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INTRODUCTION

Child care is an issue of significant public interest for several
reasons. The dramatic increase in the labor force participation of
mothers is the most important factor affecting the demand for child
care in the last quarter century. Currently, in a majority of Amer-
ican families with children—even those with very young children—
the mother is in the paid labor force. Similarly, an increasingly sig-
nificant trend affecting the demand for child care is the proportion
of mothers who are the sole or primary financial supporters of their
children, either because of divorce or because they never married.
In addition, child care has been a significant issue in recent de-
bates over how to move welfare recipients toward employment and
self-sufficiency; mothers on welfare may have difficulty entering
the labor force because of child care problems. Finally, the impact
of child care on the children themselves is an issue of considerable
interest, with ongoing discussion of whether low-income children
benefit from participation in programs with an early childhood de-
velopment focus.
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Concerns that child care may be in short supply, not of good
enough quality, or too expensive for many families escalated during
the late 1980s into a national debate over the nature and extent
of the Nation’s child care problems and what, if any, Federal inter-
ventions would be appropriate. The debate culminated in the enact-
ment of legislation in 1990 that expanded Federal support for child
care by establishing two new State child care grant programs. The
programs—the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
and the At-Risk Child Care Program—were enacted as part of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-508).
These programs were preceded by enactment of a major welfare re-
form initiative, the Family Support Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-—
485), which authorized expanded child care assistance for welfare
families and families leaving welfare. In 1996, as part of welfare
reform legislation (the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act, Public Law 104-193), these programs
were consolidated into an expanded Child Care and Development
Block Grant (sometimes referred to as the Child Care and Develop-
ment Fund), which provides increased Federal funding and serves
both low-income working families and families attempting to tran-
sition off welfare through work.

This chapter provides background information on the major indi-
cators of the demand for and supply of child care, the role of stand-
ards and quality in child care, a summary description of the major
Federal programs that fund child care services, and reported data
from the largest of those sources of funding, the Child Care and
Development Fund (CCDF).

EMPLOYMENT AND MARITAL STATUS OF MOTHERS

The dramatic increase in the labor force participation of mothers
is commonly regarded as the most significant factor fueling the in-
creased demand for child care services. A person is defined as par-
ticipating in the labor force if she is working or seeking work. As
shown in table 9-1, in 1947, just following World War II, slightly
over one-fourth of all mothers with children between the ages of 6
and 17 were in the labor force. By contrast, in 1999 over three-
quarters of such mothers were labor force participants. The in-
creased labor force participation of mothers with younger children
has also been dramatic. In 1947, it was unusual to find mothers
with a preschool-age child in the labor force—only about 12 percent
of mothers with children under the age of 6 were in the labor force.
But in 1999, over 64 percent of mothers with preschool-age chil-
dren were in the labor force, a rate more than 5 times higher than
in 1947. Women with infant children have become increasingly en-
gaged in the labor market as well. Today, 60 percent of all mothers
whose youngest child is under age 2 are in the labor market, while
in 1975 less than one-third of all such mothers were labor force
participants.

The rise in the number of female-headed families has also con-
tributed to increased demand for child care services. Single moth-
ers maintain a greater share of all families with children today
than in the past. Census data show that in 1970, 11 percent of
families with children were headed by a single mother, compared
with 26 percent of families with children in 1998. While the num-
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ber of two-parent families with children did not fluctuate much be-
tween 1970 and 1998 (25.8 and 25.7 million respectively), the num-
ber of female-headed families with children almost tripled, increas-
ing from 3.4 million families in 1970 to 9.8 million in 1998. These
families headed by mothers were a major source of growth in the
demand for child care.

TABLE 9-1.—LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES OF WOMEN, BY PRESENCE AND AGE
OF YOUNGEST CHILD, SELECTED YEARS, 1947-99

With children under age 18

N%chil- i 5
ren Age 6- nder age

under 18 fota 17 only Total Under 3 Under 2
April 1947 oo 29.8 18.6 21.3 12.0 NA NA
April 1950 ..o 314 21.6 32.8 13.6 NA NA
April 1955 v 33.9 21.0 38.4 18.2 NA NA
March 1960 .........cceoeeee 35.0 304 42.5 20.2 NA NA
March 1965 .......cccoevuvee 36.5 35.0 457 25.3 214 NA
March 1970 ..o 428 424 51.6 32.2 27.3 NA
March 1975 ..o 45.1 473 54.8 38.8 34.1 315
March 1980 ........coevueee. 43.1 56.6 64.3 46.8 419 39.2
March 1985 ......ccceveveeeee. 50.4 62.1 69.9 53.5 495 48.0
March 1986 .........ccoeouee... 50.5 62.8 70.4 54.4 50.8 49.2
March 1987 ..o 50.5 64.7 72.0 56.7 52.9 51.9
March 1988 .........cccoo.e..... 51.2 65.0 73.3 56.1 52.5 50.8
March 1989 ......cccoceveeeee 51.9 65.7 74.2 56.7 524 51.7
March 1990 ......cccovvvneeee. 52.3 66.7 74.7 58.2 53.6 52.1
March 1991 .....cccovvevee 52.0 66.6 74.4 58.4 54.5 53.8
March 1992 .......ccoeveee. 52.3 67.2 75.9 58.0 54.5 54.3
March 1993 .....cccovvevnne 52.1 66.9 754 57.9 53.9 54.2
March 1994 .........cc.c........ 53.1 68.4 76.0 60.3 57.1 156.7
March 1995 ....ccovvvevnee 52.9 69.7 76.4 62.3 58.7 157.9
March 1996 .........cceo.ee.... 53.0 70.2 77.2 62.3 59.0 57.9
March 1997 .....cccovvevne 53.6 72.1 78.1 65.0 61.8 59.9
March 1998 .........cccoo....... 54.1 72.3 78.4 65.2 62.2 62.1
March 1999 ......cccoeveee. 54.3 72.1 78.5 64.4 60.7 60.6

Uincludes mothers in the Armed Forces.
NA—Not available.

Note.—Data for 1994 and beyond are not directly comparable with data for 1993 and earlier years
because of introduction of a major redesign in the Current Population Survey (household survey) question-
naire and collection methodology and the introduction of 1990 census-based population controls, adjusted
for the estimated undercount (Polivka & Rothgeb, 1993).

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Mothers’ attachment to the labor force differs depending on the
age of their youngest child and marital status, as tables 9-2 and
9-3 show. Table 9-2 exhibits the labor force participation rates of
various demographic groups of mothers with youngest child over or
under age 6. The table provides graphic evidence of the exploding
rfaltdef working mothers, especially working mothers with preschool
children.



TABLE 9-2.—LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES OF WOMEN WITH CHILDREN, BY MARITAL STATUS AND AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD, SELECTED
YEARS, 1970-99

Percent
1970 1980 197 1988 1990 1982 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 19%9  inceeso
Married women:
Youngest under 6 ............... 30.3 450 568 57.1 589 599 596 61.7 635 627 633 637 618 37.3
Youngest 6 or older ............ 49.2 618 706 725 736 754 749 760 76.2 767 776 768 711 24.8
Separated women:
Youngest under 6 ............... 454 522 551 530 593 557 521 592 593 631 702 70.7 757 45.0
Youngest 6 or older ............ 60.6 66.6 726 693 750 716 716 707 715 733 761 79.6 785 17.9
Divorced women:
Youngest under 6 ............... 63.3 68.3 705 70.1 698 659 681 675 733 765 787 747 805 17.9
Youngest 6 or older ............ 82.4 823 845 839 859 859 836 849 852 855 851 855 850 3.3
Never-married women:
Youngest under 6 ............... NA 441 499 447 487 458 474 522 530 551 651 663 681 54.4
Youngest 6 or older ............ NA 676 641 671 697 672 702 675 67.0 718 740 812 827 22.3
All women ....coovveeenn. 1529 5.6 647 650 66.7 672 669 684 69.7 702 721 723 721 27.4

LExcludes never-married women.
NA—Not available.

Note.—Data for 1994 and beyond are not directly comparable with data for 1993 and earlier years because of introduction of a major redesign in the Current Population Survey
(household survey) questionnaire and collection methodology and the introduction of 1990 census-based population controls, adjusted for the estimated undercount (Polivka &
Rothgeb, 1993).

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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TABLE 9-3.—LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES OF WOMEN WITH CHILDREN UNDER
18, BY MARITAL STATUS AND AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD, MARCH 1999

Age of youngest child

Marital status Under  Under Uq%er 15 613 617 U7
Married, spouse present ............. 59.2 618 701 635 764 771 7187
Divorced ....ooovevvevvierierae. ... 815 805 840 805 8.3 850 822
Separated ... 69.3 757 773 804 778 785 80.6
Widowed .............. ... 481 504 631 518 672 655 625
Never married .......cccooovevevrevnnee, 623 681 734 715 840 827 76.0

All women with children
under 18 .o 60.7 644 721 695 783 785 789

Note.—Labor force participation rates include nonworking mothers who are actively looking for work.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Table 9-3 provides a detailed breakdown of the labor force par-
ticipation of women for March 1999 by marital status and the age
of the youngest child. Among those with children under 18, di-
vorced women have the highest labor force participation rate (84.0
percent), followed by separated women (77.3 percent). The labor
force participation rate for never-married mothers with children
under 18 grew to over 73 percent in 1999, a 21 percent increase
over the 1996 rate. In 1996, never-married mothers trailed all
other marital status groups (with children under 18) in labor force
participation, but by 1999, the participation rate for never-married
mothers surpassed married women (70 percent) and widowed
mothers (63 percent).

As table 9-3 illustrates, labor force participation rates tend to in-
crease regardless of the marital status of the mother as the age of
the youngest child increases. Among all women with children
under 18, 61 percent of those with a child under 3 participate, 70
percent of those whose youngest child is between 3 and 5 partici-
pate, and 79 percent of those whose youngest child is between 14
and 17 participate.

While there has been a substantial increase in the proportion of
mothers in the labor force, the data can be misleading without ex-
amining employment status. Although 72 percent of mothers par-
ticipated in the labor force in 1999, table 9—4 shows 50 percent
worked full time and 18 percent worked part time (less than 35
hours per week). Therefore, in 1999, about 30 percent of mothers
were actively looking for work, but not employed. Forty-one percent
of mothers with children under age 6 worked full time, and 19 per-
cent worked part time.

Table 9-4 reveals that how much mothers’ work differs according
to their marital status and the age of their children. It also indi-
cates that changes have occurred between 1996 and 1999. The 1996
welfare reform law’s new emphasis on work is likely to have af-
fected the employment status of the never-married mother sub-
group most significantly, and that is reflected in the table. Overall,
the percent of all mothers (with children under 18) employed full
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time grew from slightly over 47 percent in 1996 to just over 50 per-
cent in 1999. Within the subgroup of never-married mothers, the
3 year period was accompanied by a larger increase in full-time
employment. In 1996, about 35 percent of never-married mothers
with children under 18 were employed full time. By 1999, the fig-
ure had increased to over 48 percent. The percent of never-married
mothers working full time with children under age 6 had grown
comparably, increasing from almost 29 percent in 1996 to over 41
percent in 1999. Within the divorced mothers subgroup, there were
increases between the years, but the differences are not nearly as
large as within the never-married subgroup. In 1999, the percent
of all divorced mothers employed full time with children under 18
had reached almost 69 percent, a 2 percentage point increase since
1996. For those with children under 6, over 60 percent worked full
time in 1999. The employment status of married mothers is shown
to have changed little or not at all since 1996, depending on full-
or part-time status, and age of children.

TABLE 9-4.—PERCENT OF MOTHERS BY FULL- OR PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT STATUS,
MARCH 19961 and 1999

With children under 18 With children under 6
1996 1999 1996 1999

Marital status

Married, spouse present:
Employed full time 46.3 48.0 394 39.4
Employed part time ... . . )

Divorced:

Employed full time ....ccccoevevverrene 66.2 68.5 56.5 60.6

Employed part time ........ccoovvevvvneene. 12.6 11.9 12.9 13.3
Never married:

Employed full time ....c.cooovvvvveveree 355 48.6 28.8 414

Employed part time ........ccccoeeeveeneee. 13.8 16.1 15.1 17.5

All mothers:

Employed full time
Employed part time

LFull-time workers work 35 hours or more per week.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS USED BY WORKING
MOTHERS

Data are collected periodically by the U.S. Census Bureau on the
types of child care arrangements used by families with working
mothers. The most recent U.S. Census Bureau statistics available
on child care arrangements are based on data collected by the Sur-
vey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) for the fall of 1995
(although the Census Bureau has not published a report with these
data, the data are available on their Website at www.census.gov/
DES/www/welcome.htm). Because the interview questions obtain
information about both paid and unpaid substitute care used while
the mother works, it provides information on categories of care that
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generally are not considered child care, such as care provided by
the father, or care by a sibling.

The 1995 data indicate that the types of child care arrangements
used by families while the mother works vary depending on the age
of the child, as well as the mother’s work schedule (full- or part-
time), marital status, and family income. Table 9-5 shows the dis-
tribution of primary child care arrangements provided for pre-
schoolers (children under age 5), by marital status and mother’s
work schedule. In the 1995 SIPP survey, parents were asked to es-
timate the number of hours a child spends in any of several care
arrangements during a week, rather than to identify the child’s
“primary” care arrangement while the mother worked. In tables 9—
5 and 9-6, the primary child care arrangement is based on the ar-
rangement in which a child spends the most hours in a typical
week. In the case of a child who spends equal time between ar-
rangements, the child would have more than one primary arrange-
ment.

TABLE 9-5.—PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 WITH AN
EMPLOYED MOTHER, BY MARITAL AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE MOTHER, FALL
1995

[In percent]

Mothers with children under 5 years

Type of arrangement Total Employed full Employed part

time time

All marital statuses

Care in child’s home:

By grandparent ..........ccooeeeieieenninnnen, 59 54 6.5
By sibling age 15 or older ............... 0.7 0.5 1.1
By sibling under age 15 .......co.......... 0.3 0.3 0.3
By other relative .........cccooeevvincnnee, 1.5 2.3 3.1
By nonrelative .......cccccooevieiiiceiinne, 5.0 4.6 5.4
Total v 13.5 13.1 16.4
Care in another home:
By grandparent ......c.cccccovveiiiernnnnnn, 10.0 9.1 11.1
By other relative ........cccocovvvvvernee. 2.9 3.0 2.4
By family day care provider! ... 15.7 18.9 9.6
By nonrelative ........cccceevvenene. 7.9 9.0 5.8
Total e 36.5 40.1 29.0
Organized child care facility:
Day/group care center ...........c......... 17.8 20.2 13.1
Nursery school/preschool ................. 5.9 6.3 5.2
Kindergarten/grade school ............... 0.7 0.6 0.7
Head Start Program .........ccccceoeeuneee. 1.5 1.4 1.6
Total e 25.8 28.5 20.8

Parental care:
By father ..., 16.6 12.8 22.7
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TABLE 9-5.—PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 WITH AN
EMPLOYED MOTHER, BY MARITAL AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE MOTHER, FALL
1995—-Continued

[In percent]

Mothers with children under 5 years

Type of arrangement

Employed full  Employed part

By mother at work? .........cccoeeon..... 54 3.6 8.3

Child cares for self .......cccoevverireennnee 0.1 0.1 0.0

Total e 22.1 16.6 31.0
Total children of employed

mothers (in thousands) ....... 10,022 6,336 3,601

Married, husband present

Care in child’s home:
By grandparent ..........ccooeeeieieeininnnen, 5
By sibling age 15 or older ............... 0
By sibling under age 15 ................. 0.
By other relative ........cccocovvvviveunnee. 1
By nonrelative .......coveveviecee 5
3

— | Lo w o=

[u—

Care in another home:
By grandparent ........cccccoveeeviiernnnnnn, 9.3
By other relative .........cccocoevvevrennee, 2.8
By family day care provider ............. 16.3
By nonrelative ! ........ccccooveieeeeen. 1.2
5.6

N
— | —mo> oL

~

Organized child care facility:
Day/group care center .......ccoev.e.. 16.7
Nursery school/preschool .................. 5.9
Kindergarten/grade school ............... 0.5

0.7
3.7

—_

©o|lorkro

Head Start Program .........ccccceoevveee.

Parental care:
By father ..o, 18.8
By mother at work? .........cccoeevneee. 6.3
Child cares for self ......cccccoevveeeennne. 0.1
5.2

o —_N ~

—_

Total children of employed
mothers (in thousands) ....... 7,582 4702 2,809

All other marital statuses 3

Care in child’s home:
By grandparent ..o, 8.4 6.2 12.9
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TABLE 9-5.—PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 WITH AN
EMPLOYED MOTHER, BY MARITAL AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE MOTHER, FALL
1995—-Continued

[In percent]

Mothers with children under 5 years

Type of arrangement

Total Empl}gﬁi full EmpI?iyrﬁg part
By sibling age 15 or older ............... 0.8 0.3 1.8
By sibling under age 15 ................. 0.3 0.5 0.0
By other relative .........cccocovvvvvennee, 3.0 3.1 2.9
By nonrelative ........ccoeevvveiivicinnnnn, 2.2 2.8 1.1
Total v 14.8 12.9 18.7
Care in another home:
By grandparent ........ccccovvviiieinnnnnn, 12.0 11.1 13.3
By other relative .........cccccoeeveevnnee, 3.1 3.6 2.1
By family day care provider?! ........... 14.0 15.0 114
By nonrelative ........cccoeevviiieicinen, 9.9 11.7 6.5
Total e 39.0 415 33.2
Organized child care facility:
Day/group care center ............c........ 20.9 22.5 17.9
Nursery school/preschool .................. 6.1 6.2 5.9
Kindergarten/grade school ................ 1.2 1.1 1.3
Head Start Program .........cccccooevueee. 3.9 4.0 3.7
Total e 32.0 33.9 28.8
Parental care:
By father ......cccoooeveiiviiece, 10.3 8.1 14.9
By mother at work?2 ..........ccccouuneee. 2.8 2.3 3.7
Child cares for self .......ccccoovveriveinnnee 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total e 13.1 10.4 18.6
Total children of employed
mothers (in thousands) ....... 2,368 1,627 741

IFamily day care providers provide care outside the home for more than one child.

2|ncludes women working at home or away from home.

3Includes married, husband absent (including separated), widowed, divorced, and never-married
women.

Source: Survey of Income and Program Participation, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Com-
merce.

Table 9-5 shows that over 36 percent of families of preschoolers
with working mothers in 1995 primarily relied on care in another
home by a relative, family day care provider, or other nonrelative,
compared to almost 26 percent of families whose primary arrange-
ment was an organized child care facility. These data mark a
change from the fall 1994 survey results, which revealed that over
30 percent of families used organized child care as their primary
arrangement. However, some of the decline in the use of organized
child care facilities and increase in care out of another’s home may
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reflect a change in the 1995 survey, which more clearly defined
care types, by asking specifically about family day care providers
(providers caring for more than one child outside the child’s home),
as distinct from organized group day care. Relative care, either in
the child’s home or the relative’s home, was used by 21 percent of
families of preschool children with employed mothers. Over one-
fifth of families with young children did not rely on others for help
with child care arrangements while the mother worked, but instead
used parental care (22 percent), especially care by fathers (almost
17 percent). Only 5 percent of families relied on care provided in
the child’s home by a nonrelative.

Preschool children of part-time employed mothers were much
more likely to be cared for by a parent (31 percent), than by an or-
ganized child care facility (21 percent), and also more likely to be
cared for by a relative, family provider, or nonrelative in another
home (29 percent). Mothers employed full time were more likely to
use family day care providers (19 percent) and organized day care
centers (20 percent) than any other form of care. Care by grand-
parents, either in or out of the child’s home, was the next most uti-
lized category for full-time (14 percent), and part-time employed
mothers (18 percent).

Table 9—6 shows the types of afterschool arrangements used in
1995 for school-age children by working mothers, as well as cases
in which there were no arrangements used at all. The 1995 survey
asked more questions about arrangements than in earlier years (for
instance, it specifically asked about care by a sibling), and this may
account for some of the increase in the “care in child’s home” cat-
egory. In 1993, 11 percent of children age 5-14 were being cared
for afterschool in the child’s home, whereas in 1995 this figure had
increased to almost 20 percent. Of those children age 5-14 with
employed mothers in 1995, over 10 percent were cared for by a sib-
ling (over 3 percent by a sibling under age 15). Afterschool care by
fathers also increased substantially from 1993 to 1995. In 1993,
just over 11 percent of children were primarily cared for by fathers
during afterschool time, compared to 21 percent in 1995. A total of
2.5 million school-age children (11.6 percent of children age 5-14)
were reported to be in self-care or to be unsupervised by an adult
for some time while their mothers were working. It is not known
if the children in the “no care mentioned” category were unsuper-
vised, or if other factors may account for their not being reported
in a child care arrangement, such as travel time from school. Re-
gardless, the 1995 survey instrument appears to have been more
effective in identifying types of child care arrangements, since only
1.6 percent of children reportedly fall in the “no care mentioned”
category, a sharp decline from 46 percent in the 1993 survey.

Table 9-7 shows the types of child care arrangements used in
1995 for children under 5 by the economic well-being of the family.
The 9.2 percent of poor children being cared for in the child’s home
by a relative or nonrelative in 1995 represents a marked decrease
from over 18 percent reported in 1994. The percent of nonpoor chil-
dren in this category remained unchanged at 14 percent. Nonpoor
children in 1995 were more likely than poor children to be cared
for in another home by either a relative, family day care provider,
or other nonrelative. Poor families were more likely than nonpoor
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families to not mention any regular arrangement (10 percent ver-

sus 1 percent).

TABLE 9-6.—AFTERSCHOOL CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS USED BY EMPLOYED

MOTHERS FOR CHILDREN 5-14, FALL 1995

Number (in

Type of arrangement thousands) Percent
Care in child’s home:
By grandparent ........cccooeeveeeeeeeeeeeeece e 795 3.7
By sibling age 15 or older .......cccvvevvvevveveeiece e, 1,452 6.8
By sibling under age 15 ..., 750 35
By other relative .......ccocovveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeceeee e, 426 2.0
By NONIElAtiVe ......cveeeeeceeeeec e 733 34
TOMAL et 4,157 19.4
Care in another home:
By grandparent ..o, 1,469 6.8
By other relative ........coooeveveeeeececeececee e, 515 2.4
By family day care provider! ..........ccocooioereceeiiiereeennnns 1,239 5.8
By nonrelative ........ccocvvcveeeceeeeeece e, 890 4.1
TOMAL oot 4113 19.2
Organized child care facility:
Day/group Care CENTEr ........cocevevevreereeeceeeeeee et 405 1.9
Nursery school/preschool ..........ccoeveveeeeeeeerieeeeeereeienans 200 0.9
After/before school program .........ccccoeeveveeeveeercerevennnn, 1,065 5.0
TOAL s 1,669 1.8
Parental care:
By father ..o 4,515 21.0
By mother at work2 .........ooeeeeee e 981 4.6
Child cares for SBlf .......cccoveeeeeeeeecee e 2,496 11.6
TOMAL et 7,992 37.2
No care Mentioned ........ccccoevveueeeeievereieeeeeee e, 349 1.6
Total Children ......oceeeeeeeeeeeee e, 19,506 100.0

LFamily day care providers provide care outside the child’s home for more than one child.

2Includes women working at home or away from home.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on data from the Survey of In-

come and Program Participation, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce.

Table 9-8 shows the primary arrangements used by working
mothers for their preschool-aged children from June 1977 through
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TABLE 9-7.—PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS USED BY EMPLOYED MOTHERS
FOR CHILDREN UNDER 5, BY POVERTY STATUS OF THE MOTHER, FALL 1995

[In percent]

Type of arrangement Total ! Poor 2 Not poor
Care in child’s home:
By grandparent ........cccoooeieiiceceeee, 5.9 47 6.1
By sibling age 15 or older ......c..cccevvveevnnee. 0.7 2.4 0.5
By sibling under age 15 ..oovvvevvvceviiieee, 0.3 0.0 0.4
By other relative .........coocovevvceveiiccic, 1.5 0.8 1.6
By nonrelative ........ccoveveeeevecieccceceee, 5.0 1.3 5.4
Total oo, 13.5 9.2 14.0
Care in another home:
By grandparent .........cccooeveieievieieieeinn 10.0 11.5 9.7
By other relative .......cccooveeveeevieiececinns 2.9 2.6 2.9
By family day care provider3 ....................... 15.7 10.0 16.3
By nonrelative .......ccocooevieieceiieeeenns 7.9 53 8.2
Total oo, 36.5 29.4 37.2
Organized child care facility:
Day/group care CeNter .........ccceovvveeveveerrnennn. 17.8 16.5 18.0
Nursery school/preschool ..........ccccovvevvevnennnee 5.9 6.8 5.8
Kindergarten/grade school ..........ccocccvvveenee 0.7 2.1 0.5
Head Start Program .........ccccoevvvveivvncrnnnnnn, 1.5 2.8 1.3
TOtal o, 25.8 28.2 25.6
Parental care:
By father ..o 16.6 17.9 16.5
By mother at work?® .......ooooveoeen 54 5.0 5.4
Child cares for Self ......cocevveeveericeeea 0.1 0.0 0.1
TOtal oo, 22.1 22.9 22.0
No regular arrangement mentioned ...................... 2.2 10.3 1.2
Total children of employed mothers (in
thousands) .......ccoeeveerverereieerirnnnn, 10,022 988 9,034

Lncludes children for which no poverty estimates were available.
2Below the poverty threshold, which was $15,569 annually or $1,297 monthly in 1995 for a family of

four.

3Family day care providers provide care outside the child’s home for more than one child.

4Includes women working at home or away from home.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on data from the Survey of In-
come and Program Participation, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 9-8.—PERCENT OF CHILDREN UNDER 5 IN SELECTED CHILD CARE
ARRANGEMENTS, SELECTED YEARS 1977-95

Percent of children cared for by

Family status and date Day care

of survey Father Mother ! Grandparent Fa?;'ryefay center/nursery
school

All families:
Fall 1995 ....... 16.6 54 15.9 323.6 23.7
Fall 1994 ....... 18.4 5.5 16.3 15.4 294
Fall 1993 ....... 15.9 6.2 16.5 16.6 29.9
Fall 1991 ....... 20.0 8.7 15.8 17.9 23.0
Fall 1990 ....... 16.5 6.4 14.3 20.1 27.5
Fall 1988 ....... 15.1 1.6 13.9 23.6 25.8
Fall 1987 ....... 15.3 8.9 13.8 22.3 244
Fall 1986 ....... 14.5 1.4 15.7 24.0 22.4
Winter 1985 ... 15.7 8.1 15.9 22.3 23.1
June 1977 ... 144 114 NA 224 13.0

Married couples:
Fall 1995 ....... 18.8 6.3 14.3 235 22.6
Fall 1994 ....... 22.3 6.3 13.5 15.7 29.0
Fall 1993 ....... 19.3 6.9 14.4 16.4 30.0
Fall 1991 ....... 22.9 9.8 13.7 17.1 22.7
Fall 1990 ....... 19.8 7.8 13.0 19.7 26.8
Fall 1988 ....... 17.9 8.7 11.8 23.7 25.4
Fall 1987 ....... 18.2 10.1 12.2 22.2 23.4
Fall 1986 ....... 17.9 8.3 14.1 244 20.3
Winter 1985 ... 18.8 9.2 13.9 21.8 22.3
June 1977 ...... 17.1 12.9 NA 22.6 11.6

Single mothers:
Fall 1995 ....... 10.3 2.8 20.4 23.9 21.0
Fall 1994 ....... 5.4 2.5 25.4 14.6 30.5
Fall 1993 ....... 34 35 24.6 17.3 29.5
Fall 1991 ....... 7.0 3.7 24.8 21.3 24.5
Fall 1990 ....... 3.2 0.7 20.0 27.8 30.4
Fall 1988 ....... 1.5 2.4 23.9 22.8 21.8
Fall 1987 ....... 2.3 34 20.8 22.3 28.3
Fall 1986 ....... 1.4 3.8 20.3 224 30.2
Winter 1985 ... 2.2 35 24.5 24.4 26.7
June 1977 ... 0.8 4.4 NA 21.8 19.1

Uncludes mothers working at home or away from home.

2Children cared for in another home by nonrelatives.

3The 1995 survey asked specifically about “family day care providers,” caring for more than one
child. This figure includes these providers as well as nonrelatives caring for one child outside the child’s
home.

NA—Not available.

Note.—Data are the principal arrangement used by mothers during most of their hours at work. Single
mothers include women never married, widowed, divorced, and separated.

Source: Survey of Income and Program Participation and the June 1977 Current Population Survey and
Casper et al. (1994).
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the fall of 1995. In general, the table does not show dramatic
changes in the arrangements used during this time period, except
with regard to day care centers and nursery schools. As mentioned
above, the increase in family day care in 1995 (to 23.6 percent) may
be due in part to a change in the survey instrument, clarifying use
of the term “family day care.”

The U.S. Census Bureau data discussed above reflect child care
arrangements in the fall of 1995. More recently, data from the 1997
National Survey of America’s Families (NSAF), collected by the
Urban Institute, can be used to examine primary child care ar-
rangements used by children under 5 with employed mothers na-
tionally, and across 12 individual States. Table 9-9 shows that na-
tionwide, 41 percent of preschool children with employed mothers
are in care for 35 or more hours per week (Capizzano & Adams,
2000a). One-quarter are in care for 15-34 hours per week, 16 per-
cent for 1-14 hours per week, and 18 percent spend no hours in
nonparental child care. For preschool children with mothers em-
ployed full time, the number of children in full-time care (35 or
more hours) increases to 52 percent. Children that are 3 and 4
years old are slightly more likely to be in full-time care than
younger preschoolers (44 percent versus 39 percent). Children in
high-income families are almost equally as likely to spend 35 or
more hours a week in child care as low-income children (42 percent
versus 40 percent), although high-income children are more likely
than low-income children to be in part-time care (42 percent versus
37 percent). Twenty-three percent of low-income children are re-
ported to spend no hours in nonparental care, compared to 16 per-
cent of high-income children.

TABLE 9-9.—PERCENT OF CHILDREN UNDER FIVE WITH EMPLOYED MOTHERS IN
DIFFERENT HOURS OF NONPARENTAL CARE, BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Hours in care
None 1-14 15-34 35+

Al children ... 18 16 25 41
Mothers working full time 17 12 18 52
Child’s age:

Under 3 Years .......cccoveeverveeneecrerieeinnnns 21 17 23 39

34 YBAIS oo 13 14 28 44
Family income:

200 percent of poverty and below ......... 23 16 21 40

Above 200 percent of poverty ................ 16 15 27 42

Source: Urban Institute calculations from the 1997 National Survey of America’s Families.

According to the 1997 NSAF (table 9-10), 32 percent of preschool
children use center-based child care as their primary arrangement,
while about half that number (16 percent) are in family child care
(Capizzano, Adams, & Sonenstein, 2000). About 6 percent are pri-
marily cared for in the child’s home by a babysitter or nanny.
Twenty-three percent of children under 5 are cared for primarily by
a relative, either inside or outside the child’s home, while almost
a quarter (24 percent) of children are in the care of a parent. The
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analysis of individual States revealed that there is considerable
State variation in the use of specific primary child care arrange-
ments.

TABLE 9-10.—PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN UNDER FIVE WITH
EMPLOYED MOTHERS, BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

[In percent]

Center-  Family .
based chilg  Relative  Parent baby-

care care care care! sitter
Al children ... 32 16 23 24 6
Child’s age:
Under 3 Years .....ccooveevvevvversvieeennns 22 17 27 27 7
3= YRAIS oo 45 14 17 18 6
Family income:
200 percent of poverty and below ... 26 14 28 28 4
Above 200 percent of poverty ........... 35 17 20 21 7

1The NSAF's questions focused on nonparental arrangements and did not include questions about care
provided by another parent, care for the child while the parent was at work, or care for the child at
home by a self-employed parent. Those respondents not reporting a child care arrangement are assumed
to be in one of these forms of care and are coded into the parent care category.

Source: Urban Institute calculations from the 1997 National Survey of America’s Families.

The Urban Institute’s analysis also examined how child care ar-
rangements vary according to both age of child and family income.
The survey data indicate that nationally, infants and toddlers are
more likely to be cared for by relatives (27 percent) and parents (27
percent) than to be in center-based care (22 percent) or family child
care (17 percent). As preschoolers grow older (age 3 and 4), use of
relative and parent care decreases (17 and 18 percent respectively),
and center-based care becomes the most commonly used primary
arrangement (45 percent). Use of family child care remains rel-
atively steady at 14 percent for 3- and 4-year-olds.

At the national level, children under age 5 in families below 200
percent of poverty are less likely than high-income children to use
center-based care as a primary arrangement (26 percent versus 35
percent). Relative care and parent care are used equally by low-in-
come families (28 percent each), and more often than by high-in-
come families, of which 20 percent use relative care and 21 percent
parent care. Low- and high-income children are almost equally
likely to use family child care as their primary arrangement (14
and 17 percent respectively).

In addition to looking at the primary child care arrangements for
children under 5, Urban Institute researchers used the 1997 NSAF
to examine the number of arrangements used to care for a child,
and the hours that are spent in each type of arrangement. As
shown in table 9-11, nationally, 38 percent of children under 5
combine more than one child care arrangement each week
(Capizzano & Adams, 2000b). Of those, 8 percent combine three or
more arrangements. The remaining 62 percent have only one child
care arrangement. Children under age 3 are less likely to have
multiple child care arrangements than 3- and 4-year-olds (34 per-
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cent versus 44 percent). Children aged 3 and 4 are three times as
likely to be in three or more care arrangements. Of the children in
multiple arrangements, most use a combination of formal and in-
formal care, regardless of age or income. Children from low- and
high-income families are almost equally likely to be in multiple
child care arrangements (37 and 40 percent respectively). As seen
with primary arrangements, there is considerable State variation
in the use of multiple arrangements.

TABLE 9-11.—NUMBER OF NONPARENTAL CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS USED BY
CHILDREN UNDER FIVE WITH EMPLOYED MOTHERS, BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

[In percent]
Three or
One ar-  Two ar-
ange range- 02"
ment ments ments
AL ChIAIBN <o 62 30 8
Child’s age:
UNdEr 3 YEArS ..vvecveceeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 65 30 4
3L YBAIS oo s 56 31 13
Family income:
200 percent of poverty and below .........cccccoeueneee. 63 30 7
Above 200 percent of poverty ........cccveeevviieiennas 60 31 9

Source: Urban Institute calculations from the 1997 National Survey of America’s Families.

CHILD CARE COSTS

Research studies have found that the majority of families with
working mothers and preschool children purchase child care serv-
ices. The tendency to purchase care and the amount spent on care,
both in absolute terms and as a percent of family income, generally
varies by the type of child care used, family type (married or single
mothers), and the family’s economic status.

The most recent data on child care expenditures by families are
from the Survey of Income and Program Participation for the fall
of 1995. These data show that 64 percent of families with employed
mothers paid for child care for their preschool-aged children.
Nonpaid child care was most typically provided by relatives. Fami-
lies with mothers employed full time were more likely to purchase
care for their young children than those with mothers working part
time. Among families with full-time working mothers, 73 percent
paid for child care, compared to 50 percent of families with mothers
employed part time. Likewise, as shown in table 9-12, families
with higher incomes were more likely to purchase care than fami-
lies with lower incomes, with the exception of families with month-
ly incomes between $1,200 and $3,000. For example, 71 percent of
families with monthly incomes of $4,500 or more purchased child
care in the fall of 1995, while only 60 percent of families with
monthly incomes of less than $1,200 purchased care.

Average weekly costs per family for all preschool-aged children
were $83 in 1995 for those families that purchased care (table 9—
12). Married-couple families devoted a smaller percentage of their
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TABLE 9-12.—AVERAGE WEEKLY CHILD CARE EXPENDITURES FOR PRESCHOOLERS AND
PERCENTAGE OF INCOME SPENT ON CARE, BY POVERTY STATUS AND FAMILY IN-
COME, FALL 1995

Percent
Percent Average of family
paying weekly cost of income
for care care spent on
care
All families:
Poverty status:
BEIOW POVEILY ..o 54 $59.22 35.7
ADOVE POVEIY oo 66 84.75 10.3
Monthly family income:
Less than $1,200 ..., 60 60.32 36.7
$1,200-52,999 ... 57 69.25 15.2
$3,000-34,899 ..o 65 75.95 9.4
$4,500 AN OVEr ..o 71 101.09 6.8
TOtal oo 64 82.74 12.3
Married-couple families:
Poverty status:
BElOW POVEILY ..o 32 72.72 26.9
ADOVE POVEIY oo 66 87.08 8.8
Monthly family income:
Less than $1,200 ..o, 31 54.72 23.7
$1,200-32,999 ....oooeeere e 53 66.02 13.1
$3,000-54,499 ... 66 76.06 9.4
$4.500 @Nd OVEr eooerreeeeeeeeeee e 12 103.04 6.9
TOtal oo 65 86.84 9.1
Families with an absent father:
Poverty status:
Below POVEItY ..o, 62 56.59 375
ADOVE POVEIY oo 65 75.35 16.3
Monthly family income:
Less than $1,200 ......o.ccooeorvvoeeceeeieeseeeseenens 66 60.91 38.1
$1,200-32,999 ....oooeeeeee e, 64 73.59 18.0
$3,000-84,499 ..ooooeeee s 55 75.00 9.0
$4,500 AN OVET ..o 68 78.78 59
TOtal v 64 70.41 21.7

Note.—Data are for all child care arrangements used by working mothers. Estimates are not consist-
ent with prior year's Green Book data, which represented the principal arrangement used by mothers dur-
ing most of their hours at work.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on an analysis of U.S. Census
Bureau data from the Survey of Income and Program Participation, 1993 panel, wave 9.

income to child care (9 percent) than single-parent families (22 per-
cent), but their child care expenditures were nonetheless greater
($87 per week) than those of single-parent families (about $70 per
week).
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Table 9—-12 also shows that, while poor families spend fewer dol-
lars for child care than higher income families, they spend a much
greater percentage of their family income for child care. Thus, poor
families spent only $60 per week, but this amount represented 36
percent of their income. By contrast, nonpoor families spent $85
per week on care, but this amount was only 10 percent of their in-
come. A December 1997 survey of the cost of child care for a 4-year-
old in urban child care centers across the country, conducted by the
Children’s Defense Fund (Adams & Schulman, 1998) found that in
every State, the average child care tuition exceeds $3,000 per child,
and is over $5,000 per child in 17 States.

SUPPLY AND CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS

SUPPLY OF PROVIDERS

The variety of child care arrangements used by families has been
discussed above, however, the studies of arrangements do not in-
clude estimates of the number of available providers. A comprehen-
sive study of licensed centers, early education programs, center-
based programs exempt from State or local licensing (such as pro-
grams sponsored by religious organizations or schools), and li-
censed family day care providers has not been conducted since the
U.S. Department of Education’s Profile of Child Care Settings
Study was released in 1991. That study reported that approxi-
mately 80,000 center-based early education and care programs
were providing services in the United States at the beginning of
1990 (Kisker, Hofferth, Phillips, & Farquhar, 1991).

A less extensive, but more recent study, focusing only on regu-
lated child care centers, was released by the Children’s Foundation
in January 2000. The study reported that the number of regulated
child care centers in the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands totals 106,246 (Children’s Foundation,
2000). This is a 3.5 percent increase from the Foundation’s 1999
study’s total, and nearly a 19 percent increase from the total pub-
lished by the Children’s Foundation’s first study of centers in 1991.
The 2000 study notes that the definition of regulated child care
center varies by State or territory. In 28 States, the number of reg-
ulated child care centers includes nursery schools, preschools,
prekindergartens and religiously affiliated centers. In the remain-
ing States and territories, the definition is less inclusive. For exam-
ple, some States exclude nursery schools or religiously affiliated
centers in their count.

The Children’s Foundation also conducts studies on family child
care providers (as opposed to centers). Their 1999 report indicates
that there are 290,667 regulated family child care homes, of which
249,622 are family day care homes (caring for up to 6 children) and
41,045 large group child care homes (in which providers generally
care for 7-12 children). It is assumed by child care researchers that
the number of unregulated family day care providers far exceeds
the number of regulated family providers, though it is difficult to
determine by how much. At the time of the aforementioned Profile
of Child Care Settings Study of 1991, the number of regulated fam-
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ily day care homes represented an estimated 10-18 percent of the
total number of family day care providers.

The U.S. Census Bureau also collects data on the number of
child care businesses in the United States. For a historical look at
child care businesses in the early 1990s, a 1998 report used Census
of Service Industries (CSI) data to provide information on the num-
ber and characteristics of child care businesses in 1992 (Casper &
O’Connell, 1998). “Child care businesses” are defined as organized
establishments engaged primarily in the care of infants or children,
or providing prekindergarten education, where medical care or de-
linquency correction is not a major component. Not included in this
definition are babysitting services or Head Start Programs that are
coordinated with elementary schools. Based on the Census of Serv-
ice Industries data, the number of incorporated child care centers
doubled from 25,000 in 1977 to 51,000 in 1992.

WAGES OF CHILD CARE CENTER STAFF

No single data source provides comprehensive information on
wages of child care workers. However, occupational data collected
by the Department of Labor, when complemented by survey infor-
mation gathered by organizations interested in child care issues,
begin to paint a picture of the status of child care wages in the
United States.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) collects wage data for 764
occupations, as surveyed by the Occupational Employment Statis-
tics (OES) Program. However, readers should be aware that the oc-
cupational categories create a misleading division in the child care
work force. Center-based child care staff are described by the OES
survey as either “preschoolteacher” or “child care worker,” distin-
guishing the former as an individual who instructs children up to
age 5 in developmental activities within a day care center, child de-
velopment facility, or preschool, and the latter as a person who per-
forms tasks such as dressing, feeding, bathing, and overseeing play
of children. This division of tasks does not necessarily occur in ac-
tual child care settings, and therefore the survey’s occupational
group assignments, and wage distinctions made between those
groups, should be interpreted with some caution. Nevertheless, the
OES survey provides a general sense of wages within the child care
field. Based on BLS data and OES survey results from 1997, the
median hourly wage of a center-based “child care worker” was
$7.03, and a “preschoolteacher,” $9.09. Both these wages are con-
siderably higher than the median hourly wage for family child pro-
viders, who, based on 1997 Current Population Survey data, earn
an estimated median wage of $4.69 per hour [based on a 55-hour
week, which the Center for Child Care Workforce (1999) reports is
the typical work week for U.S. family child care providers].

The National Child Care Staffing Study (NCCSS), originally
launched in 1988, and most recently updated in 1997, provides ad-
ditional information on child care center staff (Whitebook, Howes,
& Phillips, 1998). Information on wages and characteristics of cen-
ter staff was collected from 158 full-day, full-year, State licensed
child care centers in five metropolitan areas around the country.
Table 9—13 shows the study’s findings on trends in hourly wages
for center-based child care staff. Over the 10 year period of the



590

study, wages of child care center workers have remained relatively
stagnant.

TABLE 9-13.—TRENDS IN HOURLY WAGES FOR CENTER-BASED CHILD CARE STAFF

Real change

. 1988 1992 1997 between Real change between
Staff position Wage  Wage  Wage 1992 and 1988 and 1997
1997

Lowest-paid assist-
ant ., $5.99  $591  $6.00 +1.5 +0.17
(+$0.01 per hour)

Highest-paid assist-

ant .o 6.96 7.03 7.00 -0.4 +0.57
(+$0.04 per hour)

Lowest-paid teacher 7.38 7.55 7.50 0.7 +1.6
(+$0.12 per hour)

Highest-paid teacher 9.53 10.33 10.85 +5.0 +13.9

(+$1.32 per hour)

Note.—All wages, and the 1988-97 trends, are in 1997 dollars. Each category reflects average wages
for the position.

Source: Whitebook et al., 1998.

STAFF TURNOVER

Like many low-wage industries, turnover among the child care
work force has been historically high. The NCCSS has tracked
worker turnover and stability beginning with its initial study in
1988. In 1988, center directors in the sample reported a 41 percent
average rate of annual turnover of teaching staff. In 1992, they re-
ported average annual turnover of 26 percent for the year prior to
the survey interview. By 1997, the rate had risen to 31 percent for
all teaching staff, and one-fifth of centers reported losing half or
more of their teaching staff in the previous year. The 10 percentage
point decrease in turnover rates between 1988 and 1997 should be
analyzed with caution, however, as the sample size of the NCCSS
study dropped from 227 to 158. According to the study directors,
a disproportionate number of the centers reporting the highest
turnover in 1988 had closed by the time of the 1997 survey, leaving
a sample of centers with potentially lower than average turnover
rates for their areas. The issue of stability among centers them-
selves is not specifically addressed in the NCCSS study, however
its authors do mention increasing reports of centers closing due to
an insufficient supply of trained teachers. Better job opportunities
and higher wages in other fields, due to a strong economy, have
been identified as recent major causes of turnover. Ninety-three
percent of directors reported taking more than 2 weeks to find re-
placements for departing teaching staff and over one-third (37 per-
cent) reported taking over a month to do so. The effect of staff turn-
over on children is one of several topics that continues to receive
attention during ever-growing discussions of how to measure child
care quality.
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EMPLOYING WELFARE RECIPIENTS AS CHILD CARE WORKERS

Passage of welfare reform legislation in 1996, and its emphasis
on moving recipients into work, created expectations of an increase
in demand for child care, and recipients themselves were identified
by some as a potential new source of child care workers. The 1997
NCCSS therefore gathered information from child care directors re-
garding the employment of welfare recipients (recipients of Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families) as center staff. The study
found that approximately one-third (35 percent) of the child care
centers in the sample employ Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) recipients, that those centers employing TANF re-
cipients are more likely to pay lower wages across all positions, and
that those centers experience higher teaching staff turnover. While
the median wage reported for TANF workers is $5.50 per hour (in
1997) compared to the $6 per hour for all entry-level teaching as-
sistants, 60 percent of centers pay TANF workers the same as their
lowest-paid assistants, 23 percent pay them more, and 18 percent
pay them less. Almost half (48 percent) of the centers employing
TANF recipients report providing on-site training for TANF em-
ployees, 18 percent use community-based training programs, and
16 percent of the programs offer college credit-bearing training.

CHILD CARE STANDARDS AND QUALITY

REGULATION AND LICENSING

Regulation and licensing of child care providers is conducted pri-
marily at the State and local levels, although the extent to which
the Federal Government should play a role in this area has been
a topic of debate for many years (see below). Licensing and regula-
tion serves as a means of defining and enforcing minimum require-
ments for the legal operation of child care environments in which
children will be safe from harm. There is no uniform way in which
States and/or territories regulate child care centers, preschools,
nursery schools, prekindergartens, and/or religiously affiliated child
care centers. All States and territories do, however, require these
center-based types of care (as opposed to family child care provid-
ers) to be regulated through licensing or registration. In the case
of family day care providers, most States exempt certain provid-
ers—typically those serving smaller numbers of children from li-
censing or regulation. As mentioned in the earlier discussion of
child care supply, the Children’s Foundation survey found that
there were 290,667 regulated family child care providers in the
States and territories in 1999. If estimates from the 1990 child care
settings study are applied, this number may represent only 10-18
percent of family child care, with the remaining facilities being un-
regulated. The count of centers that are regulated (meaning li-
censed or certified) totals 106,246 according to the Children’s Foun-
dation 2000 study.

Table 9-14 presents information on State licensing standards for
child care centers, as collected by the Children’s Foundation (2000).
The table shows the number of States for which a select require-
ment or standard for child care centers applies, and in turn, how
licensing standards vary across States. Note that all State vari-
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ations in policy are not reflected in the table, and therefore totals
by category will vary. Licensing standards are just one area that
researchers continue to focus on when examining child care quality
to determine whether higher licensing standards are associated
with higher quality child care and better child outcomes.

TABLE 9-14—NUMBER OF STATES WITH SELECTED CHILD CARE LICENSING
REQUIREMENTS FOR REGULATED CHILD CARE CENTERS

Number of
Item States
Fee for licensing:
NO TBB ettt ettt era ettt 23
FIXEA TEE ovoveicectecet ettt 21
Assessed fee based on number of children cared for by provider ....... 9
Frequency of required license renewal:
ANNUAITY oottt 23
Every 2 years 18
Every 3 years or NONEXPIMINE ...c.cvvvcveveeeeeeecreseeeeeeetes st eneesenens 12
Required testing for asbestos, lead, radon, or other material:
YBS ettt ettt a bttt s e 20
NO ettt ettt ettt s s 30
Inspection visits:
All UNANNOUNCEA ..ovoveeeeceeeet ettt 9
Unannounced, annually (at minimum), and upon complaint ............... 19
Unannounced, 2—4 PBI YEAI ......cocceeveeeeeeeceeeeee e et 9
Unannounced upon complaint; other visits announced ........c.c.cccoue..... 7
Al @NNOUNCEA ...ttt 1
Staff/child ratios:
Infants, birth to 1 year:
1:31 4
1:4 31
Young toddlers, age 1-2:
L i3 ettt 1
Lt et e anan 15
Older toddlers, age 2-3:
Lidobl ettt 7
Preschoolers, age 3-5:
LiBT L ettt 1
Group size definitions:
YBS ettt ettt es et enees 34
NO ottt enene 19
Regulation of “drop-in"" child Care ........ccooeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeecee e 36
Smoking policy:
PrORIDIEEA oottt 35
Permitted in designated areas and with restrictions .........cccccooevunne.. 17
PEIMIEEA .eeoeeee et 1
Required preservice training:
CPR/AIISE @I +.eeeeeceeeceeeeeee ettt 23
Combined education and experience required:
Head/lead tEAChEr ..o 41
Other teaching staff ..., 29
None:

Head/lead tRACHET ...t 12
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TABLE 9-14 —NUMBER OF STATES WITH SELECTED CHILD CARE LICENSING
REQUIREMENTS FOR REGULATED CHILD CARE CENTERS—Continued

Number of
Item States
Other teaching staff ... 22
Inservice training requirements for all teaching staff:
A4—6 hours (ANNUANTY) oot 6
7-13 hours (annually) 19
15-30 hours (annually) 16

NOME ettt sttt es 5

I National Health and Safety Standard recommended ratios, developed by American Public Health Asso-
ciation and American Academy of Pediatrics.

Note.—All State variations in policy are not reflected in the table, and therefore totals by category will
vary.

Source: The Children’s Foundation, 2000 Child Care Center Licensing Study, Washington, DC, February,
2000.

RESEARCH ON CHILD CARE QUALITY

As women’s labor force participation has grown over the past sev-
eral decades, concerns about child care quality have increased.
Highly publicized research on early brain development in infants
and young children (under age 3) has drawn attention to what role
child care may play in children’s cognitive and social development.
The relationship between quality of child care and outcomes for
children is of increasing interest to parents, researchers, and pol-
icymakers. A growing body of research examines questions such as
how to define the elements that correspond to quality child care,
how to measure those elements, and ultimately, their effects on
children both in the short- and long-term.

One comprehensive study of connections between child care and
early childhood development is part of an ongoing project conducted
by a team of researchers supported by the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development (NICHD, 1999), of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. The broad goal of the NICHD study,
started in 1991, is to collect data on an ongoing basis from a sam-
ple of children and their families (located in 10 areas across the
United States) to answer a range of questions about the relation-
ship between child care characteristics and experiences, and chil-
dren’s developmental outcomes. The children and families in the
study’s sample vary in socioeconomic background, race, family
structure, and type of child care used. The study design takes into
account characteristics of the family and its environment to gain a
more complete picture of the contribution that child care character-
istics and experiences themselves make to children’s development,
above and beyond the contribution of the family environment. Even
so, not all characteristics are observed, and the ability to com-
pletely disentangle all of the characteristics (both of the parents
and the child) is difficult, if not impossible, in such a study. Chil-
dren in the study are not randomly assigned to child care settings
of varying degrees of quality, but are instead placed in settings of
their parents’ selection. The selection of care in and of itself may
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reflect contributing variables—characteristics of the parents, chil-
dren, and environment—that are not fully observed in the study.
Likewise, a child’s developmental outcomes in a particular setting
may reflect the child’s characteristics as much as the setting’s qual-
ity. Although the NICHD study attempts to distinguish among
some of these factors, the ability to interpret the results is some-
what constrained by selection bias.

The findings showed that in general, family characteristics and
the quality of the mother’s relationship with her child were strong-
er predictors of the child’s development than were the characteris-
tics of child care. The family characteristics such as income and
mother’s education were strong predictors of children’s outcomes,
for both children cared for solely by their mothers and children in
extensive nonparental child care. The study did find a modest but
consistent association between quality of nonparental child care
over the first 3 years of life and children’s cognitive and language
development, regardless of family background. In this case, quality
child care was defined as positive care giving and language stimu-
lation; i.e., how often providers spoke to children, asked questions,
and responded to children’s questions.

The NICHD researchers also analyzed the more structural ele-
ments of child care in centers—elements that are generally regu-
lated by the States (see table 9-14), but to varying degrees, such
as child-staff ratio, group size, and teacher training and education.
The researchers used recommended guidelines developed jointly by
the American Public Health Association and the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics to evaluate the degree to which standards were
being met by centers used by families in the study. Twelve percent
of the study’s children were enrolled in child care centers at 6
months, and 38 percent at age 3. Findings indicate that the chil-
dren in the centers that met some or all of the guidelines had bet-
ter language comprehension and school readiness than the children
who were in centers that did not meet the guidelines. There were
also fewer behavioral problems for children age 2 and 3 in the cen-
ters that met the guidelines.

The researchers have continued to follow the children in the
sample, and will release findings from the assessment of the chil-
dren at 54 months of age, and again in first grade. Like other stud-
ies that examine the relationship between child care and develop-
mental outcomes, the NICHD research aims to determine not just
whether there are concurrent and short-term effects of child care
on children’s development, but long-term effects as well.

The study did not attempt to measure the quality of care offered
by family child care providers or relatives according to the same set
of guidelines used for center-based care. The most recent indepth
observational study of family child care and relative care was pub-
lished in 1994 by the Families and Work Institute. The study ex-
amined the care offered by 226 providers in 3 different commu-
nities in California, Texas, and North Carolina (Galinsky et al.,
1994). Nonregulated family care providers may be nonregulated be-
cause they care for few enough children to be exempt from State
regulation requirements, or, as the 1994 study found in their sam-
ple, 81 percent of the 54 nonregulated providers were illegally non-
regulated, due to the fact that they were actually providing care for
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a number of children over their State’s limit. The quality of all
types of family and relative care was determined according to
measurements such as the setting’s safety and the sensitivity and
responsiveness of providers to the children. The study found that
only 9 percent of the homes in the study sample were rated as good
quality, while 56 percent were rated as adequate, and 35 percent
inadequate. The researchers found that quality appeared to be
higher when providers were trained and when they were caring for
three to six children rather than one or two. As important, if not
more so, in determining quality was whether the provider was com-
mitted to taking care of children, and had a sense that their work
was important; participated in family child care training; thought
ahead about the children’s activities; was regulated; and followed
standard business and safety practices. In the case of relative care,
an important factor in the quality of the child’s experience was
whether the relative caring for the children did so out of desire, ne-
cessity, or both.

The Cost, Quality, and Child Outcomes (1995, 1999) in Child
Care Centers study conducted by researchers from four universities
beginning in 1993, analyzes the influence of “typical” center-based
child care on children’s development during their preschool years
and into elementary school. The “typical” centers were represented
by a random sample of 401 full-day child care centers, half of them
for-profit, half nonprofit, in regions of 4 States: California, Colo-
rado, Connecticut, and North Carolina. Data on the quality and
cost of services were collected, as well as data on the developmental
progress of a sample of children in the selected centers.

Findings from the first phase of the study were released in 1995,
and indicated that the quality of child care offered in over three-
quarters of these “typical” centers in the United States did not
meet “high standards” according to the Early Childhood Environ-
ment Rating Scale, which ranges from 1 (“low quality”) to 7 (“high
quality”). Eleven percent of centers in the sample scored below 3
(“minimally acceptable”). The researchers found that the quality of
child care is primarily related to higher staff-to-child ratios, staff
education, and administrators’ previous experience. Teacher wages
and education were also generally higher in higher quality centers.
Like the NICHD study, the 1995 Cost, Quality, and Child Out-
comes Study also found that centers meeting higher licensing
standards provided higher quality care.

In addition to examining the status of quality in the centers, the
researchers wanted to determine what effects, if any, the quality
of care had on children’s development. The study’s initial findings
in 1995 indicated that children’s cognitive and social development
are positively related to the quality of their child care experience.
This proved to be the case even after taking into account factors
related to family background and associated with children’s devel-
opment (such as maternal education); the children in the low-qual-
ity care still scored lower on measures of cognitive and social devel-
opment.

The findings from the second phase of the study, released in
1999, indicate that there are long-term effects of child care quality
on children’s development. Similar to the NICHD results, this
study indicated that the impact of child care quality on children’s
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development was modest, but consistent, and applied even after
taking into account child and family characteristics.

The extent to which the effects of quality child care and other
early childhood program experiences “fade out” over time has long
been an area of interest for researchers studying the connection be-
tween child care programs and children’s development. One of the
longest-running research studies in this area is known as the Abe-
cedarian Project, which began in the early 1970s. The project de-
sign consisted of a controlled study in which 57 infants, all from
low-income families in North Carolina, were randomly assigned to
an experimental group that would receive year-round, all-day edu-
cational child care/preschool emphasizing cognitive, language, and
adaptive behavior skills (Burchinal et al., 1997; Campbell &
Ramey, 1995). The control group of 54 infants received nutritional
supplements and supportive social services (as did the experi-
mental group), but did not receive the educational intervention em-
phasizing language, cognitive, and social development. The Abe-
cedarian Project began in early infancy, and the children received
the educational “treatment” for 5 years, a longer period than other
programs. This study also differs from those discussed earlier in
that it focuses solely on disadvantaged, low-income children.

Early findings of the project showed that from the age of 18
months through age 5 (the end of the program), children in the
treatment group had higher scores on mental tests than children
in the control group. In the primary grades through middle adoles-
cence, children from the treatment group scored significantly high-
er on reading and math tests. Through age 15, the treatment group
continued to score higher on mental tests, although the gap be-
tween the two groups had narrowed.

Most recently, the project’s researchers completed a followup
study of the project’s participants (104 of the original 111) at age
21 (Campbell, 1999). Results showed that the 21-year-olds who had
been in the treatment group had significantly higher mental test
scores than those from the control group. Likewise, reading and
math scores were higher for the treatment group, as had been the
case since toddlerhood. Due to the longevity of the project, re-
searchers were also able to look for differences in areas such as col-
lege enrollment and employment rates. The followup interviews re-
vealed that about 35 percent of the young adults in the treatment
group had either graduated from or were attending a 4 year college
or university at the time of the assessment, compared to 14 percent
of the control group.

A team of researchers from RAND evaluated the results of nine
early childhood intervention programs, including the Abecedarian
Project (Karoly et al., 1998). The RAND team determined that the
nine early intervention programs evaluated in their study provided
benefits for the participating disadvantaged children and their fam-
ilies. However, the Rand team pointed out that expanding model,
resource-intensive programs like the Abecedarian Project to a larg-
er scale may not necessarily result in the same developmental ben-
efits.
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BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

The Federal Government entered the child care business during
the New Deal of the 1930s when federally funded nursery schools
were established for poor children. The motivation for creating
these nursery schools was not specifically to provide child care for
working families. Rather, the schools were designed primarily to
create jobs for unemployed teachers, nurses, and others, and also
to provide a wholesome environment for children in poverty. How-
ever, when mothers began to enter the work force in large numbers
during World War II, many of these nursery schools were contin-
ued and expanded. Federal funding for child care, and other com-
munity facilities, was available during the war years under the
Lanham Act, which financed child care for an estimated 550,000—
600,000 children before it was terminated in 1946.

The end of the war brought the expectation that mothers would
return home to care for their children. However, many women
chose to remain at work and the labor force participation of women
has increased steadily ever since. The appropriate Federal role in
supporting child care, including the extent to which the Federal
Government should establish standards for federally funded child
care, has been an ongoing topic of debate. In 1988 and 1990, four
Federal child care programs were enacted providing child care for
families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC), families that formerly received AFDC, low-income working
families at risk of becoming dependent on AFDC, and low-income
working families generally.

The establishment of these programs was the culmination of a
lengthy, and often contentious debate, about what role the Federal
Government should play in child care. Lasting nearly 4 years, the
debate centered on questions about the type of Federal subsidies
that should be made available and for whom, whether the Federal
Government should set national child care standards, conditions
under which religious child care providers could receive Federal
funds, and how best to assure optimal choice for parents in select-
ing child care arrangements for their children, including options
that would allow a mother to stay home. Differences stemming
from philosophical and partisan views, as well as jurisdictional con-
cerns, were reflected throughout the debate.

Though the programs created in 1988 and 1990 represented a
significant expansion of Federal support for child care, they joined
a large number of existing Federal programs providing early child-
hood services, administered by numerous Federal agencies and
overseen by several congressional committees. The U.S. General
Accounting Office (GAO; 1994) estimated that in fiscal year 1992
and fiscal year 1993, more than 90 early childhood programs were
funded by the Federal Government, administered through 11 Fed-
eral agencies and 20 offices. Of these programs, GAO identified 34
as having education or child care as key to their mission. The Con-
gressional Research Service (CRS), in a memo to the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means (Forman, 1994), identified 46 Federal
programs related to child care operating in fiscal year 1994, admin-
istered by 10 different Federal agencies. However, CRS noted that
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some of these programs were not primarily child care programs;
rather, they were designed for some other major purpose but in-
cluded some type of child care or related assistance. Moreover, a
majority of the programs were small, with 32 of the 46 providing
less than $50 million in annual funding. A more recent GAO
(1998a) report identified 22 key child care programs, of which 5 ac-
counted for more than 80 percent of total child care spending in fis-
cal year 1997.

In 1996, the 104th Congress passed a major restructuring of Fed-
eral welfare programs, including a consolidation of major Federal
child care programs into an expanded Child Care and Development
Block Grant (CCDBG) (Public Law 104-103). The child care provi-
sions in the new law were developed to achieve several purposes.
As a component of welfare reform, the child care provisions are in-
tended to support the overall goal of promoting self-sufficiency
through work. However, separate from the context of welfare re-
form, the legislation attempts to address concerns about the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of child care programs. The four separate
child care programs that were enacted in 1988 and 1990 had dif-
ferent rules regarding eligibility, time limits on the receipt of as-
sistance, and work requirements. Consistent with other block grant
proposals considered in the 104th Congress, the child care provi-
sions in Public Law 104-193 are intended to streamline the Fed-
eral role, reduce the number of Federal programs and conflicting
rules, and increase the flexibility provided to States.

Under the new amendments, the CCDBG is now the primary
child care subsidy program operated by the Federal Government,
and replaces previous child care programs for welfare and working
families (i.e., child care for recipients of Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children, Transitional Child Care Assistance, and the At-
Risk Child Care Program). The new law makes available to States
almost $20 billion over a 6-year period (1997-2002) in a combina-
tion of entitlement and discretionary funding for child care, which
is approximately $4 billion above the level that would have been
available under the previous programs.

Despite this increase in Federal resources, concerns persist about
the adequacy and quality of child care in the era of welfare reform.
Although welfare caseloads have declined, freeing up potential
funds from the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block
Grant for use for child care, the Administration for Children and
Families (ACF) estimates that in an average month in 1998 only
15 percent of children eligible for Child Care and Development
Fund (CCDF) subsidies received them, raising questions of whether
total child care funding is adequate (CCDF or otherwise). It should
be noted, however, that eligibility figures do not necessarily reflect
consumer demand for child care, leaving the issue of whether ade-
quate child care funding exists open to debate. Nonetheless, child
care spending has unarguably been increasing every year (as
shown in detail in tables 9-26 through 9-29). In 1998, States drew
down all available Federal mandatory CCDF funding and trans-
ferred $652 million in Federal TANF dollars in that year to CCDF
Programs. If, as many suspect, demand for child care increases
alongside dropping welfare rolls and heightened work requirements
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for welfare recipients, proposals for additional child care funding
are likely to be made in the years ahead.

Increased demand and Federal resources for child care could
cause growth in the supply of child care providers. In May 1997,
the U.S. General Accounting Office reported that gaps existed be-
tween the demand for child care and the “known” supply (i.e., pro-
viders that are regulated by or otherwise known to the States),
based on research at four sites. These gaps were larger in poor
areas and for certain types of care, such as infant and school-aged
care. However, since many parents rely on informal care givers,
such as relatives and neighbors, who may not be known to State
agencies, linking supply and demand for child care can be difficult.
A later GAO study reviewed efforts in seven States to expand child
care programs (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1998b). The seven
States did not know whether their efforts to expand the supply of
providers would be sufficient to meet the increased demand ex-
pected to result from welfare reform. States’ efforts included new
provider recruitment; fiscal incentives for providers and businesses
to establish or expand child care facilities; and initiatives to in-
crease the use of early childhood development and education pro-
grams, such as Head Start and prekindergarten programs.

MaJor DAY CARE PROGRAMS

Table 9-15 provides a brief description of the major Federal pro-
grams that currently support child care and related activities. One
of the largest Federal sources of child care assistance is provided
indirectly through the Tax Code, in the form of a nonrefundable tax
credit for taxpayers who work or are seeking work. Other major
sources of Federal child care assistance include the CCDBG, the
Social Services Block Grant under title XX of the Social Security
Act, the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant,
and the Child Care Food Program, which subsidizes meals for chil-
dren in child care. Head Start, the early childhood development
program targeted to poor preschool children, can also be character-
ized as a child care program. Although Head Start primarily oper-
ates on a part-day, part-year basis, programs increasingly are
being linked to other all-day child care providers to better meet the
needs of full-time working parents. Assuming that about $1.9 bil-
lion will be spent from TANF either directly or by transfer to the
CCDBG Block Grant, assuming that 13 percent of the title XX
block grant is spent on child care, and counting the tax loss from
the dependent care credit as spending, we can estimate that the
Federal Government will spend over $15 billion on child care and
Head Start in 2000.

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

The Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) was
originally authorized as an amendment to the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990, and in 1996 was reauthorized (through
2002) and amended by the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act (Public Law 104-193). The program
provides funding for child care services for low-income families, as



TABLE 9-15.—OQVERVIEW OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT SUPPORT CHILD CARE

Program

Dependent Care
Credit

Child Care and Development
Block Grant

Child and Adult Care Food Pro-
gram

Title XX Social
Services Block
Grant

Head Start

TANF

Budgetary
classifica-
tion.

Statutory au-
thority.

Federal ad-

ministration.

Federal fund-

ing support.

Fiscal year
2000 fund-
ing (in mil-
lions) 2.

Target popu-
lation.

Nonrefundable tax
credit.

Internal Revenue
Code.

U.S. Department
of Treasury, In-
ternal Revenue
Service.

$2,2003 ..o

Taxpayers who
need dependent
care in order to
accept or
maintain em-
ployment.

Discretionary authorization
and authorized entitle-
ment.

Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990 and
Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity

Reconciliation Act of 1996.

DHHS, ACF 1 .

Funding ceiling, 100 percent
Federal funding for dis-
cretionary and part of en-
titlement funding; balance
at Medicaid match rate.

$1,183—discretionary,
$2,367—mandatory.

Families with incomes at or
below 85 percent of State
median income, with par-
ents engaged in work or
education/training.

Authorized entitlement ..........

Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act.

U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, Food and Nutri-
tion Service.

Open-ended, 100 percent
Federal funding.

$1,6904 oo

Children, particularly chil-
dren from low-income
families, in child care
centers, day care homes,
and afterschool programs.

Authorized en-
titlement.

Social Security
Act.

DHHS, ACF! ...

Funding ceil-
ing, 100
percent Fed-
eral funding.

State discre-
tion.

Discretionary author-
ization.

Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act
of 1981.

DHHS, ACF!

Funding ceiling, 80
percent Federal
funding.

$5,2676 .o

Low-income children
and families.

Preappropriation
(through 2002)

Personal Respon-
sibility and Work
Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of
1996

DHHS, ACF!

TANF Block Grant,
100 percent Fed-
eral funding
(with State MOE
requirements)

Total is $16,5007

Needy families with
minor children;
needy pregnant
women.

009



Eligible chil- Children under Children under age 13 (un-  Children younger than 13 State discre- Children from poor Needy children as

dren. age 13 6. less incapable of self- (through age 18 in the tion. families who have determined by
care or under court super- afterschool programs); not reached the the State.
vision). migrant children younger age of compulsory
than 16: disabled children. school attendance.
Provider re- Centers only must ~ Must meet applicable State  Must meet Federal nutrition ~ Must meet ap-  Must meet federally NA (however, any
quirements. meet applica- and local standards (in- standards; must meet ap- plicable established stand- transferred funds
ble State and cluding relatives). With plicable State/local li- State and ards with respect are subject to
local standards. exception of relatives, censing approval stand- local stand- to health, edu- CCDBG rules).
must also meet certain ards (or, certain alternate ards. cation, parental
health and safety stand- approval standards if li- involvement, nutri-
ards. censing/approval not re- tion, and social
quired). Services.

Reimburse- NA L No limit .o Providers receive inflation- No limit ......... No limit ..o NA (however, any
ment rates indexed per meal sub- transferred funds
to providers. sidies that are fixed by are subject to

law and varied by chil- CCDBG rules).

dren’s family income; pro-
vider sponsors receive
limited administrative
payments for administra-
tive costs.

1U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Administration for Children and Families.

2Amounts reflect appropriation levels except where noted otherwise.

3 Estimated revenue loss, Joint Committee on Taxation.

4 Estimated obligations.

5States used almost 13 percent of Social Services Block Grant funds for child day care in fiscal year 1997.

60f the $5.267 billion, $3.867 billion is available for fiscal year 2000, and $1.4 billion is available for fiscal year 2001.

7The 1996 welfare reform law allows States to use TANF funds for child care associated with the TANF Program, and also allows States to transfer a maximum of 30 percent of
TANF funds to the CCDBG for use under the CCDBG's program rules. In fiscal year 1999 alone, States expended $1.14 billion on child care from Federal TANF funds and funds
countable toward the TANF maintenance-of-effort (MOE) requirement (excluding State expenditures that are made under CCDF). Through the first 3 years of Federal TANF grants (fis-
cal years 1997-99), States transferred $3.6 billion (representing 8 percent of total TANF grants) to the CCDBG.

NA—Not applicable.
Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service.
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well as for activities intended to improve the overall quality and
supply of child care for families in general.

Financing

Under the original CCDBG Act, discretionary funds were author-
ized, subject to the annual appropriations process. As amended by
the 1996 welfare reform law, the program is funded by a combina-
tion of discretionary and entitlement amounts. The combined total
of funds is sometimes referred to as the Child Care and Develop-
ment Fund. The discretionary funds are authorized at $1 billion
annually. However, appropriations surpassed the authorized level
in both fiscal years 1999 and 2000, at $1.183 billion. These funds
are allocated among States according to the same formula con-
tained in the original CCDBG Act, which is based on each State’s
share of children under age 5, the State’s share of children receiv-
ing free or reduced-price lunches, and State per capita income. Half
of 1 percent of appropriated funds is reserved for the territories,
and between 1 and 2 percent is reserved for payments to Indian
tribes and tribal organizations. States are not required to match
these discretionary funds. Funds must be obligated in the year they
are received or in the subsequent fiscal year, and the law author-
izes the Secretary to reallocate unused funds.

The welfare reform law also provided entitlement funding to
States for child care under the CCDBG. The annual amounts of en-
titlement funding were $1.967 billion in fiscal year 1997; $2.067
billion in fiscal year 1998; $2.167 billion in fiscal year 1999; $2.367
billion in fiscal year 2000; $2.567 billion in fiscal year 2001; and
$2.717 billion in fiscal year 2002.

The Secretary must reserve between 1 and 2 percent of entitle-
ment funds for payments to Indian tribes and tribal organizations.
After this amount is reserved, remaining entitlement funds are al-
located to States in two components. First, each State receives a
fixed amount each year, equal to the funding received by the State
under the three child care programs previously authorized under
AFDC in fiscal year 1994 or fiscal year 1995, or the average of fis-
cal years 1992-94, whichever is greater. This amount, totals ap-
proximately $1.2 billion each year, is sometimes referred to as
“mandatory” funds. No State match is required for these funds,
which may remain available for expenditure by States with no fis-
cal year limitation. Although no State match is required, to receive
their full TANF allotment, States must maintain at least 80 per-
cent of their previous welfare expenditures (referred to as their
“maintenance-of-effort” requirements), including previous expendi-
tures for welfare-related child care, in fiscal year 1994.

After the guaranteed amount is distributed, remaining entitle-
ment funds are distributed to States according to each State’s
share of children under age 13. States must meet maintenance-of-
effort and matching requirements to receive these funds. Specifi-
cally, States must spend all of their “guaranteed” Federal entitle-
ment funds for child care, plus 100 percent of the amount they
spent of their own funds in fiscal year 1994 or fiscal year 1995,
whichever is higher, under the previous AFDC-related child care
programs. Further, States must provide matching funds at the fis-
cal year 1995 Medicaid matching rate to receive these additional
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entitlement funds for child care. If the Secretary determines that
a State will not spend its entire allotment for a given fiscal year,
then the unused amounts may be redistributed among other States
according to those States’ share of children under age 13.

In addition to amounts provided to States for child care, States
may transfer up to 30 percent of their TANF Block Grant into their
CCDBG or Social Services Block Grant Programs. Funds trans-
ferred into child care must be spent according to the CCDBG rules.
However, States also may use TANF funds for child care without
formally transferring them to the CCDBG.

Eligibility and target population groups

Children eligible for services under the revised CCDBG are those
whose family income does not exceed 85 percent of the State me-
dian. States may adopt income eligibility limits below those in Fed-
eral law. Because child care funding is not an entitlement for indi-
viduals, States are not required to aid families even if their in-
comes fall below the State-determined eligibility threshold. Federal
law does require States to give priority to families defined in their
plans as “very low income.” Table 9-25 provides the CCDF income
eligibility limits across the States and territories for families of
three and four. To be eligible for CCDBG funds, children must be
less than 13 years old and be living with parents who are working
or enrolled in school or training, or be in need of protective serv-
ices. States must use at least 70 percent of their total entitlement
funds for child care services for families that are trying to become
independent of TANF through work activities and families that are
at risk of becoming dependent on public assistance. In their State
plans, States must explain how they will meet the specific child
care needs of these families. Of remaining child care funds (includ-
ing discretionary amounts), States must ensure that a substantial
portion is used for child care services to eligible families other than
welfare recipients or families at risk of welfare dependency.

Use of funds

CCDBG funds may be used for child care services provided on a
sliding fee scale basis; however, Federal regulations allow States to
waive child care fees for families with incomes at or below the pov-
erty line. Funds also may be used for activities to improve the
quality or availability of child care. States are required to spend no
less than 4 percent of their child care allotments (discretionary and
entitlement) for activities to provide comprehensive consumer edu-
cation to parents and the public, activities that increase parental
choice, and activities designed to improve the quality and availabil-
ity of child care (such as resource and referral services).

Child care providers receiving Federal assistance must meet all
licensing or regulatory requirements applicable under State or local
law. States must have in effect licensing requirements applicable
to child care; however, Federal law does not dictate what these li-
censing requirements should be or what types of providers they
should cover. States must establish minimum health and safety
standards that cover prevention and control of infectious diseases
(including immunizations); building and physical premises safety;



604

and health and safety training; and that apply to child care provid-
ers receiving block grant assistance (except relative providers).

Parents of children eligible to receive subsidized child care must
be given maximum choice in selecting a child care provider. Par-
ents must be offered the option to enroll their child with a provider
that has a grant or contract with the State to provide such serv-
ices, or parents may receive a certificate (also sometimes referred
to as a voucher) that can be used to purchase child care from a pro-
vider of the parents’ choice. Child care certificates can be used only
to pay for child care services from eligible providers, which can in-
clude sectarian child care providers. Eligible providers also can in-
clude individuals, age 18 or older, who provide child care for their
grandchildren, great grandchildren, nieces or nephews, or siblings
(if the provider lives in a separate residence). Table 9—-24 shows the
percent of CCDF recipient children served by each form of payment
type, by State, in fiscal year 1998. Certificates were overwhelm-
ingly the form of payment most used, serving over 83 percent of
CCDF children nationally. States must establish payment rates for
child care services that are sufficient to ensure equal access for eli-
gible children to comparable services provided to children whose
parents are not eligible for subsidies.

The CCDBG contains specific requirements with regard to the
use of funds for religious activities. Under the program, a provider
that receives operating assistance through a direct grant or con-
tract with a government agency may not use these funds for any
sectarian purpose or activity, including religious worship and in-
struction. However, a sectarian provider that receives a child care
certificate from an eligible parent is not so restricted in the use of
funds.

Administration and data collection

At the Federal level, the CCDBG is administered by the Admin-
istration for Children and Families of the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS). The Secretary is required to
coordinate all child care activities within the agency and with simi-
lar activities in other Federal agencies. States are required to des-
ignate a lead agency to administer the CCDBG, and may use no
more than 5 percent of their Federal child care allotment for ad-
ministrative costs. States must submit disaggregated data on chil-
dren and families receiving subsidized child care to DHHS every
quarter, and aggregate data twice a year. The Secretary is required
to submit a report to Congress once every 2 years. The most recent
available data from DHHS as submitted by the States is from fiscal
year 1998.

CHILD CARE TABLES

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND

Tables 9-16 through 9-30 provide extensive information about
the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) as reported by
States to DHHS. Because the tables reflect funding from both the
discretionary and mandatory portions of the child care funding
pool, the term CCDF is used in the titles of the tables. The reader
should note, however, that as mentioned in earlier parts of this
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chapter, all discretionary and mandatory child care funding ref-
erenced here is subject to the rules of the CCDBG.

FAMILIES AND CHILDREN SERVED, TYPE OF CARE, AND PAYMENT
TYPE

The average monthly number of families and children served by
the CCDF in the last half of fiscal year 1998 is shown, by State,
in table 9-16. Tables 9-17 and 9-18 reveal the percentage of chil-
dren served nationwide by reason for care and by age of child re-
spectively. The number of providers, by State and type, are dis-
played in table 9-19. The percentage of CCDF children served by
each type of care, by State, follows in table 9-20. Tables 9-21
through 9-23 reveal State-by-State information on the breakdowns
between type of care used by CCDF recipients, regulated and non-
regulated care used, and relative and nonrelative care used. Table
9-24 shows the percentage of CCDF children served by each form
of payment type.

TABLE 9-16.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER
OF FAMILIES AND CHILDREN SERVED, APRIL-SEPTEMBER 1998

State/territory Number of families Number of children
AlaDAMA .o 11,914 20,526
BlAaSKA L oo 2,862 5,083
American Samoa ........cocooeeeeeieeeeeeeeeee 82 234
AMZONA oo 19,586 33,095
Arkansas ......coooceeeeieeeeeee e, 5,464 9,244
Califormial .o 70,673 99,922
C0l0rado .. 11,035 20,172
ConNECLICUL ... 6,646 11,912

Delaware ............ 3,527 6,138

District of Columbial2 ..... 2,707 4,245
FIOMAA o 26,825 44 867
GEOFZIA oo 26,488 47,205
LCTTE: 11 T 189 374
HaWaii L oo 4,292 6,673
(N0 ..o 3,811 6,546
HINOIS ooveeeeeeeeeeeee et 46,186 88,333
INAIANA34 .o 7,153 12,673
[OWA L oo 7,367 11,805
KANSAS ... 5,553 10,238
KENTUCKY oo 14,237 25,002
LouiSianal ... 19,986 35,194
MAINE oo S ®)
Maryland .......ccoeevvieeieeeeee s 13,720 21,383
Massachusetts 1 .......c.cocoeovvievieiceeceee, 30,813 46,009
MIChIZaNn ..o 49,502 92,062
MIinNesotal ..o 15,168 25,525
MiSSISSIPPIZ3 4 v 5,510 8,471
MISSOUIT vt 35,174 43,445
MONtaNa ....cocveveece e 3,135 5,528
NEDraska .......cocoeevveveevveeeierieseeee s 5,349 9,348

NEVadaZ ..o 2,986 5,084
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TABLE 9-16.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER
OF FAMILIES AND CHILDREN SERVED, APRIL-SEPTEMBER 1998—Continued

State/territory Number of families Number of children

New Hampshire .......cccooeeveeeieeeececeeee 4,238 6,394
NEW JBISEY oovvveecveeeeeeeeces et 22,132 32,496
NEW MEXICO .o 8,782 14,983
New YOrKL oo 98,667 158,605
North Carolinal .......cccccoovveivceeeereeeeeeeeens 41,221 74,245
North Dakota ........ccooeeveeieeeeeeeeeeeeeea 2,641 4,160
Northern Marianas .........ccccceevvvevevvecsvreenennn, ®) ®)
ORIOZ e 33,165 59,357
OKIZhOMAZ .o 21,882 36,029
OrBZON oot 7,965 15,043
Pennsylvanial ... 39,985 72,683
Puerto RiCO4 .o 200 256
Rhode Island ...........ccooveevceeieeecceceee 3,998 6,326
South Caroling ......c.oceevveeeeeeeeeceeee e 12,779 21,733
South Dakota ..o 2,042 3,529
TENNESSEL oottt 29,765 55,419
TEXAS vt 46,017 78,955
ULaN e 6,703 12,552
VEIMONT e 3,121 4736
VIrginial oo 15,377 23,876
Virgin IS1ands ......ccvvveeevevieeceesec 214 360
Washington 14 ..o 25,243 36,883
West Virginial oo 8,033 13,186
WIiSCONSIN v 13,361 23,867
WYOMING oo 1,870 3,088

Total e 907,351 1,515,107

1 Average monthly number of children served is extrapolated from sample data provided by the State
based on the ratio of children to families in the sample.

2Number of children and families reported are based on less than 6 months of data.

3The reliability of the data provided is highly questionable due to serious information system problems
during the reporting period.

4Reporting problems caused an underestimate of average children served monthly during fiscal year
998

5 Unable to report any ACF—801 case-level data.
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Federal Child Care Information System.

TABLE 9-17.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
BY REASON FOR CARE, APRIL-SEPTEMBER, 1998

Percent of chil-

Reason for care dren served

EMPIOYMENT oo 73
Training/8dUCALION ........cvoveevieeceeeeeeeeeceeeeet ettt 12
Both employment and training/education ..........cccocoeveveeervceieesrcnnnn, 6
ProtECEIVE SBIVICES ...vuvevereceeveecteecee ettt 2
L0111 OO 7

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE 9-18.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
BY AGE GROUP, APRIL-SEPTEMBER, 1998

Percent of chil-

Age group dren served
O 1107 1 R 6
1223 MONEAS oottt ettt ettt n ettt ea e 10
28-35 MONENS ...ttt 12
3047 MONTNS e 13
A8-59 MONTNS .o 13

60—71 months ..... 11
6-12 years .. 35
L34 YBAIS vttt ettt 0.4

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

TABLE 9-19.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—NUMBER OF CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS RECEIVING CCDF FUNDS, FISCAL YEAR 1998

State/territory Child’s home Family home  Group home Center
Alabama ..., 32 3,247 287 1,601
AlASKa .o 362 3,317 43 379
American Samoa ...........ccceeeveee. (1) 1 (1) 14
ArizZONa ..o 538 4,976 326 1,910
Arkansas ........ccovveeeveeeesreeresiennns (1) 538 (1) 856
California .....ocoovevveecrereeerieeine, 4,538 13,911 3,455 7,689
Colorado .....ocvvvveeeeeieeeeeeee, 2,444 6,219 (1) 1,213
Connecticut ......ooooeeeeeeeeeeeeene 20,331 1,645 58 1,107
Delaware .......ccveeeeeeeeeeeeenn 384 1,360 22 278
District of Columbia .................... 1 1 (1) 10
Florida 704 9,840 (1) 19,155
Georgia 1,683 8,102 314 4,643
Guam ....... 73 164 30 45
Hawaii 208 5,462 (1) 774
[dAh0 .o 89 2,461 358 431
[llinois 46,723 40,852 465 4767
Indiana 2,343 13,940 (1) 1,929
[OWA o 422 9,296 826 905
Kansas .......ccoceeeveeeveeceereeeeniennns 768 1,298 1,910 666
Kentucky ....covveveeveeeecceceee, 283 7,894 67 1,376
LOUISIANa ...c.ceveeeeeeeeeeeeeee 13,890 4,560 (1) 1,081
MAINE oo 33 1,746 ) 332
Maryland ..., 7,091 8,237 (1) 1,371
Massachusetts .........cccoevveunnee. 7,392 4,206 58 1,151
Michigan ..., 33,824 39,293 2,647 2,304
Minnesota ........cccoeeeeevecrevcerernnee. 1,584 15,258 (1) 6,294
MiSSISSIPPI vevvecvreeerercerereeeeieens 1,951 2,388 21 1,138
MISSOUI oo 42 22,218 161 1,750
Montana ..., 12 1,638 469 237
Nebraska ......ccocovvevvvivreenenn, (1) 1,305 209 452
Nevada .....cccoovevevveeercceeeeees 131 436 10 400

New Hampshire ... ] () (2 ()
New JErsey ...cccoeveveevvererrerernnnn. 640 1,474 (1) 2,061
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TABLE 9-19.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—NUMBER OF CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS RECEIVING CCDF FUNDS, FISCAL YEAR 1998—Continued

State/territory Child’s home Family home  Group home Center

New MEXICO ....ovevvveeeeeceeeeee, 49 7,204 153 448
New YOrk ....cccoovvvvveericeicirerne, 6,357 24,180 1,459 3,399
North Carolina .........cccoeveveeeenne. 594 8,195 240 5,394
North Dakota .........ccccocovvvriennee. 115 1,775 660 122
Northern Marianas ...........cc........ 98 38 (1) 8
ORI0 oo 8 9,059 71 2,594
OKIAROMA oo 116 3,147 (1) 3,317
O0regon ..ocecveveeeeeeeceeeeeee s 3,145 14,361 98 760
Pennsylvania .........cccceeveeunnee. 19 3,196 502 3,633
Puerto RiCO ..coovvveveeeerccreceee, 79 747 898 486
Rhode Island ...........ccoocvevenenne. 860 1,462 7 254
South Carolina .....ccoovvvvevvvennee. 486 2,680 167 1,426
South Dakota .........ccceeveeriecnnee. 315 1,496 43 107
TENNESSEE oo 7,540 500 1,633 O]
TEXAS ooveeerecreeeee et 6,929 8,928 835 5,424
Utah oo 743 4,503 183 282
VErmont ......c.ocvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeienins 355 1,110 (1) 333
Virginia oo (2 O] O] @]
Virgin Islands .......cccoevvveeevnnne, 16 150 21 87
Washington .......cccccoevereveieiennn, 17,855 11,588 (1) 1,382
West Virginia .....c.cccoevevevveevennne, 61 5,511 (1) 323
WisSCoNSIN oo 80 5,247 (1) 1,490
WYOming ..o 157 679 (1) 88

Total providers ............... 194,493 359,039 18,706 99,676

1Reported figure is 0 or not reported.
2New Hampshire and Virginia did not report the number of providers by setting type.

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Federal Child Care Information System.

TABLE 9-20.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
BY TYPES OF CARE, FISCAL YEAR 1998

State/territory Child’s home Family home  Group home Center
Alabama ..o, 0.1 20.2 5.6 74.1
AlaSKa ... 5.2 57.1 3.2 345
American Samoa .........ccccoeeueunee. (1) 0.9 (1) 99.1
AiZONA .o 2.0 20.4 45 73.0
Arkansas ... (1) 175 (1) 82.5
California ...coevveeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 6.2 17.8 5.6 70.5
C0l0rado oo 9.4 33.3 (1) 57.3
Connecticut ......ooveeeeeeieeeeeen 56.6 6.4 0.4 36.6
Delaware ......ccccveveeveeeeeeeeeen, 4.1 395 1.5 54.9
District of Columbia .................... 0.5 53 (1) 94.1
FIOHAA oo 1.0 14.2 (1) 84.8
GOTZIA v, 3.5 19.1 1.5 75.9
GUAM e 17.7 394 2.7 40.1
HaWaii oo 6.8 65.2 0.4 21.7
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TABLE 9-20.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
BY TYPES OF CARE, FISCAL YEAR 1998—Continued

State/territory Child’s home Family home  Group home Center

[daho .o 1.4 39.7 14.5 44.5
IN0IS .o 31.6 36.9 0.6 30.9
INAIANA oo 10.4 53.9 (1) 35.7
T 1.6 54.7 10.4 334
Kansas ......ccccoeeeeveevvecnseieneennns 7.1 15.2 413 36.4
Kentucky ...ooccvveeveveeeeeceeeee 1.4 36.8 0.9 61.0
LouiSiana ......cocveeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 36.0 15.1 (1) 49.0
MaINE ..o 0.8 34.7 (1) 29.0
Maryland ..o, 22.7 42.4 (1) 34.9
Massachusetts ..........ccccccoveeeennnee 17.2 9.3 17.3 56.2
Michigan .....ccccooevveevccrieeee, 30.7 418 8.8 18.7
Minnesota ......cccoeveveveccreveeeinnns 6.8 66.0 (1) 21.2
MiSSISSIPPI vevveevveecrceeeeeeee s 12.0 17.7 1.2 69.0
MISSOUT ..o 0.0 58.0 1.7 40.2
Montana ......cccooveveeeeeeeeee 0.2 36.3 33.6 30.0
Nebraska .....cccooeevevcvcrereiiinnns (1) 323 9.2 58.5
Nevada ................. 3.9 12.3 2.2 81.6
New Hampshire . (1) (1) (1) (1)
New JErsey ...cccoeveeerverevrerernnnnn. 1.1 24.8 (1) 74.1
New MeXiCO ......cooveveeeeceeeeeene 4.4 479 4.4 43.3
New YOrK ..ococovovvevvieeecieeeee, 10.1 423 7.0 40.6
North Carolina .........cccoeevvvevrvnnee 0.8 17.0 1.4 80.8
North Dakota ........ccocoveiiinnne. 3.0 442 26.6 26.3
Northern Marianas ..........cccc...... 58.2 30.8 (1) 11.0
(0] 1 TR 0.0 34.6 0.8 64.6
Oklahoma .......cooveeeceeeeeenn, 0.3 18.9 (1) 80.9
Oregon ......cocuvevveeereereree e, 13.7 64.8 0.8 20.6
Pennsylvania .........cccccoeveeunnee. 21.1 15.7 4.4 58.9
Puerto RIiCO .o 1.4 20.1 13.9 64.7
Rhode Island ..........cccooovvviennnee. 9.9 25.4 0.2 64.5
South Carolina .....ccccevevvvveeeecnnee 3.5 18.2 2.9 75.5
South Dakota ........ccccooveeeveeenne, 6.0 61.0 6.2 26.9
TENNESSEL ..o 0.8 21.8 4.8 72.6
TEXAS oo 1.4 10.3 3.3 79.0
Utah e 4.4 26.1 5.0 64.6
VErmont ..o 5.6 50.1 (1) 444
Virginia oo 1.9 44.1 (1) 54.0
Virgin Islands .......cccoevvveevevnnne. 3.0 23.6 6.1 67.3
Washington .......cccoevevevieicinennns 24.7 34.0 (1) 41.2
West Virginia .......ccooevevvcvevinnnen. 0.4 59.9 (1) 39.8
WisSCoNSIN oo 0.4 394 (1) 60.2
WYOMING oo 134 55.4 (1) 31.2

National average percent 10.8 29.7 3.6 55.4

1Reported figure is 0 or not reported.

Note.—Row total(s) and column total(s) do not add up for the following reason(s): Adjusted figures
are rounded. Errors in reports submitted by Maine and New Hampshire.

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Federal Child Care Information System.
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TABLE 9-21.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
IN REGULATED SETTINGS AND SETTINGS LEGALLY OPERATING WITHOUT REGULATION

Legally oper-

i Licensed/reg- ino with

State/territory Ulated atreggulattio?]m
AlADAMA ... 74 26
Alaska ................ 54 46
American Samoa 100 (1)
AFIZONA <ottt ettt en 88 12
ATKANSAS oot eee e eee e et eee e eseneneens 100 (1)
CalfOMIA e 82 18
COI0TAAD ... 76 24
Connecticut 43 57
DRIAWATIR ...t 83 17
District of ColUMDIA .vveeeeeeeeeeeeee e 98 2
FIOMTAA et 87 13
LCT=To T TR 85 15
GUAM et 39 61
HAWAIT <ot 31 69
[AAN0 e 59 41
[0S oot ee e et se e ee et s eeenennas 41 59
INAIANA <o 46 54
[OWA et er e 67 33
KANSAS ...t 86 14
KENTUCKY oottt 67 33
LOUISIANG ..ot 49 51
MAINE ettt ettt 57 7
MAYIANA ..ot 65 35
MaSSACHUSELES ... 80 20
MICRIZAN oo 39 61
Minnesota 66 34
Mississippi 70 30
Missouri ... 54 46
Montana 85 15
Nebraska 100 O]
NEVAAA ...t 76 24
New HampShire .....ocvoveeeeeeeeeeeeeceeecee et (1) O]
NEW JBISEY ooviceeeececteeete ettt bbb 85 15
NEW MEXICO ...ttt et 52 48
NEW YOTK .ot 59 41
NOrth Carolina .......ovoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 94 6
North DAKota .......ccoooveeceeeeeeeeee e 97 3
NOrthern Marianas .....c.oeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 100 (1)
(0] 1R 100 )
OKIANOMA .. 100 (1)
OFBZON ettt 38 62
PENNSYIVANIA ..ot 71 29
PUBIEO RICO oot 65 35
ROOde [SIANA ... 72 28
SOUEh Carolina ... 83 17
SOUEN DAKOEA .ttt 77 23
TENNESSEE oottt 84 16

TEXAS et n et en e enenenes 85 15
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TABLE 9—21—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
IN REGULATED SETTINGS AND SETTINGS LEGALLY OPERATING WITHOUT
REGULATION—-Continued

Legally oper-

i Licensed/reg- o with

State/territory Ulated atreggulattio?]m

ULAR ettt 79 21
VEIMONT oo 94 6
VIPZINIA oot 80 20
VIrgin ISIands ....c.veeeeeceeeeeeee et 68 32
WaShINGLON oo 64 36
West VIrginia ..o 89 11
WISCONSIN .ottt 100 O]
WYOMING ettt 59 45
National average percent .........ccoovcvevceivereverernnnen, 72 28

1 Reported figure is 0 or not reported.

Note.—Row total(s) and column total(s) do not add up for the following reason(s): Errors in reports
submitted by Maine and New Hampshire. Adjusted figures are rounded.

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Federal Child Care Information System.

TABLE 9-22.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
IN SETTINGS LEGALLY OPERATING WITHOUT REGULATION, BY RELATIVES AND NON-
RELATIVES, FISCAL YEAR 1998

State/territory Relative Nonrelative
ALADAMA ..ttt 39 61
ALASKA oo 27 73
AMEriCaN SAMOA ...t (1) (1)
AFIZONA ettt ettt en e s 100 (1)
ATKANSAS ...t (1) (1)
California .. 62 38
Colorado ... 44 56
Connecticut 71 29
DRIAWATE ...t 54 46
District of ColUMDIA .vveeeeee et 70 30
FIOMTAA et 23 71
GBOTZIA wvovecveceeeeeeeeseere ettt e ene et en e 29 71
GUAIM ettt ettt n ettt e e enenees 91 9
HAWATT .ttt 69 31
[AANO e 44 56
[0S vttt e et ee et eeeeennas 56 44
INAIANA ettt 39 61
JOWA et 31 69
KANSAS oottt ettt et e ettt e et n et enen e 71 29
KENTUCKY oo 29 71
LOUISTANA ..ot 48 52
VAINE ettt ettt n s e en e 32 68
MAYIANA ...oocve e 78 22

MaSSACHUSELES ... 42 58
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TABLE 9-22.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED
IN SETTINGS LEGALLY OPERATING WITHOUT REGULATION, BY RELATIVES AND NON-
RELATIVES, FISCAL YEAR 1998—Continued

State/territory Relative Nonrelative

MICRIZAN <ot 72 28
MINNESOTA ..ottt n ettt 42 58
MISSISSIPPI vvvvvvecvveieeececesesr ettt 64 36
MESSOUIT oottt 46 54
MONEANA ..ttt n e et 10 90
Nebraska (1) (1)
Nevada 16 84
New Hampshire .....c.covcveeieeeeeece e (1) (1)
NEW JBISEY ovvviieeeeeeeseeteeeete ettt sttt 31 69
NEW MEXICO ...t 57 43
NEW YOTK .ottt n s e 40 60
NOFER Car0liNa ..o 81 19
NOMEh DAKOTA ... 100 O]
NOIthern Marianas .....c.ceeeeeeeeeee et s e e e st (1) (1)
ORI ettt eeen (1) (1)
OKIANOMA e (1) (1)
OFBZON oottt bbb 29 71
PENNSYIVANIA .....voecce et 22 78
PUBIEO RICO .ot 54 46
ROOAE ISIANA ...ttt 78 22
SOUH Car0liNa ..o (1) 100
SOUH DAKOLA ... 79 21
TENNESSEE ...eveieeeseseeeetete et et et et st s et et se et se e eseseranennenenees 12 88
TEXAS ettt en e enen e 100 (1)
L0 OO 37 63
VEIMONT oottt e ettt nen e s 1 99
VIFZIMIA oottt s 83 17
VIrgin ISIaNAS ...ecvececeeeceeeceeee et 58 42
WaShiNGLON ..o 65 35
WESE VIFINIA oot 91 9
WISCONSIN ettt (1) O]
WYOMING vttt 52 48
National average percent .........ccccoocovveeveeviceiecnennns 53 47

1Reported figure is 0 or not reported.
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Federal Child Care Information System.



TABLE 9-23.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED IN ALL TYPES OF CARE, FISCAL YEAR 1998

Licensed regulated providers Providers legally operating without regulation
: Child’s home Family home Group home
State/territory S A
Chh(;:r?es Frform(ley ﬁ[}?ﬁg Center Relative Notn_rel— Relative Notr]rel— Relative Notn_rel— Center
ative ative ative
AlADAMA .o (1) 10 6 59 0.1 0.1 10 0.1 (1) Q) 15
A1 1 [ 0.01 16 3 35 2 3 11 30 (1) (1) (1)
ﬁmerican NY: 111117 E 0(15) 1(1] (2 gg (12) Eig (11& 8; 8; 8 S;
MIZONA oo e .
ArKanSas .............ococoeerreresssssssssiiins (1) 18 ) 82 (1) 1) ) (1) (1) 1) (1)
8all|f0rg|a ......................................... 8; 1; (16) 2(7) g % g é 8; 8 é
(001 2 0 S

Connecticut .....ocoevvveeeereeeeeceree O] 6 (1) 36 41 16 (1) O] O] (1) 1
DElaware .......ccocevveveececrereeeeeenrinas O] 34 1 48 4 (1) 5 O] (1) (1) 7
District of Columbia ......ccccceevvnneeee. (1; g S; gg (11) (11) ; (2 8; Eig (1%
Florida oo, (

GEOTZIA v O] 7 2 76 1 3 4 8 O] (1) (1)
GUAM e (1) (1) (1) 39 18 (1) 37 2 1 2 1
HaWaii .ovveecceeeeecceeeeeie, O] 8 (1) 22 3 3 45 12 O] (1) 5
1AANO oo (1) () 14 44 L) 1 17 27 1) (1) 1)
HHNOIS oeveceeveeeecee e (1) 11 1 29 11 21 22 4 M) O] 2
INAIANA oo 2.2 14 (1) 30 5 3 16 23 ® O] 6
[OWA oo (1) 23 10 33 1 1 10 22 O] (1) (1)
KGNSS oo ") 9 11 36 3 1 6 ) 1) () (1)
Kentucky ....ooveveeeeeceeeeece O] 5 1 61 1 1 9 23 O] (1) (1)
LOUISIANG ..o (1) (1) (1) 49 22 14 2 13 O] (1) (1)
MaiNe .o O] 28 O] 29 O] (1) 2 5 O] (1) (1)
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TABLE 9-23.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN SERVED IN ALL TYPES OF CARE, FISCAL YEAR 1998—Continued

Licensed regulated providers Providers legally operating without regulation
State/territory Chid's Fanily roup - Child's home Family home Group home -
home home home Relatiie  "on'e  Relative  'ome  Relative  \ono-
Maryland ..o, O] 31 (1) 34 16 7 12 O] (1) (1) 0
Massachusetts ........cocoveveveeeen, (1) 6 17 56 5 12 3 (1) (1) (1) (1)
Michigan ......coccooveveeeereeeses O] 11 9 19 14 17 30 O] O] (1) 0
MinNesota .......ccoooveevvvveeeiiiereerers O] 42 (1) 24 4 3 10 14 O] (1) 3
m!smssl})pl ....................................... 8; (115) % 635573 (153 (13)» %(B 2223 8; (13) (1)
ISSOUM v s e eeeens
MONEANA oeeoeeeeeeee e 0.02 21 34 30 ) (1) 1 14 ) (1) (1)
Nebre&ska .......................................... 8; 3% g % (12) (12) (12) (17) 8; Eig (111)
LT Lo TR
New Hampshire ..............ooceeeescceree (1) Q) O] () (1) Q) O] () (1) Q) ()
New JBrSey ......oooomvevvvvvverriiieneecenirienes (1) 10 (1) 74 1 (1) 4 10 (1) (1) (1)
New MEXICO ....ovveeeeeeeeeee e O] 5 4 43 2 2 25 18 (1) (1) (1)
NEW YOIK oooveeeeeereeeeeeeeeee e (1) 11 7 4 5 5 11 19 O] (1) (1)
North Carolina ......cccocoeovvveeveeren, O] 11 1 81 1 (1) 5 1 O] (1) 0.1
North Dakota .......cccooevvecereirrene, 1) 44 27 26 3 (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
gﬁ(thern Marianas ......ooocoooveeeer. 880% g% (11) Elié 8; Ei; 8; 8; 8; Ei; 8;
10 oo )
OKIANOMA oo 0.26 19 (1) 81 O] (1) (1) O] O] (1) (1)
OTBEON oo 0.22 21 1 16 5 9 14 30 (1) 0.1 5
Pennsylvania .........cccoevveverrcrsinns (1) 7 4 59 5 16 1 7 () 1) (1)
Puerto RiCO ..oooveveeveeeeeeeeere, O] (1) (1) 65 1 (1) 12 8 6 8 (1)
Rhode Island .........ccooovveveeereeen (1) 8 (1) 64 4 6 18 O] O] (1) 0.3
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South Caroling .....cc.cooeveeeveeueereere. (1) 5 3 76 1) 3 (1) 13 (1) (1) (1)
South Dakota .......ccccooeveeeeceeeicerenee. (1) 44 6 27 4 2 14 3 (1) (1) (1)
TENNESSEE .eocveceeeceecveeeee e (1) 7 5 73 1 (1) 1 14 (1) (1) (1)
TEXAS oo ) 3 3 79 7 (1) 7 ) M) O] (1)
Utah e 1) 9 5 65 2 2 6 11 (1) M (1)
VErmont ......ooeeeceeeeeeeeeeeee e, (1) 50 (1) 44 0 6 (1) O] (1) (1) 1)
VIrginia ..o 0.20 26 (1) 54 2 (1) 15 3 () (1) 0
Virgin Islands .......ccooeveveeveecenennn, O] (1) 6 62 3 (1) 16 8 (1) (1) 5
Washington ..o, (1) 23 (1) 41 12 12 11 (1) (1) (1) (1)
West Virginia ......cccoeevveveeveerecreere. (1) 50 (1) 39 (1) (1) 10 (1) (1) (1) 1
WISCONSIN vvooeeveceeeeeee e 0.38 39 ) 60 1) 1) ) (1) (1) (1) 1)
WYOMING oo (1) 24 (1) 31 8 6 16 16 () (1) (1)

National average percent ... 0.1 13 3 55 6 6 9 6 0.02 0.03 1

1Reported figure is 0 or not reported.
Note.—Select row total(s) and column total(s) do not add up for the following reason: Errors in reports submitted by Maine and New Hampshire.
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Federal Child Care Information System.
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TABLE 9-24.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN

SERVED, BY PAYMENT METHOD, FISCAL YEAR 1998

" Grants/ Certifi- Cash to
State/territory contracts cates parents
AlaDAMA ..o 454 53.7 0.9
ALASKA oot (1) 99.3 0.7
American Samoa .........coooeieieeeeeeeeee e (1) 100.0 (1)
AMIZONA e (1) 100.0 (1)
ArKANSAS ..o (1) 100.0 (1)
California ... 58.3 33.8 7.9
Colorado ...... 0.4 99.5 0.1
Connecticut . 24.0 76.0 (1)
DEIAWATE ..ot (1) 100.0 (1)
District of Columbia .....o.oveeeeeeeeeee e 59.6 40.4 (1)
FIOMAA e 72.6 20.1 1.3
GBOTZIA et nes 4.6 95.4 (1)
LTI R (1) 100.0 (1)
HAWAIT ettt eeenene e (1) 1) 100.0
[AANO e (1) 100.0 (1)
HTINOIS cvvveeeee et eese e 14.1 85.9 (1)
INATANA <o 1.0 99.0 (1)
JOWA ettt (1) 100.0 O]
KANSAS oot (1) 92.9 7.1
KENEUCKY oo (1) 100.0 (1)
LOUISIANG e (1) 65.3 34.7
MAINE e 23.5 75.9 0.6
MANYIANG ..o (1) 100.0 O]
MaSSACHUSELES ... 21.6 72.4 O]
MIChIZAN e (1) 100.0 (1)
Minnesota (1) 100.0 )
Mississippi 27.1 72.9 O]
Missouri ....... (1) 100.0 (1)
Montana ...... (1) 96.4 3.6
NEBIASKA ..o (1) 100.0 O]
NEVAAA ..o 6.1 93.9 (1)
New Hampshire .......cccoeveerveeceieeeeeecee e (1) 100.0 O]
NEW JBISEY oottt 26.7 73.3 O]
NEW MEXICO ..o 1.3 98.7 (1)
NEW YOTK oo 23.1 76.9 (1)
NOrth Carolina ......c.ooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s (1) 100.0 O]
North Dakota .......cccoevevevieieieeccee e 4.0 96.0 (1)
Northern Marianas .......coceeeveeeeeeeee e (1) 1) 100.0
ORI0 e (1) 100.0 (1)
OKIANOMA ..o (1) 100.0 (1)
(07 (0] TP 11.0 89.0 O]
Pennsylvania .........cccccoeveeveeceiceieece e (1) 56.4 43.6
PUBIEO RICO ottt 57.5 42.5 (1)
Rhode [S1and ........cocoueueeeieecce e (1) 100.0 (1)
South Carolina ..o 12.0 88.0 (1)
SOUth DAKOta ..o (1) 100.0 (1)
TENNESSEE ..ot eeeee s e s e et s et s e nnes (1) 100.0 (1)
TEXAS oottt (1) 83.1 16.9
DN e (1) 1) 100.0
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TABLE 9-24.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—PERCENT OF CHILDREN
SERVED, BY PAYMENT METHOD, FISCAL YEAR 1998—Continued

S Gt Gt

VEIMONT .o 0.4 99.6 O]
VIFGIMIA oot 1.1 100.0 O]
Virgin IS1ands ......o.ooeevevevceeeceeceeeeeeee e 24 97.6 (1)
Washington ..o (1) 64.4 35.6
WeSt VIrginia ..o (1) 100.0 O]
WISCONSIN ..ot (1) 100.0 (1)
WYOMING oo nnenes 0 100.0 (1)
National average percent .........c.ccccccvvvvvvvenee. 9.8 83.5 6.6

1Reported figure is 0 or not reported.

Note.—Row total(s) and column total(s) do not add up for the following reason(s): Errors in report
submitted by Virginia. Adjusted figures are rounded.

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Federal Child Care Information System.

STATE INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS

States’ income eligibility limits for families of three and four re-
ceiving Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) subsidies, as
submitted in the latest available State CCDF plans, are displayed
in table 9-25.

TRENDS IN CHILD CARE EXPENDITURES

Tables 9-26 through 9-29 contain information about trends in
child care expenditures under the CCDF and its predecessor pro-
grams (i.e., AFDC child care programs). All figures reflect expendi-
tures made in the year indicated, as opposed to expenditures made
from a given year’s appropriation. Table 9-26 provides a summary
of discretionary and mandatory expenditures on child care from fis-
cal years 1992 through 1998. Table 9-27 gives the mandatory fund
expenditure trends from fiscal years 1992 through 1998, and the
total expenditures (mandatory and discretionary) are shown by
State in table 9-28. A detailed breakdown of CCDF expenditures
made in fiscal year 1998 (the latest year available) by State is dis-
played in table 9-29.

STATE CCDF ALLOCATIONS

Table 9-30 shows actual State allotments for discretionary and
entitlement (mandatory and matching) funding for fiscal year 1999.



TABLE 9-25.—CCDF INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS FOR FAMILIES OF THREE AND FOUR
[Monthly income]

85 percent of State me- CCDF income eligibility Very low income limit CCDF income limit as a Very low income limit

dian income limit (priority for child care) percent of State median as a percent of State
State/territory income median income
Family of Family of Family of Family of Family of Family of ) ) : .

threye fou); threye fouyr threye fou); Fatnﬁlrlgeof Fa'%'ll]yr of Fatmlgeof Fa%'m of
Alabama ......ccooeeveeeeee e, $2,870  $3.417 $1,504  $1809  $1,503 $1,808 45 45 45 45
AlaSKa .o 3,694 4,397 3,694 4,397 1,423 1,714 85 85 33 33
American Samoal ..o 474 632 474 632 237 316 85 85 43 43
AMZONA oo 2,804 3,339 1,905 2,217 1,157 1,392 58 56 35 35
Arkansas .........ococoeeeeieinieeeeenne 2,172 5,586 1,533 1,825 1,022 1,217 60 28 40 19
California ....cccoceevvveeerceeeeeenna 3,197 3,552 2,821 3,134 1,881 2,090 75 75 50 50
Colorado .....ccovveevvecreicereieereenens 3,510 4,178 2,139 2,574 1,504 1,810 52 52 36 37
Connecticut? ....ooooveveeeeeeene, 3,698 4,403 3,264 3,885 1,088 1,295 75 75 25 25
DElaWare .......cccoeeeeeveeerieereeeeeeienns 3,371 4014 2,314 2,784 867 1,044 58 59 22 22
District of Columbia ......cccoevvvneee. 3,169 3,772 2,326 2,576 1,585 1,886 62 58 43 42
FIONAA oo 2,667 3,175 1,706 2,056 2,104 2,536 54 55 67 68
CTT0 ] g 2,817 3,130 2,817 3,130 2,023 2,248 85 85 61 61
GUAM e @] (@) 2,463 2,963 1,331 1,601 (?) (2) () (?)
Hawaii ..cveceeeeeeeeceeceeeceeeeae 3,257 3,878 2,874 3,422 1,278 1,538 75 75 33 34
[dAN0 e 2,684 2,982 1,706 2,056 1,705 2,055 54 59 54 59
HINOIS oo 3,440 4,095 1,818 2,165 1,214 1,445 45 45 30 30
INIANA o 3,149 3,795 2,161 2,605 1,628 1,962 58 58 44 44
[OWA oo 3,081 3,668 1,793 2,157 1,619 1,948 49 50 45 45
Kansas ........ 3,114 3,747 3,114 3,747 1,832 2,204 85 85 50 50
Kentucky 2,739 3,261 1,851 2,221 1,851 2,227 57 58 57 58
Louisiana 2,742 3,265 2,420 2,880 1,157 1,392 75 75 36 36

Maine ! ..o 2,708 3,223 2,708 3,223 1,101 1,329 85 85 35 35
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Maryland ....coooeeeieeee
Massachusetts? .........ccoovvvrinennee
Michigan ........ccccocoeevveeecceeene,
Minnesota .........cocooeeeeeieieiieen
MiSSISSIPPI wecvverecreecrerecieieeieieeas
MISSOUMT .t
Montana ...
Nebraska .......cccoveeeciieeeeee
Nevada ..o
New Hampshire! .....cccccoverennnen.
New JErsey ....ccooeveevveeevccrerenne,
New Mexico! ...
New York .........
North Carolina
North Dakota

Northern Marianas ..........cc.........
ORIO e
OKlahoma ......cooovveveeeeeeeeeeree.
OrBEON oo
Pennsylvania .......ccccoeeevveueennnne.
Puerto RiCO .o
Rhode Island .........cccocoeeevviriinnnnnes
South Carolind .......ccccoeevevveevnnnee.
South Dakota ........cccocevevevvveveeee.
TENNESSEE .o
TEXAS oo
Utah e,
Vermont .......
Virginial oo,
Virgin Islands ! .......coooveereree.
Washington .......ccoooeveeeevieeeeenn,
West Virginia ......ccccoevvevvccennnes

3,957
3,922
3,342
3,604
2,333
2,712
2,592
2,707
3,171
3,064
3,959
2,212
3,326
3,082
2,445
1,273
3,084
2,635
3,226
3,201
1,279
3,067
2,954
2,786
2,871
2,856
2,724
2,664
2977
1,364
3,194
2,457

4,711
4,193
3,979
4,290
2,750
3,696
3,085
3,323
3,776
3,647
4,770
2,633
3,960
3,668
2,910
1,498
3,672
3,137
3,841
3,811
1,523
3,407
3,618
3,317
3,418
3,400
3,242
3,209
3,544
1,557
3,803
2,925

1,870
2,771
2,172
3,181
2,333
1,482
1,735
2,105
2,798
1,784
1,735
1,951
2,338
2,719
2,445
1,157
2,105
1,936
2,088
2,139
1,279
2,602
1,446
2,140
2,027
1,735
1,794
2,586
2977
1,364
2,024
1,735

2,226
3,299
2,586
3,787
2,750
1,764
2,088
2,535
3,331
2,147
2,088
2,323
2,783
3,237
2,910
1,392
2,536
1,936
2,290
2,574
1,523
3,131
1,740
2,575
2,413
2,088
2,136
3,115
3,544
1,557
2,435
2,087

767
1,931
809
3,180
1,416
674
469
1,121
1,532
1,556
2,892
1,465

2,719

288
1,157

700
1,933
1,157
1,156

753
1,278
1,157
1,157
1,478
1,157
1,138
1,157
1,111
1,111

856

463

913
2,299
940
3,786
1,667
802
564
1,350
1,793
1,873
3,479
1,742

3,237

342
1,392

843
1,934
1,392
1,391
1,039
1,438
1,392
1,392
1,528
1,392
1,371
1,392
1,338
1,338
1,030

557
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TABLE 9-25.—CCDF INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS FOR FAMILIES OF THREE AND FOUR—-Continued
[Monthly income]

85 percent of State me- CCDF income eligibility Very low income limit CCDF income limit as a Very low income limit
dian income limit (priority for child care) percent of State median as a percent of State
State/territory income median income
Family of Family of Family of Family of Family of Family of . . . .
three four three four three four Fatrmgeof Farfnollljyr of Fatrmleyeof FaffT:)IJ]); of
WisSConSin cocovveeeeceeeee e, * 3,586 1,909 2,297 NA NA NA 54 NA NA
WYOMING oo, 2,881 3,430 1,539 1,852 1,273 1,532 45 46 38 38

Lincome eligibility limits for this State reflect figures submitted in its initial 1997 State plan.

2Guam is using 185 percent of the Federal poverty income guidelines for Hawaii to limit eligibility. There is no current median income established for Guam.

3Local social services districts define the income level, which constitutes “very low income” in their districts. It must be established at or below 200 percent of the State in-
come standard. Currently, levels at which districts have established “very low income” range from 100-200 percent of the State income standard.

4In the Wisconsin State plan, 85 percent State median income figure is available only for a family of four.

NA—Not available.

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service based on information from CCDF State plans submitted by the States to the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.
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TABLE 9-26.—SUMMARY OF DISCRETIONARY AND MANDATORY CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND AND PREDECESSOR PROGRAM EXPENDITURES,
FISCAL YEARS 199298

[In thousands of dollars]

Mandatory funds 2 rll’ercent

P— change in
Flsal year f“EaSscr(eFtelgg?g) ' Federal State fotal tottl?:eif?reonn? "
previous year
$332,159 $801,289 $615,552 $1,749,000 NA
675,229 889,592 662,184 2,227,005 27.3
835,014 1,054,893 797,745 2,687,652 20.7
832,009 1,235,233 949,821 3,017,063 12.3
850,122 1,280,212 994,275 3,124,608 3.6
1,010,068 1,518,905 1,357,515 3,886,488 24.4
1,403,230 2,078,421 1,713,933 5,195,584 33.7

1 Discretionary funds are from appropriations and are authorized under the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) of 1990. For fiscal years 1997 and 1998, discre-
tionary funds include those expenditures financed through transfers from the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant.

2Mandatory funds are Federal funds provided under title IV-A of the Social Security Act and State funds required to obtain these Federal funds. For fiscal years 1992-96, man-
datory child care funds were for individuals who received cash welfare (Aid to Families with Dependent Children), in transition from cash welfare, or “at risk” of cash welfare re-
ceipt. For fiscal years 1997 and 1998, mandatory funds were those provided under section 418 of the Social Security Act and transferred to the CCDF, as well as State funds ex-
pended either as the maintenance-of-effort (MOE) or State match for CCDF matching funds.

NA—Not applicable.

Note.—All figures reflect expenditures made in the year indicated, as opposed to expenditures made only from a given year's appropriation. The Federal share of fiscal year
1992-96 mandatory funds from the program for those “at risk” of welfare might be overstated, as it reflects expenditures reported by the States multiplied by the Medicaid
matching rate. For some States, this computed Federal share might be greater than the cap on Federal funding for the State under the “at risk” program.

Source: Congressional Research Service based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE 9-27 —FEDERAL MANDATORY CHILD CARE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1992-98

[In thousands of dollars]

Percentage change

State 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 _—

1992-98  1996-98

Alabama ..o $12,100  $15,147 $17,480 $17,626 $17,734 $27,539 $28,847 138 63
AIASKA oo 3,242 2,740 3,096 3,983 3,599 5,063 6,468 100 80
ANIZONA oo 15,730 13,876 16,591 20,998 24,993 31,034 32,258 105 29
ArKanSas .........cooeeevemeenmeineernenieens 2,073 3,668 3,867 5,300 4,009 3,938 17,326 736 332
California .....cccccoeeeveeneineieircnens 98,097 47,592 111,360 90,347 97,454 101,077 212,855 117 118
Colorado .....c.eveeeeerrrrericrirenieienne 8,432 10,339 9,653 10,498 10,486 11,926 23,275 176 122
Connecticut . 9,816 10,893 15,206 18,738 25,122 27,298 28,676 192 14
Delaware .............. 2,811 3,620 4,226 5,292 5,217 6,718 6,807 142 30
District of Columbia .......cccocovvvuncn. 3,730 3,769 3,730 4,721 4,455 5,703 6,823 83 53
Florida .......ccco..c.... .. 40379 37,581 40,848 48,743 54,008 62,220 102,098 153 89
Georgia ... .. 26000 31,520 37,081 39,088 49,040 40,876 65,599 152 34
HaWaii ..o 1,097 1,309 3,211 5221 4,562 8,406 8,924 714 96
[daR0 ... 1,768 2,857 3,136 3,062 2,357 3,809 5,689 222 141
OIS vt 18,689 29,156 35,860 60,275 78,690 92,635 95,625 412 22
INAIANG ..o 3,903 9,604 21,298 28,640 29,777 32,515 43,371 1011 46
[OWA oo 7,099 5,860 6,693 9,219 7,089 11,182 19,622 176 177
Kansas ........cccoomrenceneeineeeennonn. 12,113 9,265 11,497 10,044 11,632 15,598 18,007 49 55
Kentuchky ...ooooveeverernecneecne, 13,153 16,101 17,293 17,230 17,490 22,112 32,584 148 86
LOUISIANG .oovcerevecreerecrieeieeeene 6,912 9,705 11,492 14,539 13,895 15,058 29,498 327 112
MAINE oo 980 2,725 3,137 3,036 3,456 6,015 6,897 604 100

Maryland ..., 18,326 22,126 25,141 24,367 23,575 26,356 46,759 155 98
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Massachusetts .......cccocovveeecveernne.

Michigan ....
Minnesota ..
Mississippi .
Missouri .....

Montana .....
Nebraska ....

Nevada .......

New Hampshire .......ccccccoveeiiiennines

New Jersey .
New Mexico

New York ....

North Carolind .......cccoovevveveeeenee.
North Dakota ........ccoovvvcrceceee.

Ohio ...........

Oregon ...
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island .........cccoovvevviveeiee.

South Carolind ......cccccevvveevicene,
South Dakota ...

Tennessee ...

Texas ..........

Utah ...........
Vermont .....
Virginia ......
Washington

34,745
29,589
19,301

3,800
19,764
2,023
10,402

2,975
3,961
26,331
6,900

76,568
48,070

2,665
55,079

20,869
13,141
37,667

4,707

8,195
1,607
21,135
62,222

12,467

3,003
17,272
29,219

39,730
23,702
21,934

4,689
21,560
2,972
11,653

2,489
4,407
31,253
10,170

65,787
62,072

2,506
53,159

22,132
19,065
45,351

57173

5,893
1,713
33,972
59,880

12,998

4,386
17,002
36,459

46,798
32,082
23,368

6,682
25,390
3,191
10,072

2,813
5,139
40,031
4,174

108,871
71,708
2,188
71,195

25,638
20,288
55,355

6,695

9,967
1,753
39,566
63,995

13,019

3,737
21,364
41,948

52,211
30,340
26,089

6,787
26,805
3,451
8,786

3,122
4,387
49,494
9,174

71,877
63,320

1,895
66,526

26,638
26,515
55,822

6,856

12,457

1,742
43,192
72,750

14,450

3,841
18,716
43,218

60,350
38,803
28,796

4,892
37,505
2,968
15,878

2,897
7,900
51,121
13,916

69,409
84,934

1,531
95,211

33,905
27,598
76,285

8,884

16,796

3,125
51,259
64,857

19,428

5,667
34,148
52,091

62,620
65,828
33,639

19,032
42,753

8,476
15,822

7,375
8,383
39,311
14,342

173,957
95,048
5,288
109,039

35,324
28,981
82,810

9,794

22,509
4,781
53,621
121,168

20,605

5,687
30,333
63,917

111
324
103

554
176
302

60

305
119

51
280

160
230
173
182

60
113
100
129

244
263
277
141

131
120

154

20
117
29

180

146
80

136
91
-21
56

142
50
179
64

33

48
43

81
174
24
67

43
48

48
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TABLE 9-27 —FEDERAL MANDATORY CHILD CARE EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1992—98—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Percentage change

State 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
1992-98  1996-98
West Virginia .......ccocooeeveeneincennenes 3,233 6,807 8,904 8,834 9,837 12,973 13,561 319 38
WiSCONSIN oo 18,656 17,085 18,572 25,715 28,995 35,850 42,977 130 48
WYOMING o 2,507 2,567 2,815 2,631 2,271 2,851 3,431 37 51
Total ..o 801,289 889,592 1,054,893 1235233 1,280,212 1,518,905 2,078,421 159 62

Note.—All figures reflect expenditures made in the year indicated, as opposed to expenditures made only from a given year's appropriation. Mandatory funds are Federal funds
provided under title IV-A of the Social Security Act and State funds required to obtain these Federal funds. For fiscal years 1992-96, mandatory child care funds are for individ-
uals who received cash welfare (Aid to Families with Dependent Children), in transition from cash welfare, or “at risk” of cash welfare receipt. For fiscal years 1997 and 1998,
mandatory funds are those provided under section 418 of the Social Security Act and transferred to the CCDF. The Federal share of fiscal year 1992-96, mandatory funds from
the program for those “at risk” of welfare might be overstated, as it reflects expenditures reported by the States multiplied by the Medicaid matching rate. For some States, this
computed Federal share might be greater than the cap on Federal funding for the State under the “at risk” program.

Source: Congressional Research Service based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE 9-28.—TOTAL CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND AND PREDECESSOR PROGRAM EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1992-98

[In thousands of dollars]

Percentage change

State 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

1992-98 1996-98
Alabama ........cccccoovevecenenen. $29,490 $37,892 $39,133 $45,166 $46,612 $52,411 $60,689 106 30
AlaSKa .o 5,161 6,851 6,624 9,183 6,525 13,123 16,660 223 155
ANIZONA oo 27,055 33,404 38,600 44,690 51,305 61,200 81,923 203 60
Arkansas 7918 13,441 12,888 12,720 16,436 16,370 23,333 195 42
California ... 134,248 131,165 265,531 250,940 286,913 368,789 586,143 337 104
Colorado 13,518 22,480 29,810 29,043 23,342 32,909 45,449 236 95
Connecticut ...ocvvvevereccrennns 19,683 24,041 26,068 46,096 55,540 58,668 71,601 264 29
Delaware .......ccoeeeveeeernenn. 5,957 7914 9,505 11,570 11,396 17,487 24,409 310 114
District of Columbia ............ 7,940 8,479 8,852 10,204 10,021 13,604 20,154 154 101
Florida ..o 82,247 92,867 97,543 118,142 136,035 157,347 222,516 171 64
GEOTZIA v 53,234 70,596 82,240 88,069 101,717 131,264 162,139 205 59
Hawaii ..o 1,311 5,016 7,768 11,540 10,399 20,335 30,770 2247 196
[dAN0 ..ceoeereienne 3,976 6,631 11,780 5,052 5,635 9,127 16,022 303 189
MIN0IS vvvevercrrerirerirerireienne 40,401 73,846 91,971 148,557 178,373 236,029 300,808 645 69
INdiana ..o 6,071 26,100 47,329 60,247 63,782 78,288 96,576 1491 51
[OWA .o 14,645 15,797 14,794 20,845 19,830 20,130 49,489 238 150
Kansas .......cocomemmrvneinnnens 23,632 21,006 25,763 23,022 25,370 35,108 45,693 93 80
Kentucky ....cooooveoveevcrvenns 21,417 40,950 38,150 39,877 41,912 51,609 83,939 292 100
LouiSiana ......ocveereeneerennnne 13,035 31,726 33,840 38,756 40,111 47,367 62,341 378 55
MaiNe ....oooeerrreerecrreis 2,928 8,179 6,856 4,925 11,444 15,436 10,847 270 -5
Maryland ..... 37,864 47,157 55,672 54,799 53,032 58,365 104,766 177 98
Massachusetts . 63,113 74,331 85,598 87,370 110,469 243,113 216,503 243 96
Michigan ..., 48,892 69,409 54,593 78,554 56,481 122,046 295,723 505 424
Minnesota .......ccoeoveeeneineens 30,959 40,306 46,784 52,321 57,896 69,637 87,929 184 52
MiSSISSIPPI oveveeerrercrireinnns 7,699 5,597 36,326 11,062 17,399 48,388 32,494 322 87
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TABLE 9-28.—TOTAL CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND AND PREDECESSOR PROGRAM EXPENDITURES, BY STATE, FISCAL YEARS 1992-98—
Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Percentage change

State 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

1992-98 1996-98
MISSOUMT ..o 32,186 44,233 48,520 55,428 58,917 79,879 89,283 172 52
Montana .......ccocoveeeeeeeneinens 4,670 5,570 6,982 6,794 7,952 8,212 14,114 202 77
Nebraska ........ccocvvvvreruns 17,485 15,861 21,212 20,324 18,014 27,170 40,892 134 127
Nevada ......coocoveererineiins 4,018 6,386 5,874 8,055 1,273 13,020 18,020 348 148
New Hampshire ................... 1,125 8,481 7,553 12,335 9,787 16,177 17,988 133 84
New JErSeY ....covvercerenenns 46,865 41,713 63,979 97,526 98,877 105,672 93,805 100 -5
New MeXiCO ....coorvercricrrnnc 8,529 17,394 22,219 13,956 20,709 29,483 38,875 356 88
New YOrk ....coovveeeeecrireii 117,129 174,006 167,235 236,714 180,514 236,240 393,261 236 118
North Carolina .........cccocuuuue 40,988 88,657 137,160 132,261 95,981 169,501 224,494 443 134
North Dakota ... 4,267 5,932 5,502 5,014 3,753 5,130 9,040 112 141
0RO e 72,069 108,544 115,799 132,215 136,752 191,298 198,768 176 45
Oklahoma .......cocevevvereinnens 38,415 41,169 44,756 48,920 51,198 57,553 71,542 86 40
Oregon ...ceeceenceneiccienis 18,814 32,011 37,885 39,559 49,598 53,278 56,280 199 13
Pennsylvania ...........cccueeune 59,809 85,238 101,849 123,618 128,740 183,408 179,692 200 40
Rhode Island .........ccccooeeuene. 8,724 10,374 12,545 13,761 14,368 18,713 25,788 196 79
South Carolina .......cccocoeuue 9,843 18,060 17,733 29,603 37,000 28,466 66,987 581 81
South Dakota ........c.ccooceenee 2,925 4,458 5,408 5,647 2,512 6,327 10,676 265 325
TENNESSEE ....coovvvrverererrriennee 26,030 45,040 66,777 76,320 80,708 107,875 136,666 425 69
TEXAS oo 116,364 158,555 159,691 181,988 182,971 217,999 274,659 136 50
Utah ....... 17,307 16,858 29,960 24,758 28,700 28,414 39,635 129 38
Vermont 5,046 5918 8,396 10,052 10,040 15,508 17,484 246 74
Virginia 29,825 48,681 36,430 48,874 50,583 85,645 87,823 194 74
Washington ... 49,744 61,173 76,153 89,337 94,775 116,631 172,423 247 82
West Virginia .......ccccoevvnenen. 7,678 14,614 17,351 17,088 15,176 24,062 35,704 365 135
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WiSCONSIN oo 29,996 42,683 40,341 52,990 59,441 76,883 124,609 315 110
WYoming ..o 3,874 5,067 5178 5,853 5,627 5,735 8,102 109 44

Total ..ocooovveerens 1,483,319 2,021,857 2,442,504 2,792,241 2,887,844 3,886,488 5,195,584 250 80

Note.—All figures reflect expenditures made in the year indicated, as opposed to expenditures made only from a given year's appropriation. Discretionary funds are from appro-
priations and are authorized under the Child Care and Development Block Grant of 1990. For fiscal years 1997 and 1998, discretionary funds include those expenditures financed
through transfers from the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant. Mandatory funds are Federal funds provided under title IV-A of the Social Security Act and State
funds required to obtain these Federal funds. For 1992-96, mandatory child care funds are for individuals who received cash welfare (Aid to Families with Dependent Children), in
transition from cash welfare, or “at risk” of cash welfare receipt. For 1997 and 1998 mandatory funds are those provided under section 418 of the Social Security Act and trans-
ferred to the CCDF, as well as State funds expended either as the maintenance-of-effort or State match for CCDF matching funds. The Federal share of fiscal year 1992-96 man-
datory funds from the program for those “at risk” of welfare might be overstated, as it reflects expenditures reported by the States multiplied by the Medicaid matching rate. For
some States, this computed Federal share might be greater than the cap on Federal funding for the State under the “at risk” program.

Source: Congressional Research Service based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE 9-29.—FISCAL YEAR 1998 CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND EXPENDITURES

[In thousands of dollars]

Federal

. State share  Maintenance
State Discre- Mandatory share of of matchin of effort Total
tionary block grant me}tcnh&ng fund g (MOE)
AlADAMA ..ot $19,455  $16,442  $12,405 $5,490 $6,896  $60,689
ALASKA .ottt 4613 3,545 2,924 2,034 3,545 16,660
LA (0] OO 33,075 19,827 12,431 6,557 10,033 81,923
ATKANSAS .ottt ettt 0 6,091 11,234 4,077 1,931 23,333
California ... 174,693 95,050 117,805 113,001 85,593 586,143
Colorado ...... 346 9,295 13,980 12,842 8,986 45,449
Connecticut 6,739 18,738 9,937 9,937 26,249 71,601
DEIAWATE ...ttt et 1,671 4,642 2,166 2,166 13,765 24,409
District of COIUMDIA ... 7,687 4,609 2,213 1,077 4,567 20,154
T T TP 40,323 43,027 59,071 46,739 33,416 222,576
O 10 £ T 55,988 41,765 23,835 15,341 25,210 162,139
HAWATT oocvvcecec ettt 13,060 5,110 3,814 3,814 4972 30,770
[AANO oot 7,925 2,868 2,821 1,233 1,176 16,022
HIINOIS vttt ettt aea et s e st s s s snas 37,777 96,874 38,752 38,752 128,655 300,808
1T YT TP 26,587 25,451 17,920 11,261 15,357 96,576
JOW oottt sttt aeeas 8,048 8,508 11,114 6,461 15,357 49,489
1611 7 F O T T 15,341 9,708 8,299 5,600 6,745 45,693
KENEUCKY .ottt sea et ne et 37,613 17,370 15,214 6,467 1,275 83,939
LOUISIANA ..ecviceeeectete ettt et seas 21,526 13,865 15,634 6,097 5,219 62,341
MAINE <.ttt ettt eaes 189 3,019 3,878 2,011 1,750 10,847
MANYIANG oottt 11,248 23,301 23,457 23,457 23,301 104,766
MASSACHUSELES ....eveeecececce ettt 91,263 44973 17,647 17,647 44973 216,503
o 117 1 T 178,334 32,082 33,746 27,150 24411 295,723
MINNESOA oottt ettt sttt ene s 21,482 19,398 14,241 13,118 19,690 87,929
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MISSISSIPPI cvvveveveecreceeeseee ettt sne st ss ettt s et ene et 8,183 7,220 11,813 3,409 1,870 32,494
R0 OO 18,230 24,669 18,084 11,751 16,549 89,283
MONEANG .ottt 2,999 5,296 3,180 1,324 1,314 14,114
NEBFASKA ..ottt et 11,045 10,595 5,227 3,318 10,707 40,892
LT o OO 3,269 2,580 4,795 4,795 2,580 18,020
NEW HAMPSHITE <..ooveeececeeece ettt 1,222 4,582 3,801 3,801 4,582 17,988
NEW JBISBY oovoeeeceee ettt ee s ens et ns et neaneas 15,184 26,374 12,937 12,937 26,374 93,805
NEW MEXICO ..ottt ens st ene s 19,362 8,308 6,035 2,276 2,895 38,875
L 1] SO 26,398 83,035 90,922 90,922 101,984 393,261
NOMH CaroliNa ....oceeeeceecececeee et 50,816 72,571 22,477 13,150 65,480 224,494
NOME DAKOTA ..ottt 1,758 2,988 2,299 977 1,017 9,040
0] TV OO 19,758 74,918 34,122 24,567 45,404 198,768
OKIANOMA ..ottt sttt 21,233 24,910 10,414 4,355 10,630 71,542
0] 1] DO 9,519 19,309 9,672 6,065 11,715 56,280
PENNSYIVANIA ..ottt na st e s 26,125 55,173 27,637 24,128 46,629 179,692
RNOAE 1SIANG ...oeeeeeec e 2,240 6,909 2,885 2,541 11,212 25,788
SOUEH CAI0lING vttt 35,063 9,867 12,641 5,331 4,085 66,987
SOULN DAKOLA ..ot 3,635 1,711 3,070 1,457 803 10,676
TENNESSER .eeeceevveeeeeeeetcte e te sttt ettt e s s s st st s s s ssansetesenssnas 54,863 37,702 15,919 9,206 18,976 136,666
TEXAS oovocveceieeet ettt sttt ettt 92,050 76,595 44,573 26,759 34,681 274,659
UEAR ettt 11,527 12,592 8,014 3,027 4,475 39,635
LT 1110 TP 8,070 3,945 1,743 1,060 2,666 17,484
VITZINIA ettt e e ettt 27,433 21,329 9,004 8,728 21,329 87,823
Washington 44,768 41,883 22,034 20,248 43,490 172,423
West Virginia .. 17,444 8,727 4,834 1,728 2,971 35,704
LRS00 T TP 53,713 26,579 16,398 11,471 16,449 124,609
WYOMING oottt ettt et aneenes 2,340 2,108 1,323 177 1,554 8,102

0171 OO 1,403,230 1,198,031 880,391 682,439 1,031,494 5,195,584

Note.—All figures reflect expenditures made in fiscal year 1998, as opposed to expenditures made only from the fiscal year 1998 appropriation.

Source: Congressional Research Service based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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TABLE 9-30.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—STATE ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL

YEAR 1999

[In thousands of dollars]

Child care entitlement

CCDBG dis-

State :
Mandatory Matching cretionary
AlabAMA e $16,442 $14,250 $20,585
ALASKA ..o 3,545 2,548 2,103
AMZONA oo 19,827 17,599 20,529
ArKANSAS ... 5,300 8,748 12,073
California ...ccoeeveeeeeeeeeeecee e 85,593 125,636 121,446
C010rado ... 10,174 13,578 10,761
ConnECtiCUt ..o 18,738 10,909 7,192
DEIAWATIE ... 5,179 2,415 1,960
District of Columbia .....ocovvveveceeeeeeeee 4,567 1,552 1,888
FIOMAA oo 43,027 47,400 51,390
GBOTZIA cevvceereeeeeeeeee ettt 36,548 26,963 32,685
HAWATT v 4972 4171 3,940
[dAN0 .o 2,868 4548 5,263
HN0IS oo 56,874 43,250 37,520
INAIANA ..o 26,182 19,900 18,189
[OWA et 8,508 9,386 9,248
LT EY: T 9,812 9,042 8,916
KENEUCKY oo 16,702 12,630 17,830
LOUISIANG ... 13,865 15,605 25,619
MAINE oo 3,019 3,860 3,870
Maryland ..o 23,301 17,397 13,201
MasSaChUSELtS .......ccoeeeeeeeeeeeeceeeeeeeeeens 44973 19,988 13,674
MIChiZan ..o 32,082 33,425 28,187
MINNESOtA ....ceoveeceececeeee s 23,368 16,446 13,348
MISSISSIPPI +.veveevcecreeeceeeeee et 6,293 9,888 16,954
MISSOUT .eveeeceevceeteecee e 24,669 18,624 18,448
MONEANA oo 3,191 2,925 3,156
NEBraska ......cooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 10,595 5,811 5,659
NEVada ...ocveceeeeceece s 2,580 6,136 4741
New Hampshire . 4,582 3,962 2,478
New Jersey ........ . 26,374 27,404 18,739
NEW MEXICO ...covveereceeeeeeece e 8,308 6,647 9,410
NEW YOrK eoeeeeeeeeeeeceeeeeeeeee s 101,984 63,144 56,936
North Caroling ........ccoeeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 69,639 25,539 28,290
North Dakota .......cccccocvveeveccecceeeceecees 2,506 2,115 2,302
ORI0 e 70,125 37,712 33,633
OKIZhOMA .o 24,910 11,485 15,151
OrBZON et 19,409 10,700 10,088
Pennsylvania .........cccoceeeeeeeecceeeeeecee s 55,337 38,181 32,313
Rhode Island ..o 6,634 3,172 2,601
South Caroling ......cccceveevevveeeeeeece e, 9,867 12,796 17,999
South Dakota ........ccccovvevvvveeiecceee e 1,711 2,544 3,162
TENNESSEE ... 37,702 17,738 20,442
TEXAS ooovveeereeeeeeecte ettt 59,844 75,736 94,329
UAN s 12,592 9,082 9,767
VEIMONT oo 3,945 1,902 1,684
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TABLE 9-30.—CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND—STATE ALLOCATIONS, FISCAL
YEAR 1999——Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Child care entitlement :

CCDBG dis-
Stat .

o Mandatory Matching cretionary
VIFgIMIa oo 21,329 22,317 19,414
Washington ... 41,883 19,418 16,431
West Virginia .....ocooeeveeeeeeeceeece e 8,727 5,264 7,618
WISCONSIN e 24 511 17,577 14,810
WYOMING et 2,815 1,652 1,667
Subtotal ..o 1,177,525 940,718 949,640
THDBS vt 43,340 NA 19,995
Total States/territories/tribes ............. 1,220,865 NA 997,501
Technical assSistance .........ccoeevicvvieeeeienns 5,355 NA 2,473
Total reSources ......ccovevveeereveeeinnn. 1,226,220 940,718 999,974

NA—Not applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
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