed list of contributor definitions is listed on the Child Care Executive Partnership Program

     Categorical Definitions of Contributors document.
The Committee also felt that the above priorities should be weighted and tied to funding allocations.  This would provide coalitions an incentive to develop more private for-profit business relationships.  If approved, the Committee would also recommend that the above priorities be applied to the deobligation/reobligation process used by CCEP at the mid-year point.

PAGE  
1

