
Analysis of Fiscal Resources and Issues Impacting Early Childhood  

Development and School Readiness in Richmond’s East End 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Early Childhood Fiscal Map is to provide a broad range of stakeholders in East End 

community development efforts with actionable data describing one major aspect of current “human 

capital” development – efforts to promote early childhood development and school readiness. It gathers 

and organizes fiscal information from the variety of organizations, public and private, that provide or 

support early childhood services, thus giving decision makers and other stakeholders a full “big picture” 

of current resources and investments, relative fiscal strengths and gaps, the degree of alignment of 

resources with community needs, the extent of collaboration among early childhood entities in seeking 

and utilizing funds, and possible approaches for increasing and better utilizing fiscal resources.  

The fiscal map project was conducted in the context of growing recognition of the need for more, and 

more effective, efforts to address the many challenges faced by East End families raising young children. 

The city’s East End is not the only Richmond neighborhood with such challenges, yet the higher 

concentration of poverty in the East End, and all its consequences for the health and well-being of young 

children, make early childhood development efforts even more challenging – and more essential to 

successful community development. This recognition has led both the public sector (i.e. government 

agencies) and private sector (human services organizations and philanthropic/charitable entities) to 

increase efforts to support families with young children.  

Along with this increased effort have come concerns that the multiple organizations involved, each 

highly committed to responding to perceived needs and benefiting the community, might not be 

maximizing collective actions that could produce greater impact. The fiscal map can help decision 

makers assess whether current efforts are planned and coordinated effectively, targeted to priority 

needs, financed adequately to meet the challenges, and take full advantage of a collective “the whole is 

greater than the sum of the parts” action approach.          

METHODOLOGY 

Project staff partnered with a key East End anchor institution, the Peter Paul Development Center and 

its Richmond Promise Neighborhood (RPN) initiative, to identify and engage all the organizations 

involved in early childhood efforts in the neighborhood. This process yielded a list of 16 potential 

participants; 15 of these were successfully recruited to participate and provide fiscal data. Six were 

departments of city government, 6 were not-for-profit service delivery organizations, and 3 were not-

for-profit organizations focused on community engagement, planning, coordinating and supporting early 

childhood initiatives via technical assistance, advocacy and other forms of organizational support.  

Following a briefing to explain project rationale and procedures, fiscal information was sought from 

each organization via an electronic survey instrument (Attachment A) that asked for quantifiable budget 

data; and a companion survey (Attachment B) seeking more subjective information about financing and 

operating their programs. Most of those surveyed responded in the first wave of data collection; in the 

few exceptions, follow-up emails or phone calls yielded the requested information, providing an 

ultimate response rate of 100 percent. Subsequently, during the data collection phase an additional not-



for-profit service delivery organization was identified and subsequently submitted fiscal data. The final 

list of participants/survey respondents totaled 16.  

The Project Coordinator conducted follow-up inquiries as needed to clarify participant responses and in 

some cases to suggest revisions or additions to ensure completeness and accuracy.  

In addition to the requested fiscal information, most respondents were able to provide data on numbers 

served, yielding enough data to support summary conclusions about service levels in various categories. 

Concurrently the project gathered relevant community demographic and risk factor data to flesh out a 

picture of community needs. These data, coupled with the data on service levels above, support 

reasonable estimates of unmet need in various categories.   

FISCAL MAP BOUNDARIES AND LIMITATIONS 

 Definition of “East End: There are multiple definitions used when people refer to the East End. 

For purposes of this project, a broad definition was adopted; namely, Census tracts 201-212, 

which roughly corresponds to that part of the city bounded by I-95 on the west, I-64 on the 

north, Henrico County’s eastern portion on the east, and the James River on the south. It 

includes neighborhoods generally referred to as Church Hill, North Church Hill, Chimborazo and 

Fulton. It contains four of the city’s six public housing developments – Woodville Court, Fairfield 

Court, Whitcomb Court, and Creighton Court; and also corresponds closely to the attendance 

zones for the five elementary schools within this footprint – Woodville, Fairfield, Chimborazo, 

George Mason and Belleview.  

 Time frame: A fiscal map is a static, point-in-time snapshot of fiscal conditions, rather than a 

dynamic moving picture of changes over time. Most of the data included here were gathered in 

Fall 2015, most respondents therefore were providing information from the previous fiscal year 

(July 2014-June 2015). While budget amounts can change over time, year-to-year changes are 

generally not of the magnitude to substantially alter the fiscal “big picture”.  

 Entitlements: There a several federal entitlement programs (TANF, SNAP, Medicaid) that spend 

substantial amounts on birth-five but do not serve birth-five categorically. Breaking out such 

data by age group is beyond the scope of this project so these amounts are not included in the 

analysis, apart from some Medicaid funding for reimbursable treatment or case management 

services for children birth-five (e.g. Part C services to infants/toddlers with developmental 

disabilities or delays.) 

 

COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS/RISK FACTORS 

Table 1 displays selected demographic data and early childhood risk factor indicators describing 

Richmond’s East End.  Most salient are the indicators of concentrated poverty and low-income status. 

The poverty rate for the birth-four population in Richmond is 43 percent; in the East End, it is 65 

percent. Similarly, fully 83 percent of East End children birth-four live in low-income families (200 

percent or less of the federal poverty level), versus 60 percent citywide.  Growing up in poverty exposes 

young children to a host of risks that can compromise healthy development. These risks are associated 

with higher rates of many troublesome cognitive, academic, health, social-emotional, and behavioral 

outcomes during childhood and beyond. These outcomes are even more prevalent when child poverty is 



highly concentrated; i.e. when the overwhelming majority of families in a particular neighborhood or 

region are living in poverty.  

The overall pattern reveals that, compared to Richmond as a whole, rates on most indicators for the 

East End are less favorable. For example, the percentage of children birth-four living in single-parent 

households and the percentage of low-birth-weight newborns both far exceed citywide averages. Since   

most early childhood risk indicators for Richmond are known to be relatively high (e.g. higher than state 

or national averages), it is significant that most figures for the East End are even higher. Note also that 

although the East End rate of births to mothers with less than a 12th grade education is only slightly 

higher than the citywide rate (17.6 v. 17.1), both rates far exceed the statewide rate of 8.6 percent.  

Table 1: Selected Early Childhood Demographic/Risk Factor Indicators 

 

 

There are some notable exceptions to this overall pattern. The percentage of uninsured children (3.6 

percent versus 5.8 percent citywide) is remarkably low and suggests that most East End birth-four 

children are likely to have good access to health care. The preschool (VPI or Head Start) enrollment rate 

of 93 percent of eligible four-year olds is also very positive, indicating high likelihood that most low-

income four-year olds have access to quality preschool.   

 

ESTIMATING THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN AT-RISK OF ENTERING SCHOOL ALREADY BEHIND  

The 2015 federal poverty threshold for a family of three with two children was $19,096. Clearly children 

living in poverty are at substantial risk of starting school already behind. Yet most child development 

researchers and public policy experts agree that children growing up in “low-income” families, usually 

defined as those between 100 and 200 percent of the federal poverty level, are also exposed to multiple 



risk factors likely to compromise early development and school readiness. Therefore, estimating the 

combined number of children under age 5 who are “low-income” and “in poverty” (i.e. that are in 

families with income at or below 200 percent of the federal poverty level) provides a measure of the 

level of educational risk. Table 1 shows there are an estimated 1650 children, or 83 percent of the East 

End birth-four population, who are in low-income families and therefore can be considered at-risk of 

entering kindergarten already behind. 

  

ANNUAL FUNDING SOURCES AND AMOUNTS 

Early childhood investments in Richmond’s East End total more than $7 million.  The amount and 

proportion invested by each major funding source are shown in Figure 1.   

Government is by far the leading source of early childhood funding; federal, state and local governments 

combined are responsible for 91 percent of all funds, with the remaining 9 percent coming from various 

private sources. The federal government at 64 percent of total funding is by far the leading source, with 

state government ranked second at 16 percent and city government next at 11 percent of the total.  

 

Figure 1: Fund Total ($7,116,917) by Source 

 

Table 2 breaks out funding by source for each of the sixteen organizations providing or supporting East 

End early childhood/school readiness efforts. Clearly there are multiple organizations with a major 

investment, and therefore a substantial stake, in the early childhood domain. The school system’s total 

investment of approximately $2.8 million, which includes VPI, Head Start and Early Childhood Special 

Education, is fully 40 percent of the total investment. The investments from Richmond’s Department of 

Social Services ($1.5 million; 21 percent, which includes child care assistance and Healthy Families) and 

Health Department (almost $1.5 million; 20 percent, which funds WIC and Maternal and Child Health 

services) are also large.  

 

Table 2: Organizations Ranked by Total East End Funding 



 

Table 3 displays funding-by-source for the major services or programs offered by the various agencies 

and organizations. Given that three of the top four services (Head Start, Child Care Assistance and WIC) 

are federally funded public-sector programs, it is not surprising that 64 percent of total funding comes 

from federal sources.  

Among the largest private sector programs, note that the top two in total funds (Robert Taylor Child 

Development Center and CHAT Tiny Tykes) are child care programs. Robert Taylor uses mostly DSS child 

care assistance reimbursement (federal) and client fees (private) to fund its child care services; while 

CHAT Tiny Tykes uses mostly private donations and some client fees to fund its services. Though 

employing contrasting financing approaches, both organizations are able to offer subsidized child care to 

low-income families – Robert Taylor via accepting DSS child care subsidy payments and using an income-

based sliding scale to determine fees; and CHAT Tiny Tykes via scholarships to offset client fees.  

 



Table 3: Funding by Source and Rank Order by Total Funding 

 

It is also noteworthy that the cost of the few largest initiatives, each government programs with more 

than $1 million, constitutes a huge proportion of total early childhood funding. Table 4 shows the costs 

for the four largest programs and the cumulative proportion of resources they consume, which 

collectively is nearly three-fourths (72.5 percent) of total funding. There is a big drop in size to the 

programs next in line (see Table 3) – DSS Healthy Families and Health Department Maternal & Child 

Health, which again are government programs. The largest of the private sector programs (Robert Taylor 

with $426,000 in funding) is ranked 7th in size overall; then there is a big drop in size to the programs 

ranked 8th and 9th (CHAT-Tiny Tykes with $173,000 and ChildSavers with $171,000). It is clear then that 

privately-funded efforts, while indispensable to the overall scope of East End early childhood initiatives, 

do not begin to achieve the scale attained by government-funded efforts.      

 

 

 

 

 



Table 4: Funding for Largest Programs 

 

Table 5 displays all the amounts contributed by private sources. The “donations” category is composed 

mostly of contributions from individuals and civic or church-related entities. Several of the not-for-

profits delivering early childhood services conduct annual campaigns to solicit some of these donations. 

“Client fees” is the next largest source of private funding; most typical are co-pay amounts that parents 

pay for child care at three provider organizations (Robert Taylor, CHAT Tiny Tykes and the YWCA). 

Donations and fees combined account for more than half (52 percent) of private funding.  

Table 5: Private Funds by Source 

 
 

The sources and amounts of private support received by East End organizations are shown in Table 6. 

Support from foundations and corporations totals just over $245,000 – nearly 40 percent of all private 

sector funding, yet less than four percent of total funding. United Way support of just over $57,000 is 9 

percent of total private support. While philanthropic support is essential to the financing of most not-

for-profit entities, one in particular – Family Lifeline, which operates an important early childhood home 



visiting program – relies most heavily on such support. And it should be noted that several philanthropic 

entities make much more generous contributions to the respective non-profits than are shown here. 

The amounts shown are those that are allocated by these non-profits to support their East End-focused 

work only; most have a citywide or even larger service footprint, so their “East End” efforts use just a 

portion of their total philanthropic support.   

 

Table 6: Recipients of Private Support by Type 

 

 
A MORE STRATEGIC LOOK AT COMMUNITY INVESTMENTS IN EARLY CHILDHOOD 

It will be useful to highlight a number of strategic fiscal issues and challenges suggested by the data 

reviewed above.  

Balance of Funding Across Sectors: An analysis of the fiscal information summarized above, by sector 

instead of by funding source or by organization, gives a more strategic perspective. Table 7 displays 

funding levels for major early childhood sectors: Pre-kindergarten, health/nutrition, child care 

assistance, early childhood home visiting/parent support, developmental/therapeutic services, early 

literacy and system-building/quality improvement. The programs or initiatives included in each sector 

are listed in the ensuing notes. The assignment of programs to sectors is based on “best fit”, but the fit is 

not always perfect; e.g. Head Start is placed in the “pre-kindergarten” sector, even though Head Start 

also delivers some health services; Early Childhood Special Education is placed under “Developmental/ 

therapeutic Services” even though some ECSE students are served in pre-k classrooms; and so on.   

 

 

 



Table 7: Early Childhood Investment by Category 

 

 

 

 

The chart shows a preponderance of investment (42 percent) directed to the pre-kindergarten sector, 

composed of amounts for public school pre-k (VPI and VPI Plus) and Head Start. These are categorical 

programs that target three- and four-year olds exclusively. Given that most of the other sectors include 

programs that serve some three- or four-year olds, though not exclusively, we can conclude that the 

majority of community investment in East End early childhood is benefiting three- and especially four-

year olds.  

Conversely, a much smaller share (8 percent) is explicitly directed to early childhood home 

visiting/parent support. This sector is one of the few that targets infants and toddlers and their parents. 

Notes for Table 7: Programs included in each sector are as follows: 

Child Care: Total DSS Child Care Assistance Funding (TANF/VIEW, Fee, Head Start and Foster 

Care); child care at Robert Taylor, CHAT-Tiny Tykes and YWCA 

Pre-Kindergarten: VPI, VPI Plus and Head Start 

Health/Nutrition: WIC, Adult-Child Food Program, Health Dept. MCH services, VECF Obesity 

Prevention program 

Home Visiting/Parent Education & Support: Healthy Families, Family Lifeline (CHIP), Bon 

Secours Healthy Beginnings, ECDI/Healthy Start  

Developmental/Therapeutic Services: Early Childhood Special Ed Part B, Infant-Toddler Part C, 

Trauma-informed counseling services at ChildSavers 

System Development/Quality Improvement: Smart Beginnings Greater Richmond, Richmond 

Promise Neighborhood, VSQI and Infant-Toddler Specialist Network (ChildSavers).  

Early Literacy: Library early childhood programs, Reach Out and Read 



Even accounting for the infants and toddlers served by programs in the other sectors (e.g. health, child 

care assistance), it is clear that a disproportionately small share of resources is directed to the infant-

toddler age group; i.e. to services in the first three years of life. Deciding whether and how to address 

this imbalance has obvious implications for strategic planning, priority setting, resource allocation, and 

public policy advocacy.  

Stability of funding: One favorable byproduct of the high proportion of early childhood funding from 

public (government) sources is the relative stability of such funding. For the most part, the major 

government funding streams (child care assistance, special education, VPI, Head Start, maternal and 

child health, WIC) are fairly secure from year-to-year, though obviously subject to occasional increases 

or decreases depending on economic conditions and their impact on government budgets.  

The stability picture has one notable exception – funding for early childhood home visiting programs 

such as Healthy Families is not so routinely reliable. Recent advocacy efforts have helped convince the 

General Assembly to expand funding for such programs, yet this increase follows several years of budget 

cuts that reduced services in many communities. Furthermore, unspent TANF funds have been the 

source of some of the amounts awarded to home visiting programs, and the availability/stability of such 

funding can be erratic. 

Even though only 9 percent of total funding comes from private sources, any reduction in private sector 

support could undermine the fiscal and operational capacity of some key not-for-profit service delivery 

organizations, many of which have ongoing challenges acquiring the funds to remain viable. The recent 

closing of two long-standing Richmond non-profit human service entities is a grim reminder of the fiscal 

fragility of some important mission-driven organizations and their reliance on private funds.         

Funding flexibility:  Government categorical funding, though relatively stable, is not necessarily as 

flexible as funding from other sources. It can be challenging to reconcile differing agency regulations, 

program eligibility requirements, service delivery standards, reporting requirements, professional 

credentialing and other requirements in order to flexibly blend or braid funding from different sources 

to address unmet needs. The fiscal data summarized here show few instances where agencies have 

been successful moving or sharing funds beyond their own walls.  

Funding adequacy: One approach to judging the adequacy of current funding is to quantify, as much as 

possible, the degree of unmet need in various categories. Table 8 assembles available measures of 

numbers served and corresponding estimated unmet need. This can help to identify at least some of the 

critical funding gaps that might interfere with progress in building community-wide school readiness.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 8: East End Numbers Served, Estimated Gaps 

 

 

 

Effectiveness/Outcomes of Funded Programs and Initiatives: 

Given that many funding sources require at least a minimum level of outcome reporting, there may be 

discrete outcome data elements imbedded in various agency reports that would help assess the 

effectiveness of some programs. Assembling and summarizing such data is beyond the scope of this 

report but would be a worthwhile project for deeper study of school readiness impact in the East End.  

More globally, Virginia does not yet have a comprehensive Kindergarten Readiness Assessment 

instrument and process by which a community can gauge overall school readiness improvements over 

time, though development steps are underway. One global measure, the PALS-K Literacy Screening 

conducted with all entering kindergarteners, at least can offer some evidence of possible improvement 

or decline. From 2010 to 2015, the percentage of East End kindergartners meeting the Fall PALS-K 

literacy benchmark improved from XXX to XXX percent.  

 

Notes for Table 8: 

Pre-K: Estimated number eligible = number of 4-year olds at <200% federal poverty level (FPL) 

Home visiting: Estimated number eligible = number of children < 5 years of age at <50% FPL.  

ECSE IDEA Part B: In Richmond, 3.6 percent of 3 and 4-year olds are enrolled in IDEA Part B 

services. 30 would be enrolled if East End schools reached the 3.6 percent enrollment average.  

Child Care Assistance: 73 percent of East End children < age 5 have all parents working (1460 

children). 83 percent of those (1212) are low-income so potentially eligible for DSS child care 

assistance.  



MISSED OPPORTUNITIES; FUTURE EFFORTS TO MAXIMIZE RESOURCES 

In the ongoing effort to build an early childhood system that effectively promotes healthy development 

and school readiness for all East End children, there are possible ways to increase community resources 

by pursuing some missed opportunities, and also by taking steps that might position Richmond to take 

full advantage of emerging opportunities. In particular, pursuing those opportunities which address   

significant unmet needs (Table 8), and especially those that also might redress the relative shortage of 

funding for initiatives in the first three years of life would produce the largest East End impact.  

 Child Care Access and Quality: With 73 percent of East End families having “all available parents 

working” (Table 1), and with an estimated 83 percent unable to access child care assistance 

funding (Table 8), there must be many parents relying on the informal “family, friend and 

neighbor” (FFN) system to access affordable child care. Correspondingly, evidence suggests that 

few East End FFN providers have participated in formal quality improvement opportunities. 

Access to quality child care therefore stands out as a critical unmet need – not a new finding but 

one that has defied easy solution for some time. This suggests that progress on this front may 

require novel, larger-scale efforts to mobilize public opinion, community leadership and 

government and private resources and support to meet the challenge.     

 Early Head Start: Currently no Early Head Start services are available in the East End. Expanding 

the Early Head Start initiative, and/or re-directing some of its current efforts to the East End, 

could help to address unmet needs for parent education and support during infancy and 

toddlerhood and help to redress the funding imbalance which currently greatly favors the 3- and 

4-year old population.  

 Early Childhood Home Visiting: In consultation with the Virginia Home Visiting Consortium, 

Richmond might explore possible ways to access new resources for home visiting services. Any 

expansion would help to address the substantial unmet need shown in Table 8; only an 

estimated 34 percent of the East End need is being met.  

 Infant-Toddler Services: State-level efforts to strengthen infant-toddler services are likely to 

generate new resources to aid local system development. Virginia’s Infant-Toddler Specialist 

Network (ITSN) is working to enhance system development and professional development 

efforts. The state Part C office is working with various partners to enhance mental health and 

social-emotional development services for at-risk toddlers. Maintaining close connections to 

these initiatives will position the city, and thereby the East End, for future access to grant 

opportunities and other system development resources.   

 Child Find Efforts: While an analysis of community child-find activities is beyond the scope of 

this fiscal study, the data reviewed here at least suggest that a number of children potentially 

eligible for public school Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) IDEA Part B services are not 

being identified and/or enrolled. Enhanced Child Find efforts might increase enrollment of 

eligible children and expand funding to serve additional children with delays or disabilities. 

  

 

 

 



STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS 

Beyond the unmet needs and possible opportunities highlighted above, there are two overriding 

impressions of strategic significance from the fiscal data reviewed here.  

Implication One: Most early childhood initiatives in the East End are conducted or supported by players 

acting relatively independently and autonomously. This review has found few examples of collaboration 

among East End players on fiscal and financing matters. It may be trite yet also accurate to say that 

funds, and therefore programs, generally remain in their respective categorical silos.  

This tendency for independent action seems to characterize the philanthropic sector as well. 

Philanthropic investments in East End early childhood entities and services are essential and 

commendable yet seem to occur without the strategic benefit of collective priority-setting and action 

planning. In short, the players are in the game, giving good effort, but lack a Game Plan to maximize 

teamwork and impact.    

These observations are not atypical nor should they be perceived as pejorative – the same could said 

about early childhood system-building efforts in many Virginia communities. And it is apparent that 

productive cooperation does exist; it just has not yet achieved the depth and intensity that occurs when 

organizational boundaries are no longer a barrier to mutual action, and when collaborative structures 

and processes are in place to guide and support collective approaches.  

Implication Two: There are insufficient resources currently deployed to foster the level of collaborative 

action required to maximize early childhood investments. Promoting, planning, executing and sustaining 

collaborative initiatives requires a significant investment of fiscal and human resources. The one percent 

of resources currently devoted to system development and quality improvement in the East End (Table 

7) is evidence that no single entity, nor even the collective of stakeholder entities, currently has the 

fiscal capacity required to support such an effort. Existing East End collaboration in the early childhood 

domain, exemplified by activities conducted by Smart Beginnings Greater Richmond and by the Early 

Childhood Action Team sponsored by Richmond Promise Neighborhood/Peter Paul Development 

Center, are commendable yet not resourced adequately to produce maximum impact; i.e. to create and 

sustain the structures and processes required for genuine collaboration and collective impact.  

 

The Future of Early Childhood Development in the East End 

Fortunately, the many challenges present in the East End, both those specific to early childhood 

described in this report and the broader ones associated with systemic community development and 

revitalization needs, have been recognized and elevated to a primary position in Richmond’s public 

policy agenda. The Office of Community Wealth Building is now a permanent organ of city government 

and already provides meaningful citywide strategic capacity to promote more effective collaboration 

among city government departments. The East End has emerged as the priority setting for a broad 

action agenda combining economic and social development strategies to transform the neighborhood. 

Within this broad community development initiative, the primacy of human capital development issues 

is clear, and early childhood concerns are recognized as central to addressing these issues. The Office 

has established two planning/collaboration bodies to foster and guide early childhood actions – an Early 

Childhood Cabinet composed of relevant city department heads and school system leaders; and a 



broader Early Childhood Action Council composed of key early childhood players from multiple public 

and private entities.  

The city’s early childhood focus is also illustrated by RECAP – the Richmond Early Childhood Alignment 

Project discussed above, which is supported by a three-year grant from the Kellogg Foundation. The 

citywide project addresses where and how to better align early childhood strategic planning, needs 

assessment, priority setting and collective action to more effectively address early childhood risk factors 

and unmet needs. The project has the potential to identify and finance, via public-private cooperation, 

the very structures and processes noted above that are needed to support more effective collaboration 

city-wide, and by extension, in the East End.  

The findings of this Fiscal Map project then are perhaps best leveraged by linking them as closely as 

possible to the efforts of the Office of Community Wealth Building. Aligning with this entity, and its 

emerging strategic initiatives which already prioritize both the East End and early childhood 

development, could be the most effective way to ensure significant attention and support for more 

effective East End early childhood actions. This seems the clearest path to developing a Game Plan that 

will unite and guide the players, maximize teamwork, call the right plays and execute these effectively. 

The winners? East End children and families, who much deserve such a victory.      

      

 

 

        

 

  

 


