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Pretace

Last summer, a friend told me a story that played a sgnificant role in spurring the creation of this
publication. The story goes like this:

A group of stereotypica “soccer moms,” gathered for a match, were celebrating the
falure of the tate legidature to reform and pass a state income tax.

Tak then turned to another subject: the state of the county’s schools. The mothers,
who live in the richest county in Tennessee, began to bemoan the sorry state of their
county’s school system, considered one of the better in Tennessee. The moms were
dismayed by the poor sdection of foreign language, art, music, drama, etc., classes
avalable in the middie schools. Wéll-traveled and not Tennessee natives, they said
that the selection was more limited than any place they had ever lived.

This gtory typifies the lack of understanding that many Tennesseans have about the impact of the
date tax structure and its chronic revenue shortages on the programs and services provided in this
gate. As a result, the Tennessee Commission on Children and Y outh began preparation of this report
to try to help others understand how we are faling our children.

As a native Tennessean, it is heartbreaking year after year to report that outcomes and other measures
related to Tennessee children often rank at or near the bottom nationally. As we have explored some
of the reasons for this, too frequently they come back to the issue of funding. Education and other
services for children in Tennessee smply have a legacy of underfunding.

As | lisened to the outcry againg tax reform, | often thought about a quote that is generdly
attributed to former Representative John Bragg from Murfreesboro, who chaired the House Finance
Ways and Means Committee for many years until his retirement. Representative Bragg was an
advocate for a state income tax, and observed, “Show me a Tennessean who thinks he is over-taxed,
and | will show you a native”

People who have lived in other states know that an income tax is not the end of the world and, in
many instances, has provided the revenue needed for basic programs and services, like foreign
languages, to prepare children to compete in a globa economy.

Study after study comes to the same conclusion: the tax structure in Tennessee is inadequate and
produces chronic problems. Likewise, study after study concludes that Tennessee needs an income
tax to provide a balanced approach to revenue that grows with the economy.

As a child advocate, for many years my focus had exclusvely been on programs and services for
children in Tennessee. However, as a parent of a high school senior, the past year tak of colleges has
occupied a sgnificant amount of time at our house. As we considered college options and reviewed
nationa rankings, | was dismayed with many of our findings.

When | went to college, attendance at the “best” public university in the state was the course for me
and for my sblings, since my parents could not see any reason to pay out-of-state tuition for other
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gates schools that were not ranked significantly better than those in Tennessee. | espoused the same
attitude to my daughter. Then | experienced horror when | realized that virtualy every flagship
universty in the Southeast is ranked higher than the top-ranked university in this state, my dma
mater, the University of Tennessee.

At a presentation to a group of non-profit organizations last summer, Tennessee State Treasurer Steve
Adams observed that the public univeraty academic ranking of the Universty of Tennessee was 44,
and that if the ranking of the Universty of Tennessee footbal team were that bad, “There would be
blood in the dtreets” Unfortunately, Tennesseans are not sufficiently concerned about the academic
ranking. As a U.T. football fan, | am certainly glad the team is better than others in the Southeastern
Conference, but as a parent | am now deeply troubled by how far the reputation of higher education
in Tennessee has falen below other public univergties in the South.

And as someone concerned about and committed to the future of Tennessee, | am distressed about
the generd date of higher education. Even those who do not have children, grandchildren, nieces,
nephews, or neighbors whose college education is important to them should be concerned about
higher education. A strong higher education system is crucia for future economic development.
Perhaps more important, especidly if you do not have family or friends to care for you when you are
old and infirm, you will rely on the products of Tennessee's high schools, colleges, and universities
to meet your needs when you can no longer meet them yoursdf.

Some people wonder if the fact that only four other Southern states have lower percentages of adults
older than age 25 with a least a high school diploma or with a college degree adversdy influences
our emphasis on education, and especidly higher education. However, my personal experience, and |
believe the experience of countless other Tennesseans, is that many parents who did not go to college
till want their children to have the opportunity to attend.

Discussions in a Senate committee meeting in late January 2001 highlighted the lack of affordability
of college for many families in the 47 poorest counties in the state where annua college costs would
be about 10 percent of median household income. In response to a suggestion that education is

samply not a priority in the family budget, Senator Bob Rochelle responded: “That's like saying folks
in these counties don't like filet mignon. They're not going (to college) because they can't afford it.”

A bright future for Tennessee truly depends on improving the qudity of life for our children today.
Are we faling our children in Tennessee? Perhaps “falling” is too harsh, but certainly we are not
even remotely doing dl that we should or could to ensure that they have the best opportunities
possible to become productive citizens who can compete in the globa economy. A date that ranks
33 in per capita income is far too wedthy to rank in the lower 40s on spending measures for
education and other services.

We Tennesseans may live in a low tax State, but, Snce we get what we pay for, we give our children
subgtantialy less than they deserve. Inadequate services have the potential to cause Tennessee
children to be left behind, not only left behind other children in the nation, but other children in the
south. That is smply too high a price to pay. We must do more for the children of Tennessee, for they
truly are our future.

LindaO’'Neal
Executive Director
July 27, 2001
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Tennessee Moments in 2000

Every 28 minutes a baby was born into poverty.

Every 21 minutes a baby was born to an unmarried mother.

Every 43 minutes a baby was born to a teenage mother.

Every 3 hours a baby was born to a mother receiving late or no prenata
care.

Every hour a baby was born at low-birth-weight.

Every 14 hours a baby died during the first year of life.

Every 53 seconds a public school student was suspended from school.

Every 2 minutes a public school student was corporally punished in school.

Every 49 minutes a child was reported abused or neglected.

Every 23 hours a child or youth died by accident.

Every day a child or youth died in an auto accident.

Every 4 days a child or youth was murdered.

Every 8 days a child or youth committed suicide.

Every 3 days a child or youth was killed by a firearm.

From the Children’s Defense Fund
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w W W A Three-Star View % % %

from C. Warren Neel, Commissioner of the Tennessee Department of Finance
and Administration. Copyrighted by The (Nashville) Tennessean, July 12, 2001.

Our problem in Tennessee is not overspending; it is underspending on the kids
There' sadaily debate in Tennessee about whether our state has a spending problem or arevenue problem.

My answer is, we have both.

We have a spending problem in that we spend less per capitato educate our children than every other statein the
union except Mississippi and Hawaii.

We have a spending problem in that we are the only statein the Southeast that puts zero dollarstoward a
statewide reading initiative to prepare our children for school and to help them become better readers.

We have a spending problem in that we, for the past two years, have been spending one-time fundsto cover
yearly recurring expenses.

We' veturned to one-time funds because we have aregressive sales-tax systemin Tennessee that isunableto
keep up with the demands of our rapidly growing population

That’sliketrying to feed, clothe and house a growing family today on the same salary you earned 10 years ago.

Y ou could probably do it, but you’ d have to shortchange the children when it comesto their health care, their
education and thefood they eat.

Chances are, if you' ve worked hard to sock away money in a savings account, you could maintain your lifestyle
for awhile. But once the savings are gone, what are your choices?

Most Americans find away to earn aliving that affords them the modern necessities. | know very few people
who consciously and willingly striveto give their familiesthe very least they can. Most people do whatever they can do
to increase their family incomes, move up to better homes and give their children more advantages than what they
themsel ves enjoyed as children.

Why should we expect less from our government? Why should Tennessee be content to be 50" in taxation when
it means remaining last or near the bottom in every other category, namely education?

The National Governor’s Association’s recent Fiscal Survey of Statesis correct.

The budget that Gov. Don Sundquist proposed thisyear is 9.2 percent higher than last year’s. It would have been
less than 6 percent higher, including improvements, had we not first had to fill the budgetary hole caused by last year’s
decision to use one-time expenditures and artificially inflated revenue projections.

But we did have to fill that hole, a hole that’ s three times larger than the cost of the Governor’ s reading initiative.

Duringthelast sevenyears, statesall acrossthe country have enjoyed unprecedented growth. Many have
experienced budget surpluses, allowing them to cut taxes and invest more in their states.

Meanwhile, Tennessee' sinvestmentsin education and the like have fallen behind because our tax system barely
affordsusthe status quo.

Despite nearly eight years of tax cutsin other states Tennessee remains 50" in taxation.
Meanwhile, our state government spending is growing at a slower rate than at any timein the last 25 years.

Since 1975, the spending growth rate for state appropriationsin Tennessee has been cut in half, going from an
average growth of 13.9 percent two decades ago to an average of 7.2 percent during the Sundquist administration,
including fiscal year 2002.

That cut in growth camein large part thanks to the advent of TennCare, which has saved this state about $2
billion since its inception.

If spending money on improving education, health care and caring for our children is considered a
spending problem, then the Sundquist administration is guilty as charged.
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Indicators of Child Well-Being

For many Tennesseans finding work has never been easier; with a national unemployment rate of 4.4
percent, Tennessee boasts a rate of 4.1 percent (Tennessee Department of Labor and Workforce
Development, May 2001). This leaves many Tennesseans with a sense of well-being. However, too
many Tennessee families do not share in the increased prosperity. A lack of access to quality child
care, computers, health care, housing, and adequately paying jobs creates a gap in unmet needs.

It is difficult to put a dollar sign on the overall economic losses for Tennessee when there are unmet
needs for children and families. What we do know is that these unmet needs create a gap between the
rest of the nation and us, with Tennessee children and families falling short in resources.

This publication attempts to identify the areas where Tennessee falls short and to identify potential
economic outcomes for the state. What happens when Tennessee fails to support its children and
families? At best the future for Tennessee becomes less certain.

Tennessee consistently ranks near the bottom on many of the national KIDS COUNT indicators,
having an overall ranking of 43" in 2001 (KIDS COUNT 2001 Data Book). Table 1 shows the history
of Tennessee rankings and rates since 1990. Improvements in outcomes for Tennessee children are
necessary for the state to rise substantially in the rankings. Analysis of the data provides guidance
regarding the levels of improvement that would be required.

Additional tables in this section present the improvements in outcomes, which usually means
reductions in negative outcomes, needed to improve Tennessee’s individual indicator rankings. Table
2 shows the reductions that would be required for Tennessee to equal the highest rank of any state in
the 2001 rankings. Table 3 presents the reductions for the highest national ranking on a county-by-
county basis.

Though the reductions required to equal the best national outcomes sometimes appear staggering,
they are presented for a purpose. When parents have a newborn child, they always aspire for their
child to have and to be the best. Their dream is not that the child will be average. However, as we
strive for better outcomes for Tennessee children, even attaining the national average on these
indicators would be great progress.

Consequently, Table 4 shows the reductions that would be required for Tennessee to reach the
national average on individual KIDS COUNT indicators, and Table 5 presents these reductions on a
county-by-county basis.

The reductions required to equal the national average on individual KIDS COUNT indicators appear
much more attainable and should in fact become a realistic goal for every county in Tennessee and
the state as a whole. When we improve to the national average on KIDS COUNT indicators, then we
can set our sights higher and work toward even better outcomes.

Even the state with the highest ranking (No. 1)/best outcomes wants to do better for its children.
Those of us at the bottom should have greater motivation for improvement.
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Table 1

Tennessee Rates and Ranks By Indicators,

1990-98

Per cent of Low-Birth-

Weight Babies Infant Mortality Rate Child Death Rate

Year data rank data rank data rank
1990 82 44 10.3 41 35 36
1991 8.8 47 10.0 39 35 39
1992 85 44 9.4 37 32 35
1993 8.8 47 94 39 32 35
1994 8.8 45 89 40 33 42
1995 8.7 44 9.3 43 32 37
1996 8.8 45 85 39 30 32
1997 8.8 41 8.6 41 30 39
1998 9.1 46 82 36 27 31

Percent of Children
oo | FESITEMDENSY | TemnpirtnRme |'0L T

Accident, Homicide, and

Year-Round Employment

Suicide
data rank data rank data rank
1990 75 30 45 38 35 42
1991 81 36 48 41 36 44
1992 77 36 45 40 35 40
1993 84 39 43 38 34 41
1994 91 43 43 37 32 36
1995 90 44 42 38 29 27
1996 81 40 40 38 27 20
1997 77 43 39 40 26 19
1998 79 45 38 40 24 18

Per cent of Teens Who
Are High School

Per cent of Childrenin

Year Dr opouts Poverty
data rank data rank
1990 13 42 22 39
1991 13 44 n.a n.a
1992 12 41 n.a n.a
1993 11 36 n.a n.a
1994 10 31 26 39
1995 11 34 n.a n.a
1996 13 44 22 34
1997 13 45 21 34
1998 12 41 19 32

Source: 2001 KIDS Count Data Book: State Profiles of Child Well-Being, The AnnieE.

Casey Foundation.
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Table 2
Required Reduction for Tennessee Based on 1998 Data
To Equal Highest Rank

Teen milgée\?vith
Low-Birth- chig  |Pehsby _ |Parentswho |1eeSWho
Weight Infant . Desth Rt Acu_ok_ent, Teen Birth Do Not Have Are High Children in
. Mortality * € Homicide |Rate: . School Poverty «
Babies: 2 Full-Time,
and Dropouts s
Suicide s Year-Round
Indicators Employment ¢
Tennessee
Rank, 1998 46 36 31 45 18 41 32
Tennessee
Rate, 1998 9.1 8.2 27 79 24 12 19
Rate for
Top State,
1998 5.4 44 11 33 11 16 5 10
Tennessee
I ndicator
Volume,
1998 7,008 635 280 305 4,196 346,000 37,000 258,300
I ndicator-
Based
Population,
1998 77,334 77,334 1,071,011 376,965 109,859 1,446,889 301,395| 1,446,839
Required
Reduction
in Volume 2,832 295 162 181 2,988 114,498 21,930 113611
Percent (%)
of
Reduction
Required 404 46.4 57.9 59.2 71.2 331 59.3 440

Source: 2001 KIDS Count Data Book: Sate Profiles of Child Well-Being, The Annie E. Casey Foundation.

Population Based on:

1) Total Number of Births
2) Total Number of Children Ages 1-14
3) Total Number of Teens Ages 15-19
4) Total Number of Females Ages 15-17
5) Total Number of Teens Ages 16-19
6) Total Number of Children Ages 0-18

Unmet Needs 2001
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To Equal Highest Rank

Table 3a
How to Improve Tennessee' s Nationwide Ranking
for Sedlected 1998 Indicators

LowBirth- | Infant Mortality Child Teen Vident Teen Birth
Weight Babies *x Degths* ** Degths*** Rate**
Tennessee Rate: 9.1 percent 82per 1,000 | 27per 100000 | 79per 100,000 38 per 1,000
Top State Rate: 54 percent 44 per 1,000 11 per 100,000 [ 33per 100,000 11 per 1,000
Current Vdume: 7,008 635 280 305 4,19
Tar geted Vo ume: 4177 340 118 124 1,208
Low-Birth- Infant M or tality Teen Violent Teen Birth
W eight B abies ** Child Deaths* * * Deaths*** R ate* *
1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed
County D ata |Reduction | Data |[Reduction | Data |Reduction | Data |Reduction | Data |Reduction
A nderson 74 30 6 3 1 1 6 4 49 35
Bedford 50 20 7 3 0 0 3 2 36 26
Benton 7 3 2 1 2 1 2 1 14 10
Bledsoe 9 4 2 1 2 1 1 1 11 8
Blount 91 37 6 3 1 1 3 2 54 38
Bradley 98 40 4 2 5 3 5 3 58 41
Campbell 49 20 3 1 5 3 1 1 33 23
Cannon 8 3 2 1 1 1 2 1 8 6
Carroll 26 11 1 0 1 1 4 2 18 13
Carter 56 23 2 1 2 1 4 2 22 16
Cheatham 37 15 3 1 1 1 2 1 22 16
Chester 14 6 5 2 1 1 1 1 8 6
Claiborne 40 16 3 1 1 1 3 2 12 9
Clay 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
Cocke 31 13 5 2 0 0 2 1 24 17
Coffee 70 28 5 2 2 1 4 2 45 32
Crockett 14 6 1 0 1 1 1 1 9 6
Cumberland 38 15 3 1 3 2 5 3 25 18
Davidson 830 335 68 32 20 12 25 15 451 321
Decatur 8 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 7 5
D eK alb 13 5 1 0 1 1 1 1 17 12
Dickson 42 17 0 0 3 2 1 1 26 19
Dyer 36 15 3 1 4 2 2 1 41 29
Fayette 53 21 0 0 4 2 3 2 31 22
Fentress 8 3 1 0 2 1 2 1 8 6
Franklin 40 16 5 2 1 1 2 1 22 16
Gibson 48 19 3 1 2 1 4 2 39 28
Giles 32 13 1 0 2 1 2 1 24 17
Grainger 17 7 2 1 1 1 0 0 20 14
Greene 58 23 5 2 3 2 3 2 46 33
Grundy 21 8 1 0 1 1 3 2 10 7
Hamblen 56 23 1 0 4 2 0 0 52 37
Hamilton 371 150 28 13 10 6 14 8 230 164
Hancock 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Hardeman 39 16 5 2 0 0 0 0 35 25
Hardin 25 10 3 1 0 0 2 1 12 9
Hawkins 48 19 2 1 3 2 4 2 34 24
Haywood 26 11 4 2 0 0 1 1 20 14
Henderson 29 12 4 2 2 1 3 2 21 15
Henry 40 16 2 1 1 1 1 1 26 19
Hickman 19 8 1 0 2 1 2 1 10 7
Houston 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 6
Humphreys 20 8 0 0 0 0 3 2 13 9
Jackson 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 4
Jefferson 31 13 1 0 0 0 1 1 23 16
Johnson 13 5 1 0 1 1 0 0 11 8
Knox 427 173 25 12 12 7 17 10 170 121
Lake 9 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 5 4
Lauderdale 57 23 4 2 1 1 5 3 46 33
Lawrence 40 16 5 2 3 2 3 2 37 26
Lewis 12 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 5
Tennessee 7,024 2838 634 294 2719 162 305 181] 4,183 2,978

* By county databased on Tennessee 2000 Kids Count book.

** per 1,000
*** per 100,000

Sources: Targeted rates - 2001 Kids Count Book, The Annie E. Casey Foundation.
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To Equal Highest Rank

Table 3b

How to I mprove Tennessee' s Nationwide Ranking
for Selected 1998 Indicators

LoaBirth- | Infant Mortality Child Teen Vident Teen Birth

Weight Babies * Deaths*** Deaths* ** Rate**
Tennessee Rate: 9.1 percent 8.2 per 1,000 Z7 per 100000 | 79 per 100,000 33 per 1,000
Top State Rate: 54 percent 44 per 1,000 11 per 100000 | 33per 100,000 11 per 1,000
Current Vdume: 7,008 635 280 305 41%
Tar geted Vo ume: 4177 30 118 124 1208

Low-Birth- Infant Teen Violent Teen Birth

W eight B abies M ortality* * Child Deaths* * * Deaths* ** Rate* *

1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed
County Data |Reduction | Data |Reduction | Data |[Reduction| Data |Reduction| Data |Reduction
Lincoln 29 12 3 1 2 1 1 1 17 12
Loudon 30 12 1 0 1 1 5 3 20 14
M acon 21 8 4 2 1 1 2 1 15 11
M adison 103 42 10 5 6 3 5 3 72 51
M arion 27 11 1 0 0 0 2 1 22 16
M arshall 24 10 2 1 0 0 2 1 14 10
M aury 81 33 5 2 3 2 4 2 61 43
M cMinn 62 25 3 1 4 2 3 2 32 23
M cNairy 21 8 3 1 3 2 3 2 14 10
M eigs 14 6 1 0 1 1 1 1 10 7
M onroe 44 18 2 1 5 3 1 1 42 30
M ontgomery 196 79 25 12 10 6 6 4 81 58
M oore 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
M organ 30 12 2 1 0 0 1 1 8 6
Obion 37 15 5 2 2 1 1 1 10 7
Overton 13 5 1 0 1 1 1 1 10 7
Perry 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 4
Pickett 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 5
Polk 17 7 3 1 2 1 1 1 8 6
Putnam 56 23 8 4 0 0 2 1 32 23
Rhea 48 19 3 1 3 2 3 2 20 14
Roane 47 19 2 1 0 0 1 1 33 23
Robertson 51 21 7 3 5 3 1 1 44 31
Rutherford 209 84 22 10 4 2 7 4 129 92
Scott 27 11 1 0 2 1 2 1 17 12
Sequatchie 11 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 8 6
Sevier 85 34 5 2 0 0 3 2 43 31
Shelby 1712 692 204 95 72 42 42 25 1006 716
Smith 19 8 2 1 3 2 0 0 9 6
Stewart 14 6 3 1 0 0 1 1 7 5
Sullivan 148 60 12 6 5 3 3 2 68 48
Sumner 128 52 9 4 8 5 6 4 72 51
Tipton 68 27 6 3 5 3 5 3 44 31
Trousdale 7 3 0 0 0 0 3 2 5 4
Unicoi 17 7 4 2 2 1 5 3 13 9
Union 23 9 2 1 1 1 2 1 15 11
Van Buren 3 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 5 4
W arren 36 15 6 3 2 1 2 1 31 22
W ashington 101 41 9 4 2 1 6 4 53 38
W ayne 10 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 10 7
W eakley 31 13 4 2 0 0 1 1 14 10
W hite 29 12 3 1 1 1 0 0 19 14
W illiamson 107 43 4 2 4 2 4 2 29 21
W ilson 69 28 3 1 5 3 10 6 47 33
Tennessee 7,024 2,838 634 294 279 162| 305 181| 4,183 2,978

* By county databased on Tennessee 2000 Kids Count book.

** per 1,000
**% per 100,000

Sources: Targeted rates - 2001 Kids Count Book, The Annie E. Casey Foundation.
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Table

4

Required Reduction for Tennessee Based on 1998 Data
To Equal National Average

Teen (L:ir\]/lilr(?g;e\?vith
Low-Birth- chilg  |Pehsby  lParentswho | e0sWho |
Weidht Infant. Acc@gnt, Teen Birth Do Not Have Are High Children in
9 Mortality - |D€ath Rate|omicide [Rate* . School Poverty ©
Babies : 2 Full-Time,
and Dropouts s
Suicide Year-Round
Indicators Employment ¢
Tennessee
Rank, 1998 46 36 31 45 18 411 32
Tennessee
Rate, 1998 9.1 8.2 27 79 24 12 19
Rate for
Nation,
1998 7.6 7.2 24 54 26 9 20
Tennessee
I ndicator
Volume,
1998 7,008 635 280 305 346,000 37,0000 258,300
I ndicator-
Based
Population,
1998 77,334 77,334 1,071,011 376,965 1,446,839 301,395 1,446,839
Required
Reduction
in Volume 1,131 78 23 101 None 9,874 None
Percent (%)
of
Reduction
Required 16.1 12.3 8.2 33.3 None 26.7 None

Source: 2001 KIDS Count DataBook: Sate Profiles of Child Well-Being, The Annie E. Casey Foundation.

Population Based on:

1) Total Number of Births
2) Total Number of Children Ages 1-14
3) Total Number of Teens Ages 15-19
4) Total Number of Females Ages 15-17
5) Total Number of Teens Ages 16-19
6) Total Number of Children Ages 0-18
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Table5a

Howto I mprove Tennesseg' s Nationwide Ranking
for SHected 1998 Indicatars
To Equa National Aver

LonBirth- Infant Teen Vident TeenBirth

Weight Baies Martdity** Child Degths*** Degths*** Rete**
Tennessee Rate: 9.1 percent 82pa 1,000 27 per 100000 O pea 100000 3Bper 1,000
Nationd Rete 7.6 percent 7.2per 1,000 24 per 100000 S per 100000 Dper 1,000
Current Vdume 7,008 65 22 K£09) 419%
Targeted Vdume 5890 %/ 7 23 32A

Low-Birth- Infant Teen Violent Teen Birth

W eight B abies M ortality* * Child Deaths* ** Deaths*** Rate* *

1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 N eeded 1998 N eeded 1998 N eeded
County D ata |Reduction | Data |Reduction D ata |[Reduction | Data |Reduction | Data |Reduction
A nderson 74 12 6 1 1 0 6 2 49 11
Bedford 50 8 7 1 0 0 3 1 36 8
Benton 7 1 2 0 2 0 2 1 14 3
Bledsoe 9 1 2 0 2 0 1 0 11 2
Blount 91 15 6 1 1 0 3 1 54 12
Bradley 98 16 4 0 5 0 5 2 58 12
Campbell 49 8 3 0 5 0 1 0 33 7
Cannon 8 1 2 0 1 0 2 1 8 2
Carroll 26 4 1 0 1 0 4 1 18 4
Carter 56 9 2 0 2 0 4 1 22 5
Cheatham 37 6 3 0 1 0 2 1 22 5
Chester 14 2 5 1 1 0 1 0 8 2
Claiborne 40 6 3 0 1 0 3 1 12 3
Clay 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Cocke 31 5 5 1 0 0 2 1 24 5
Coffee 70 11 5 1 2 0 4 1 45 10
Crockett 14 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 9 2
Cumberland 38 6 3 0 3 0 5 2 25 5
Davidson 830 134 68 8 20 2 25 8 451 97
Decatur 8 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 7 2
DeKalb 13 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 17 4
Dickson 42 7 0 0 3 0 1 0 26 6
Dyer 36 6 3 0 4 0 2 1 41 9
Fayette 53 9 0 0 4 0 3 1 31 7
Fentress 8 1 1 0 2 0 2 1 8 2
Franklin 40 6 5 1 1 0 2 1 22 5
Gibson 48 8 3 0 2 0 4 1 39 8
Giles 32 5 1 0 2 0 2 1 24 5
Grainger 17 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 20 4
Greene 58 9 5 1 3 0 3 1 46 10
Grundy 21 3 1 0 1 0 3 1 10 2
Hamblen 56 9 1 0 4 0 0 0 52 11
Hamilton 371 60 28 3 10 1 14 5 230 49
Hancock 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Hardeman 39 6 5 1 0 0 0 0 35 8
Hardin 25 4 3 0 0 0 2 1 12 3
Hawkins 48 8 2 0 3 0 4 1 34 7
Haywood 26 4 4 0 0 0 1 0 20 4
Henderson 29 5 4 0 2 0 3 1 21 5
Henry 40 6 2 0 1 0 1 0 26 6
Hickman 19 3 1 0 2 0 2 1 10 2
Houston 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 2
Humphreys 20 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 13 3
Jackson 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1
Jefferson 31 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 23 5
Johnson 13 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 11 2
K nox 427 69 25 3 12 1 17 6 170 37
Lake 9 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 5 1
Lauderdale 57 9 4 0 1 0 5 2 46 10
Lawrence 40 6 5 1 3 0 3 1 37 8
Lewis 12 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 2
Tennessee 7,024 1,131 634 78 279 23 305 102| 4,183 899

* By county databased on Tennessee 2000 Kids Count book.

** per 1,000
*** per 100,000

Sources: Targeted rates - 2001 Kids Count Book, The Annie E. Casey Foundation.
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Table5b

How to I mpr ove Tennessee s Nationwi de Ranking
for Sdected 1998 Indicators
To Equal National Aver

LonBirth- Infant TeenVident TeenBirth

Weight Baies | Mortdlity** | ChildDesths*** | Deeths*** Rate**
Tennessee Rate: 91 percent 82per1000 | 27per100000 | 79per10000 | 3Bper 1,000
Nationdl Rate: 7.6 percent 72per1000 | 2Aper10000 | 54per10000 |  3Dper 1,00
Current Vdume 7,008 65 20 K05 41%
TagetedVdune 5830 74 7 A3 32A

Low-Birth- Infant Teen Violent Teen Birth

W eight B abies M ortality* * Child Deaths* * * Deaths** * R ate* *

1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed 1998 Needed
County Data [Reduction| Data |Reduction | Data [Reduction| Data |Reduction| Data |Reduction
Lincoln 29 5 3 0 2 0 1 0 17 4
Loudon 30 5 1 0 1 0 5 2 20 4
M acon 21 3 4 0 1 0 2 1 15 3
M adison 103 17 10 1 6 0 5 2 72 15
M arion 27 4 1 0 0 0 2 1 22 5
M arshall 24 4 2 0 0 0 2 1 14 3
M aury 81 13 5 1 3 0 4 1 61 13
M cMinn 62 10 3 0 4 0 3 1 32 7
M cNairy 21 3 3 0 3 0 3 1 14 3
M eigs 14 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 10 2
Monroe 44 7 2 0 5 0 1 0 42 9
M ontgomery 196 32 25 3 10 1 6 2 81 17
M oore 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
M organ 30 5 2 0 0 0 1 0 8 2
Obion 37 6 5 1 2 0 1 0 10 2
Overton 13 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 10 2
Perry 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1
Pickett 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 2
Polk 17 3 3 0 2 0 1 0 8 2
Putnam 56 9 8 1 0 0 2 1 32 7
Rhea 48 8 3 0 3 0 3 1 20 4
Roane 47 8 2 0 0 0 1 0 33 7
Robertson 51 8 7 1 5 0 1 0 44 9
Rutherford 209 34 22 3 4 0 7 2 129 28
Scott 27 4 1 0 2 0 2 1 17 4
Sequatchie 11 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 8 2
Sevier 85 14 5 1 0 0 3 1 43 9
Shelby 1712 276 204 25 72 6 42 14| 1006 216
Smith 19 3 2 0 3 0 0 0 9 2
Stewart 14 2 3 0 0 0 1 0 7 2
Sullivan 148 24 12 1 5 0 3 1 68 15
Sumner 128 21 9 1 8 1 6 2 72 15
Tipton 68 11 6 1 5 0 5 2 44 9
Trousdale 7 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 5 1
Unicoi 17 3 4 0 2 0 5 2 13 3
Union 23 4 2 0 1 0 2 1 15 3
Van Buren 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 5 1
W arren 36 6 6 1 2 0 2 1 31 7
W ashington 101 16 9 1 2 0 6 2 53 11
W ayne 10 2 2 0 1 0 1 0 10 2
W eakley 31 5 4 0 0 0 1 0 14 3
W hite 29 5 3 0 1 0 0 0 19 4
W illiamson 107 17 4 0 4 0 4 1 29 6
W ilson 69 11 3 0 5 0 10 3 47 10
Tennessee 7,024 1,131 634 78 279 23 305 102| 4,183 899
* By county databased on Tennessee 2000 Kids Count book.
** per 1,000
*** per 100,000

Sources: Targeted rates - 2001 Kids Count Book, The Annie E. Casey Foundation.
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UNMET EDUCATION

NEEDS OF TENNESSE
CHILDREN
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Early Childhood Education

Assisting preschool children to prepare for school should be a high priority for all Tennesseans.
Every dollar spent on quality early education for high risk children saves $7 in future
expenditures for negative outcomes further down the road (Perry/High Scope Preschool Project,
1999). Some examples of expenditures include:

* Need for special education services;
* School dropouts;

* Juvenile delinquency;

* Teen pregnancy;

* Long-term welfare dependency.

Many Southern states are appropriating in the tens of millions of dollars in an effort to provide
children with the best possible start.

Early Childhood Education in Tennessee is focused on three- and four-year-olds who meet the
poverty guidelines and are not served by a preschool program.

* According to the most recent statistics, 12,000 children in Tennessee meet the criteria for
Early Childhood Education.

State-Funded Preschool Programs
1999-2000

Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) States

State Program State Funding Children Served
Alabama Preschool
Alabama Collaboration Project $300,000 150
Arkansas Arkansas Better Chance $6,000,000 5200
(ABC)
Georgia Prekindergarten Early $224,000,000 62,500
Intervention Program
Kentucky Kentucky Preschool $44,600,000 15,500
Program
Louisiana Preschool Block Grant $67,000,000 2,600
Proposal is being
Mississippi considered by the $0 0
legislature
North Carolina Smart Start $220,000,000 100,000
South Carolina Early Childhood $23,200,000 165,000
Program
Tennessee Barly Childhood Pilot $6,100,000 600
Program

Source: Southern Regional Education Board, 2000
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* A preschool system to meet Return to Taxpayers on Per Participant Investment in
the needs of all 12,000 a High Quality Early Childhood Program
children would cost mCost
approximately $58 million = savngs
dollars, still a fraction of the
$220 million our North
Carolina neighbors are

$57,585

$12,796

spending each year. p % s2918 ]
* The 2000 fiscal year $3 ;%a
million improvements § £ g s 8 £
provided 30 additional £ ; g = @ :
classrooms to serve the 2 g 5
K

neediest of Tennessee’s
children. These children Preschoot Sty Through AGe 27 (Menograane of the High/Seope Educational Rescarch Foundation10).
come from the mOSt Ypsilanti, Michigan: High/Scope Press.

impoverished families and

ultimately could end up costing Tennessee taxpayers several million dollars in remedial
expenses if early intervention is not provided.

* The Governor’s budget requested $12 million in the fiscal year 2000-2001 state budget for
the Department of Education (DOE) for early childhood education. DOE received an
additional $3 million, nearly doubling the previous $3.1 million in funding. At this rate of
increase, it will be 2020 before we reach $58 million and before the target group of children
is fully served.

Why is the funding for early childhood education so critical to Tennessee? Recent research
indicates that children who receive early quality child care and intervention go on to achieve at
higher levels and become more productive citizens.

* Children who attended child care with higher quality classroom practices had better language
and math skills from the preschool years into elementary school.

* Children with closer teacher-child relationships in child care had better classroom social and
thinking skills, language ability, and math skills from the preschool years into elementary
school.

* Better quality child care has better results for children with less educated mothers.

* Children who attended higher quality child care had better cognitive and social skills in the
second grade, even after taking into account kindergarten and second grade classroom
experiences.

* Children who experienced more positive classroom climates in child care had better

relationships with peers in second grade.
Although Early Childhood Education, as an area of unmet need in Tennessee, has the potential to

require long-term expenditures for both families and the state, funding and implementing programs
now will result in net savings and better educated children.
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Research indicates the two most important factors in quality early childhood education are low
worker/child ratios and adequate training of staff.

Lower worker/child ratios are scheduled for phased-in implementation in Tennessee as indicated on
the chart below. Lower ratios for infants and younger children should go into effect in February 2002

and for older children in July 2003.

Indicators of a quality child care environment include:

* A safe and healthy environment;

* Caregivers who are nurturing and knowledgeable about children’s development, and repre-
sent a stable presence in children’s lives;

Small ratios of children to caregiver;

Care that affirms the child’s racial, ethnic, linguistic, and cultural identity and background.

Child Care Ratios Worker/Child

Comparison of Current State Standards/U.S. Recommended

Ratios
Age Group TN Worker to Child U.S. Recommended Ratios
1 Worker/4 Infants . )
Infant (2/1/02) 1 Worker/3 infants, 0-24mo.
Toddler 1 Worker/6 Toddlers *1 Worker/4 Toddlers, 25-30mo.

(2/1/02)

Two-Year-Olds

1 Worker/7 Children
(2/1/02)

*1 Worker/5 Children, 31-35
Months

Three-Year-Olds

1 Worker/9 Children
(7/1/03)

*1 Worker/7 Children

Four-Year-Olds

1Worker/13 Children
(7/1/03)

*1 Worker/8 Children

Five-Year-Olds

1 Worker/16 Children
(7/1/03)

*1 Worker/8 Children

Six-Year-Olds

1 Worker/20 Children
(7/1/03)

*1 Worker/8 Children

*Developed by American Public Health Association and American Academy of Pediatrics
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K-12 Education

Education is a “public good.” An individual’s ability to drive to work, transact business, and even get
a good job is dependent on the level of education of his or her neighbors. Thus education and
training aid the whole community, not just the person being educated. To safely get to work, we rely
on the people driving the cars around us to read and quickly understand road signs, especially detour
and warning signs. We rely on the cashier at the restaurant to be able to count our change, the cook to
distinguish between sugar and salt and to measure accurately, the pharmacy technician to read the
prescription. Just as importantly, employers make decisions about relocating or expanding high
paying jobs based on the presence or absence of highly skilled and educated workers. “Providing a
readily available labor pool is probably the best investment that state and local governments can
make” (Sunquist, Workforce 2000 report).

* Total 1996-97 education spending per capita in Tennessee ranked 50™ in 50 states,
according to the Governing magazine Source Book.

* The listing ranked Tennessee 49th in per capita spending on elementary and secondary
education.
* In a comparison by the Education Finance Statistics Center of the National Center for

Education Statistics, both Memphis and Nashville-Davidson County spend much less than
comparable urban school districts across the country.

* Memphis’ per-child expenditures were 24 percent below comparable cities; Nashville’s were
19 percent.
* Per-child expenditur