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WELFARE REFORM AND CHILD CARE QUALITY 

Background 

As child care is discussed in the context of welfare reform, one issue continues to surface: 
How can we insure that infants, toddlers, and preschool and school-age children receive 
quality child care? There are three primary reasons why we need a strategy to improve the 
quality of child care as part of the welfare reform activity: 

1. 	 Because the quality of child care is often poor and we do 
care about its impact on children and their parents; 

2. 	 The success in training and education programs is, in part, a function of stable, 
quality child care arrangements; and 

3. 	 Because the issue of time-limits will be linked not only to 
concern about the effect on children of any loss of benefits; it will also be linked to 
concern about the effect on children of forcing them into child care without a focus 
on is quality. 

Clearly, the most effective way to improve quality in child care would be to increase 
reimbursement rates. Higher rates would increase provider salaries therefore drawing more 
qualified individuals into the field and decreasing turnover. However, any proposed strategy 
for improving quality must be realistic, recognizing severely limited funding both at the 
Federal and State levels and the priority which must be given to increasing supply. 
Therefore, we propose below a number of actions which can meaningfully address quality 
and make our concerns clear, but which can also can be undertaken without significant new 
child care funding. 

Addressing Quality 

1. Educating Parents and Encouraging Parental Involvement 

Research has shown that parental involvement is an element of quality for children's 
services. We can prepare materials, including videos, to educate parents about child care 
and the need to find good child care for their children. Similar materials including PSA's 
were developed by ACYF in the 1970's; at that time, PSA's were also developed and 
marketed to television stations. Materials have also been developed by States as a result of 
the child care licensing and improvement grants authorized in the Family Support Act and 
the CCDBG quality set-aside. In addition, R&Rs and other organizations are good sources 
for materials on quality and parent education; Topics would include: what we know about 
quality; that parents should visit providers before selecting one; that parents should become 
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involved with their child's program; and that they should continually note certain things like 
staff-child interactions. Parents are the best monitors of child care and can provide on-going 
assurance of quality; government monitoring seldom or never occurs (a recent IG study 
looked at monitoring). 

2. Head Start Funding and Partnerships 

We must advocate for Head Start funding to provide care for more eligible children, to 
increase full-day Head Start, and to make it much easier for child care and Head Start to 
work together, including encouraging joint funding efforts. However, we should not penalize 
non-AFDC families who are Head Start eligible by targeting Head Start on AFDC families; 
all poor families are eligible families. To facilitate integration of child care and Head Start 
services, we could provide joint Federal guidance for both Head Start and child care 
program, as well as encourage the collaboration between child care and Head Start program 
offices at the Regional Office level. We should also consider targeting some Head Start 
expansion money to add comprehensive services and training to child care programs, 
including both centers and family day care providers, which agree to meet the Head Start 
performance standards. By investing training in family day care providers, we better meet 
the needs of those infants and toddlers who, because of their parents' nontraditional work 
schedules, require care either at nights or on weekends. As much as possible, we should 
also encourage that Head Start grantee training activities be open to child care staff in 
communities. 

3. Targeting Some Portion of the Quality Funding on Training 

Because of the direct link between the level or' provider training and the quality of care, we 
should ensure that some portion of quality funding is spent on training. To encourage States 
to focus on training, we might even provide a one-time grant for planning and coordination 
of training. Direct training funds could also be awarded to States, Resource and Referral 
Agencies, colleges and universities, or other organizations that provide training. Any 
training program and/or system should also be designed to include and accommodate AFDC 
recipients who chose to become child care providers. This training should include child 
development theory, early childhood education, developmentally appropriate curriculum (for 
children from birth to age 13), multicultural issues, self-esteem building, literacy and 
communication skills, business skills, parenting, field experiences, and mentoring. Trainees 
should also receive assistance for their child care, transportation, health care costs, and other 
social services. 
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4. Chapter 1 Funding and Partnerships 

The Administration's Reauthorization proposal for the Chapter 1 program would encourage 
States to $pend more of their Chapter 1 funding on programs that extend learning time, such 
as before and after school and summer programs. The proposal would also change current 
targeting provisions so that more funds would be concentrated on the higher poverty schools 
which would result in more AFDC children being served. Because of the quality aspects of 
Chapter 1 programs, AFDC children could benefit from this increased emphasis. In Chapter 
One programs, teachers must be certified, and children receive compensatory education and 
other enrichment activities. The Department of Education is also considering a proposal to 
allow states to use compensatory education funds as matching funds for child care which 
could expand States' ability to pay for care for school-aged children. These funds could only 
be used as a match when they were spent on programs outside of the regular school day. 

5. Joint Planning 

We should encourage joint planning efforts by child care and Head Start programs at the 
local level. Assessments of community needs are required of individual Head Start programs 
and at the State level for CCDBG. We could work with States and Head Start grantees to 
bring these efforts together. The more the early childhood programs plan together and 
interact, the more good practices are likely to spread. Currently, child care providers are 
extremely isolated. 

6. Accreditation and Variable Reimbursement 

We can support (including providing some funding) efforts for voluntary accreditation pro­
grams like that of NAEYC and the Children's Foundation as well as increasing awareness of 
State and community efforts like that of the 4 C's of Orlando, Florida to set different 
reimbursement levels for different levels of quality. To make this effort meaningful, we 
must provide more flexibility for the States to set reimbursement rates under both IV-A Child 
Care and CCDBG (this action is already planned by ACF). 

7. Making Funding AvaIlable for Quality Improvements 

In any child care program we establish (including a combined IV-A program), we should 
include quality improvement funds such as those available in the CCDBG. Current quality 
set-asides in Head Start and the CCDBG support salary increases, training and technical 
assistance, and facilities improvement. The CCDBG is also uses quality funds to improve 
monitoring and licensing. In addition, we might eliminate the ceiling on funding quality, 
improvements in the CCDBG. 
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8. Technical Assistance 

We could seek additional funding for Resource and Referral 
agencies targeted toward having them provide technical assistance to child care providers. 
We might also work with the Child Care Action Campaign's effort to provide technical 
assistance through audio and teleconferences and workshops. Funds could also be given to 
the Child and Adult Care Food Program sponsors of family day care providers for this ' 
purpose. We can also consider adding funds to Head Start technical assistance providers so 
that they become Head Start and Child Care technical assistance providers or we could set up 
a separate child care technical assistance network/center. ACYF could produce, as it did in 
the 1970's, or disseminate already existing technical assistance materials; this would enhance 
the vision of a Federal leadership role. In addition to local providers and State 
administrators, caseworkers should also receive TA so that they would know the importance 
of the quality and continuity of care. 

9. Increasing Appropriate Immunization/Encouraging Minimum Health and Safety Standards 

We can consider very minimal regulatory requirements--primarily requirements that all chil­
dren whose child care is Federally funded must be immunized following the CDC guidelines. 
State requirements for immunizations currently vary. Most States mandate immunizations for 
children in centers, but fewer mandate it for children in family day care. In addition, many 
State immunization requirements are out of date. A federal immunization requirement would 
recognize that all children should receive the same immunizations for public health reasons; 
it would affect large numbers of very young children, who are the population we are not 
currently reaching; it would improve health conditions in group child care settings; and it 
would be extremely low-cost since the vaccines are already available. If there is no 
immunization requirement, HHS (PHS and ACF) should work aggressively with States to 
encourage them to improve their own requirements. 

We might also encourage a broader focus on health and safety standards. We could make 
available various models for health and safety standards including the very comprehensive 
standards developed by the American Public Health Association and the American Academy 
of Pediatrics. We could promote the adoption and adherence to such standards in both child 
care centers and family day care homes. 
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-I. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On August 22, 1996, President Clinton signed the bipartisan welfare reform plan that 
dramatically changing the nation's welfare system. The Personal-Responsibility and Wo 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996 replaced the old welfare system (AFDC) 
with Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TA1'.lF), to focus on work and responsibility and 
to provide States with flexibility to create the best approaches for their individual circumstances. 
Even before the Personal Responsibility Act became law, many States were well on their way to 
changing their weifare programs into jobs programs. By granting Federal waivers, the Clinton 
Administration allowed 43 States - more than all previous Administrations combined - to 
require work, time limit assistance, make work pay, improve child support enforcement, and 
encourage parental responsibility. 

These strategies of requiring work and responsibility and rewarding families who have gone to 
work are paying off. Since welfare reform there has been a dramatic increase in work 
participation (including employment, community service, and work experience) among welfare 
recipients. The percentage of recipients who were working reached an all-time high, 33 percent, 
compared to less than 7 percent in 1992 and 11 percent in 1996. 

This report compiles emerging data about welfare caseloads, family employment and earnings, 
marriage and two-parent families, out-of-wedlock births, and State policy choices, to give a 
picture of these first four years of welfare reform. Below are some more extensive highlights 
describing the information available to date as well as the research underway to learn more. 

EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS OF NEEDY FAMILIES 

There has been a dramatic increase in employment ofcurrent welfare recipients. A key 
measure of the success of welfare reform is its effect on employment. Analysis of all available 
sou~ces of information shows that the employment rate of current arid former T ANF recipients 
has increased significantly. 

The percentage ofworking recipients reached an all-time high in FY99 at 33 percent, 
compared to less than 7percent in 1992 and 11 percent in 1996. Thus, over one in three 
recipients was working in a typical month, the highest level ever recorded and nearly a fivefold 
increase since 1992. The vast majority of recipients who were working were in paid employment 
(28% of the total or 85 percent of those working); others were engaged in work experience and_ 
community service. 

All States met the all-families participation rate stand~rd in FY99, as did the District of 
Columbia and Puerto Rico. The national participation rate for all fa~iliesincreased to 38.3 
percent for FY 1999 from 35.3 percent in FY 1998, even while caseloads continued to decline by 
18 per~ent over the same period. 



Ofthe thirty-six States, the District ofColumbia, and Guam that had two-parentfamily 
programs subject to a work participation rate, twenty-eight met the FY 1999 two-parent 
'participation standard. The national rate for two-parent families increased to 54.7 percent in FY 
1999 up from 42.4 percent in FY 1998. 

TANF administrative data just for welfare recipients who remain on the rolls indicate that the 
average monthly earnings ofthose employed increased. Earnings increased from about $466 
per month in FY 1996 to $533 in 1998 and $598 in FY 1999, increases of 19 and 28 percent 
respectively. 

Although welfare reform is having a positive effect, early data tell an earnings story somewhat 
more complicated than the employment story. Studies of welfare r~form in Connecticut and 
Minnesota suggest that those programs achieved annual earnings gains in the range of $700­
$800 for long-term recipients. However, both programs had no effect on the earnings of recent 
applicants who were likely to earn more than long-term recipients. The Urban Institute has 
found the average earnings of those who have left welfare are well above minimum wage - with 
studies showing hourly wages of $6.60 - $6.80. 

MAKING WORK PAY 

New research illustrates that a strong commitment to augmenting programs that strongly push 
parents to work with well-implemented approaches to making work pay can succeed in 
producing a broad range ofimproved outcomes for families and children. In general, research 
on the impacts of welfare reform on family income, food security and hunger, health insurance 
status, child outcomes, and other family experiences is not providing a definitive picture at this 
point. However, preliminary reports are promising. The first systematic and rigorous findings 
on these issues have just been released in an evaluation of a pilot program, the Minnesota Family 
Investment Plan (MFIP), on which the State's TANF program is based. MFIP produced 
increased income across a broad range of families. It also produced other consistently positive 
effects, especially for families headed by long-term recipients, including a reduction in children's 
behavior problems, and an increase in children's attachment to, and performance in, school. In 
addition, it dramatically reduced the incidence of domestic,violence, a finding that has never 
been observed in any other rigorously evaluated welfare program. It also increased families' 
access to child care and health insurance. Finally, it significantly increased the proportion of 
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children living in two-parent families. 

TRENDS IN EXPENDITURES AND CASELOADS 

States are making significant new investments in the TANF program. The total TANF 
expenditures (combined Federal funds and State MOE funds) for FY 1999 were $22.6 billion, the 
same as last year. This level spending seems to indicate that States are making significant new 
investments in work supports for T ANF recipients, since welfare caseloads were declining over 
the same period and the associated spending on cash assistance was also going down. In FY 
1999 the total spending on cash assistance was $13.4 billion compared to $14.6 billion in FY 
1998. Total spending on work activities increased 17 % over the $1.5 billion spent in FY 1998. 



In FY 1998 States spent $1.259 billion ofFederal and State funds on child care. In FY 1999 they 
spent $1.98 billion. By the end ofFY 1999 States have expended, transferred or obligated 95% 
of their TANF funds for fiscal years 1997 - 1999. 

There continue to be dramatic declines in welfare caseloads. Overall, the welfare caseload has 
fallen by 7.8 million recipients, from 14.1 million recipients in January 1993 to 6.3 million in 
December 1999, a drop of 56 percent since President Clinton took office. This is the largest 
welfare caseload decline in history and the lowest percentage of the popUlation on welfare since 
1965. Caseloads have fallen 49 percent since the enactment of the welfare reform law -73.2 
percent of the entire decline has occurred since August 1996. The percentage of the population 
on welfare has fallen by nearly half since 1993, dropping from 5.5.percent in FY1993 to 2.3 
percent in December 1999. An August 1999 report by the Council of Economic Advisers (CEA) 
found that the implementation of welfare reform is the single most important factor contributing 
to the widespread and continuous caseload declines from 1996 to 1998. CEA estimates that the 
program changes implemented as a result of welfare reform account for approximately one-third 
of the caseload reduction from 1996 to 1998. The strong economy has also played an important 
role, accounting for approximately 10 percent of the decline between 1996 and 1998. 

Fiscal years 
Estimated U.S. 
Population (OOO's) 

AFDCITANF 
Recipients 

Percent ofu.s. 
Population 

1992 254,462 l3,625,342 5.4 
1993 257,379 . 14,142,710 5.5 
1994 259,935 14,225,651 5.5 
1995 262,392 l3,660,192 5.2 
1996 264,827 12,644,915 4.8 
1997 267,346 10,823,002 4.0 
1998 269,845 8,778,815 3.3 
1999 272,286 7,187,753 2.6 
December 1999 274,076 6,274,555 2.3 

HIGH PERFORMANCE BONUS 

Twenty-seven States were awarded the FY 1999 high performance bon'uses. The overall 
national results were very impressive. Based on the data from the 46 States that competed for the 
bonus, more than 1 ~3 million adults on welfare went to work between October 1, 1997, and 
September 30, 1998. Retention rates were also promising: 80 percent of those who had jobs . 
were still working in the subsequent three month period. The States also reported an average 
earnings increase of 23 percent for current and former welfare recipients from $2,088 in the first 
quarter of employment to $2,571 in the third quarter. 

FORMATION OF,TWO-PARENT FAMILIES 
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The recently released final report on the Minnesota Family Investment Plan (MFIP) evaluation 
has produced the first clear evidence of how a welfare reform strategy can have substantial 
positive effects on the maintenance and formation of two-parent families. MFIP, which 
combined strong work requirements for long-term recipients plus generous financial work 
incentives, increased both the formation and maintenance of two-parent families. Three years 
after entering the program, almost 11 percent of single parents who were long-term recipients 
were married compared to 7 percent ofa control group who received AFDC. Even more 
dramatically, 67 percent of two-parent families who entered MFIP were married at the end of 
three years compared to 49 percent of the AFDC control group, a 38-percent increase. 

OUT..OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS 

Five States were awarded bonuses to reward reduction iIJ. out-of-wedlock births. On September 
13, 1999, DHHSSecretary Shalala announced the award of $100 million in new bonuses to five 
awardees for achieving the nation's largest decreases in out-of-wedlock births between 1994 ~d 
1997. The awardees were Alabama, C"alifornia, the District ofColumbia, Massachusetts, and 
Michigan. Each jurisdiction received $20 million. 

During the 1991-1998period, teenage birth rates fell in all States and the District ofColumbia 
and the Virgin Islands. Nationally, teen birth rates continued an eight year decline, falling 20 
percent from 1991 to 1999 to the lowest levels on record. Declines in the teen birth rate are seen 
among younger and older teens, married and unmarried teens, all States and all racial and ethnic 
groups. 

The Office ofChild Support Enforcement has a preliminary total of1.5 million paternities 
,established and acknowledgedfor fiscal year 1999. This is triple the number in 1992 and 
reflects the same total as reported in fiscal year 1998. The numbers may appear stable due to the 
new reporting requirements. 

INCOME AND CHILD POVERTY 

Child poverty has declined from 22.7percent in 1993 to 18.9 percent in 1998 -- the biggest 
five-year drop in nearly 30years. The poverty rate for female-headed families with children has 
declined from 41.5 percent in 1995 to 38.7 percent in 1998, the most recent year available. This 
is an all-time low. And the overall poverty rate has also fallen from 15.1 percent in 1993 to 12.7 
percent in 1998 -- that's the lowest poverty rate since 1979 and the largest five-year drop in 
poverty in nearly 30 years. 

DEMOGRAPHIC AND FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES RECEIVING 
ASSISTANCE 

Examining demographic trends over the decade suggests that certain aspects ofthe caseload 
have been changing and that most ofthese changes were larger since 1996. The caseload ~s 
now made up of a greater .proportion of minorities (most of this mirrors the growing proportion 
ofthe overall population that is Hispanic), somewhat older parents with somewhat older 



children, and a substantially higher proportion of cases where no adult receives assistance. A new 
report' by the Brookings Institution tracks welfare case loads in the 89 counties that contain the 
100 large,st U.S.cities. It finds that, over the last five years, welfare caseloads have become 
predominantly urban. In 1994, when national welfare rolls hit a historic high, 48 percent of 
welfare recipients lived in the 89 counties. By contrast, in 1999, these counties were home to 58 
percent of the nation's welfare recipients. 

The average number ofpersons in TANFfamilies was 2.8 persons. The TANF families 
averaged 2 recipient children, which remained unchanged. Forty percent ofTANF families had 
only one child. Ten percent had more than three children. 

About 29 percent ofTANF families had no adult recipients, up about 6 percentage points for 
the 49 States that reported child-only casesfor the October 1997 -September 1998 period. 
Two-thirds ofTANF families had only one adult recipient, and five percent included two or more 
adult recipients. Fifteen States did not include two-parent family cases in the TANF data 
reporting system because they placed two-parent families in separate State programs. Between 
FY 1998 and FY 1999 the number ofchild-only cases increased, the first such increase since FY 
1996. 

Ninety eight percent ofTANFfamilies received cash and cash equivalents assistance with a 
monthly average amount of$357 under the State TANF program. Ofsuch T ANF families, 81 
percent received Food Stamp assistance, which is consistent with previous levels. A.lso, almost 
every T ANF family was enrolle<;t in medical assistance under an approved State Medicaid plan. 

STATE POLICY CHOICES 

States are promoting work in their TANF programs through a combination ofrequirements, 
incentives, and other policy changes. Under the TANF program, parents or caretakers receiving 
assistance must engage in work (as defined by the State) within 24 months or less at the State's 
option. Twenty-eight States require families to begin participating immediately, and 9 other 
States require participation within 6 months of receipt ofcash assistance. Twenty-two States 
have either no exemption for parents with infants or an exemption that is substantially shorter 
than the one-year period provided for under Federal law (i.e., 3, 4, or 6 months). In addition, 
every State has adopted the option to develop Individual Responsibility Plans for recipients. 

States have also made a number ofpolicy changes that help to make work pay. The majority 
of States have changed their policies on the treatment of recipient earnings, by expanding the 
amount of earnings recipients can keep and/or the period for which earnings disregards are . 
available. Also, the majority of States (33) have removed the additional categorical eligibility 
requirements that applied to two-parent families under prior law; these changes make it easier for 
two-parent families to retain benefits when they go to work. Here, we note that many States 
Qave focused their benefit expansions on working families; few States have substantially raised 
their maximum benefit levels (i.e., the amount paid to families with no countable income). 

Every State has raised its vehicle asset limit, making it easier for families to own a car that is 



reliable and can get them to work. In addition, most States have raised their general resource , 
limits. For example, 21 States raised the general resourceJimit for both applicants and recipients 
to $2000. More generally, 40 States raised the general resource limit for both applicants and 
recipients, 4 States raised the resource limit for recipients only, and Ohio no longer has a 
specified resource limit. Thirty-one States took the option to expand categorical eligibility for 
food stamps, allowing them to apply more generous TANF asset limits to the Food Stamps 
program as well. In addition, 30 States have implemented Individual Development Account 
programs that enable individuals to accrue assets for specified purposes such as purchasing a 
house or post-secondary education. Several States also allow these accounts to be used to save' 
for a car. 

State policies to limit the time thatfamilies may receive TANF assistance vary. Currently, 38 ' 
States apply a 60-month lifetime time limit; 4 States have a 24-month or shorter lifetime limit (1 
ofwhich continues benefits to the children), 3 States have a general.36-month or 48-month 
lifetime limit. Three States are continuing waivers and do not currently apply a lifetime limit and 
a few non-waiver States also indicate that they intend to provide benefits beyond 60 months (e.g., 
by using State funds). 

Thirteen States have "intermittent" time limits that deny (or reduce) benefits for a period of time 
for families that have accrued a certain number of months of assistance. These policies take one 
oftwo forms. Some States restrict the number of months a family can accrue during a fixed 
period of time (e.g., 24 months in a 60-month period). Others. make the family ineligible for a 
fixed number of months once it has accrued a certain number of months of assistance (e.g., a 
family is ineligible for 12 months once it has accrued 24 months). 

Most States provide exemptions to their State time limits that ,"stop the clock" for categories of 
families that are not exempt under the Federal statute. The most common State exemptions 
include: families that have adults or children with disabilities; victims of domestic violence, 
families with an elderly head ofhousehold; and families in which the adult is caring for a small 
child. 

Among the families that most typically receive extensions oftheir time limits under State 
policies are: victims ofdomestic violence, families with adults or children with disabilities, and, 
families that have made a good faith effort to become self-sufficient. 

Most State TANFprograms have implemented office procedures to assess or screen 
individuals for barriers to employment such as domestic violence, learning disabilities, 
physical disabilities, alcohol dependence, drug dependence, depressiqn, and other mental 
health' issues. Thirty-seven States assess or screen for at least four of these barriers. Twenty­
four States offer intensive services targeted to meet at least four of these barriers. One State 
leaves both matters to county discretion. 

Most States are offering up-front payments or services to divert families from entering the 
welfare rolls. To date, 34 States have opted to offer diversion payments or services to families 
applying for TANF benefits. Most of these States provide lump-sum payments designed to 



address emergencies and keep families from coming on assistance. States typically restrict such 
payments to families' who agree not to seek additional assistance for a specified period of time. 
In other States, the diversion program includes job search and related services designed to help 
the family go directly to work. 

The majority ofStates have certified that they have adopted the "Family Violence Option" to 
screen and identify victims ofdomestic violence, refer them to counseling and supportive 
services, and provide appropriate waivers ofprogram requirements. To date, 38 States have 
certified that they adopted this provision to assist victims of domestic violence. All other States 
are providing related services for victims of domestic violence, but have not yet adopted the 
Family Violence Option. 

A number ofStates have taken steps to devolve program responsibilities to the counties. 
However, most State programs are still State-administered, and most States have uniform 
Statewide provisions on matters such as eligibility standards, benefit amounts, and available 
servIces. 

States are engaging in forums to share information and lessons learned. The Department has 
sponsored a variety of forums to support these efforts. For example, the Welfare Peer Technical 
Assistance Network Project gives States an opportunity to link up and share information, as well 
as to cross-train each other on emerging best practices. Activities sponsored in 1999 covered 
subject areas such as culture change, diversion, transportation, one-stop centers, service 
integration, substance abuse, rural partnership building and economic development, and job 
retention. 

CHILD SUPPORT 
r 

In 1999, nearly 16 billion was collected for children by the child support enforcement 
program, an increase of10 percent from 1998, and double the amount collected in 1992; the 
federal government collected a record $1.3 billion in overdue child support from federal tax 
refunds alone. A new program to match delinquent parents with financial records found nearly 
900,000 accounts since August 1999 with a total value of about $3 billion. Nearly 1.5 million 
men acknowledged paternity in 1998, an increase of 12 percent in one year alone and three times 
as many as in 1992. The Passport Denial Program has collected more than $4 million in lump 
sum child support payments, and is currently denying 30 to AO passports to delinquent parents 
per day in an effort to collect financial support for their children. 

Of the $3 billion authorized under the Department of Labor's WtW program, about $350 
million has been. invested' in projects to help unemployed or underemployed non-custodial 
parents find and keep jobs and increase their earnings. In addition, some States, includirig 
California and Idaho, use T ANF funds for services to this population. The Clinton-Gore 
Administration's FY 2001 budget proposes $255 million for the first year of a new "Fathers 
WorklFamilies Win" initiative to promote responsible fatherhood and support working families, 
critical next steps in reforming welfare and reducing child poverty. These competitive grants 
will help at least 40,000'low-income fathers and 40,000 low-income working families work and 



support theirchildren . 

. TRIBAL TANF 

By September 1999, Tribal TANFprograms were serving approximately four thousand 
families per month. About 40,000 American Indian families were also served by State 
governments in Fiscal Year 1999. Some Tribes also operate Native Employment Works (NEW) 
programs either independently or in conjunction with their TANF programs. Currently, there are . 
24 approved Tribal TANF plans, with some of them from multi-Tribe consortia. 

CHILD CARE 

In FY 1999, States transferred a total of$1.43 billion ofFederalfundsfrom the TANF 
program to the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF), which is nearly triple the $914 million 
transferred in all ofFY1998. In addition, direct State spending through the TANF program on 
child care services totaled $1.98 bill' ined amount from transfers and direct T ANF 
program spending on child care w s $4.41 billion Eleven percent ofFY 1999 TANF funds were 
transferred to the child care block grl:l.IH:__­

Despite our investments in child care (including an additional $4 billion over 6 years for child 
care in the welfare reform law), there is still a large unmetneed. Recent data show that States 
across the country are serving only a small percentage ofeligible families and report extensive 
waiting lists and unmet need. Access to Child Care for Low-Income Working Families, a study 
issued by HHS in October 1999, indicates that in an average month in FY 1998, only 10% ofthe 
14.8 million children eligible for child care subsidies under Federal regulations received such 

assistance through the Child Care Development Fund. One analysis, Child Care After Leaving 


" Welfare: Early Evidence from State Studies, finds that 50 to 70% of families who have left 
welfare are now working, but that only about 30% are receiving assistance in paying for child 
care. 

RESEARCH AGENDA 

HHS is committed to ensuring that the nation has the answers to major questions regarding 
welfare reform. These questions can only be answered through rigorous and systematic studies. 
HHS's welfare reform research agenda has two broad goals: to increase the probability of 
success ofwelfare reform by providing timely, reliable data to inform policy and program 
design, especially at the State and local level where decision making has devolved; and to inform 
the nation ofpolicies chosen and their effects on children, families, communities and social well­
being. 
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A Resurgent Michiga.n Leads Newly Flush States 

,t\\ ' . : is lopping $1'.25 billion from' Ihe ,of lowered tax rates and ri~ing 
'Y'By P.ETER T. KILBORN state's debt, saving ta«pa"ersthespending were consuming a larger 

M' h " cost of car"";ng it but incurrmg' the part of the rising ,revenues, reducing ,LANSING,IC ., April 8 - Law. 'J' 
makers l:Iere and in many other wrath of Democratic legislators and the surpluses and resources set aside 
states, now in the throes of writing many Republicans who want more for recessions. The National Confer· 
their budgets for the 2001.fiscal year, tax cuts and spending. ence of State Legislatures, ill Denver 
are witnessing the biggest of six con. In his new budget. Gov. John, reP(lrts that reserves have dropped 
secutive years of rising revenues, Engler of Michigan is dipping into to $30 billion ,this year fromS37.5 
inspiring inventive new ways to the state's tobacco settlement money billion last year. , ' 
spend money and wave upon wave of for $83 million to give S2.500 college Some of the ta« cuts. especially the 
tax reductions. scholarships to students who pass a rebates. are one·time events, said 
,States arecolJecting revenues state achievement test. He proposes Mandy Raiool, a senior policy ana­
from the taxes on surging industries, awarding SI,OOO bonuses to the staff' Iyst at the conference. "They're try· 
ftilly employed work forces, stock members of. high·performing ing to give the money back but play it 
market gains and this year, for the schools, from principals to janitors. safe," she said. And to avoid the one· 
first time, from a two-decade-Iong, He is creating a ,virtual high school year ,jolt of sharp tax·rate redue· 
.$246 billion windfall from the settle. for students to take advanced tions, many legislatures favor small, 
ment of their suit against the tobacco courses unavailable in rural areas phased' reductions like Michigan's 
industry. through the Internet. And he plans to 23-year elimination of a tax on busi­

give all 80,000 public school teachers ness. In that way, she said, they 
"The states are overflowing with laptop computers. . . ,.. avoid the political repercussions of 

money nnd spt'ndlng a lot of muncy," , Lawmakers are beginning to call raising taxes to cope with receSsions. 
said S:c;;:;'~n r"OOfl.:, an t.:l.:uu(;lIIi:it ilt their surpluses "structural." pros- 'No state has gained more frum 
the conservative Caw Institute in perity's antithesis to the structural prosperity and surpluses than Michi· 
Washington. "You are starting to see deficits of much of the 1900's. By law, gan, where the cities of Flint, Ponti· 
- among Republican governors, by states, unlike the federal govern· ac, Benton Harbor and Detroit 
the way - budget increases of 6, 7, 8 ment, must erase one year's deficit formed the downtrodden core of a 
percent a year. States are continuing the next year with spending cuts or region thaI economists called the 
to ,cut taxes, too. But the money is ta.'I: increases. The serial surpluses of rust belt. For decades, Michigan and 
coming in so fast they haven't kepI the 19~O's and 2000 let them build, West Virginia shared the nation's 
pace." ' reserves to tide them over in a mod· highest unemployment rates, often' 

Gary S, Olson, director of Michi' erate rect'ssion without touching pro- exceeding 10 percent. 
gan's nonpartisan Senate Fiscal grams and taxes. In February. however, Michigan's 
Agency, which tracks the state's fi· But in choosing where to dispense· unemployment rate was a mere 2.7 
nances, said: ~·.Thls is SOrt of an ideal prosperity's bounty, Democratic. percent, one of ,the nation's lowest, 
situation, Michigan had never bl'en leaders in the states, most of which, the state's lowest in at least 30 years 
able to reduce taxes and raise spend­ ha\'e Republican governors, say the ; and well below the national rate of 

big beneficiaries are businesses and 4.1 percent. Automobile workers areing at the same time. I've worked in 
the nch. "There is' a percentage of . working overtime and earning anthe Legislature Sinc~ 1978, and clear-
our clllzenry," said State Senator average of .$60,000 a year. On top of 

. ly, Ihese are the best times I've ever Aim;! Wheeler, Democrat of Ann Ar· that, they are collecting $8,000 and 
'seen," . bor, Mich.. "that is not having its 510,000 annual bonuses - all taxable 

Because of the peculiarities of boat floated by this economy." in~ome thaI feeds the surplus. 
their taxation systems or their econ· State Representative Hubert Such unanticipated tides of reve· 
omies, a few states, like Wyoming, Price, a Democrat from ~ontiac, nue are pouring into the state treas· 
Iowa, Kansas, Tennessee and New MIch.. calculates that ·a family of ury at a rate of.$2 million more a day 
Hampshire, are not reaping much of three WIth Michigan's median In· than the govern9r's economists pre­
this harvest. But most are. New come of S40,000 will save $1.20 a week dieted jusl a year ago and hundreds' 
York, California, Texas, Maryland, from a recent cut in the income tax . of thousands of dollars a dav abov(' 
Minnesota, Indiana, Washington, fate to 4.2 percent from 4.4 percent. their predictions as recentlv 3S Jnnu· 
Pennsylvania and Michigan have "I ha~n't had any constituents walk ai)', when Governor Engler suI>­
been amassing annual surpluses ex· up to me In the grocery store and mitted his budget. 
ceeding 51 billion, typically repre- say, 'Thank you: .. Mr. Price said, The governor was first elected 10 
senting hundreds of idle tax dollars' And public policy analysts say the years ago as a tightfisted, tax-eutting 
collected from each of their citizens. prudence that states showed in the crime-fighter, and has cracked down 

The surpluses have 'Ied to new mid·199O's in setting aside rainy day on parole and young offenders, 
spending plans and' an ,array of tax funds to weather recessions has be· i Crime is dOwn, as It is in the rest of 
cuts, In Maine, GoV. Angus King,. an gun to wane. "Until now, !!'S ~n.a : the country, but prison terms have 
independent, would give a laptop senes of happy s~rprlses, scud Ins stretched, and the prison population 
computer to every seventh grader.' Lav , an economist and expert on has doubled during his tenure, to 
'Gov. Parris N. Glendening of Mary· I 40,000. 
land, a Democrat, would buy text- I By the end of next year, Governor 
books for students in the state's 500 
private schools. In the fall, Gov. Tom Rising revet;1ues 
Ridge of Pennsylvania, a Republi­
can, will send the state's 3.3 million allow states to cut 
homeowners a tail: rebate check of 
S100. . . taxes and raise

Some states are cutting sales tax· 

es on food and clothes and property 
spendif'lIo
taxes on automobiles. Gov, Jesse 

Ventura of Minnesota, an independ· 

ent, has handed taxpayers S1.3 blllion 

In sales tax rebates. In January, Gov. stale Ilnance at the Center for Budg. 

Bob Taft 01 OhIO. a Republican, put, et and Policy Priorities in Washing· 

into eHeLl tax breuks for adoptil'ns ton. "[very year, revenues come in 

and culle~r lultlon, In New "lerk, hIgher ih:ul forec:lst." . 

.Go\', Gcoq;e E, PatO'lki's lOp priority Bu! she said three and four years 
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There were reports of other demo 
onstrations around the country In 
opposition to reports of fraud, and PERU VOTERS GIVE 
the crowds gathered in Lima tonight 
chanted, "Democracy si, authoritar· 
ianism no!" 'PRESIDENT ASHOCK; Mr. Fujlmori had no immediate 
public comments. As the night pro­
gressed, several television networks ARUNOFF IS LIKELY whose owners are allied with the 
president strangely switched olf 
their election coverage and began 
airing movies and light entertain· THE RACE IS VERY CLOSE ment shows. 

The chance of a runoff was pri· 
vately viewed by the Clinton admin· 

Challenger Is Aided by Reports istration and the Organization of 
American States as the best possible 

.of Fraud and Unhappiness outcome to assure the political 
standing and economic stability of a

Over Nation's Economy country that has been a key Amerl· 
. can ally in combating the drug trade 

iI.\ in Latin America. ~ By CLIFFORD KRAUSS Fears of a fraudulent victory by 
LIMA, Peru, AprH 9 _ President Mr. FUjimori, foreign diplomats here 

Alberto K. Fujimori 'appeared to fall said this week, opened the possibility 
shon of a first-round re..,lection vic- that the Organizatlon of American 

States would rule that the election 
tory .today·in a VOte hOlly contested had not met international standards 
by Alejandro Toledo. a' business 
school professor from humble' roots and would withdraw recognit.on of 
who immediately· charged that the tho Lima government. 

"We are very concerned right
:fe~~::nment was trying to steal the now," said Eduardo Stein, a former 

Standing united with nil six of the Guatemalan foreign minister who Is 
head of the Organization of Amerl­

other opposition candidates who can States observation team. "There 
vowed to fight any attempt at fraud, is an unexplainable delay in the mev­
Mf. Toledo said, "1 can assure you,lf 
someone tries to block the will of the ing of the voting sheet tabulations to 
people. I guarantee th3t I will be in the computer centers," where they 
the sll'eets in two minutes." are counted. 

There were repons of electoral 
Dressed in faded leans and a green computer glitches and at least spo­

work shirt with a red bandana radie vote fraud from across the 
around his head, he added, "I'm an country throughout the day, includ­
Indian rebel with n cause,"·, 

Mr. Toledo made his charges as . ing Instances of convicts VOting, bal­
tens of thousands of his supponers lots filled in before they were given 
gathered in downtown Lima and af. to VOters and people Voting with false 
ter a c3mpaign riddled by irregular- documentation, presumably to cast 
ilies, dirty tricks and smear. tactics their ballots more than once, 

Most common were reports of bai­h I d t at cripp e Mr. Fujlmorl's other lots distributed with the name of Mr. 

op~e~~~sident had been almost Toledo, the leading opposition candi­
uniformly viewed as a sure winner, date. cut from voting sheets. 

"There Is outrageous fraud being but a popular and International out- committed," Mr. Toledo declared on 
cry over what appeared to be a grow- a naUonal radio network when he
ing and.systematic attempt to steal 
the VOle peeled support from· the voted at midday. He said electoral 
pres idem at 'an accelerating rate in authoflties were confiscating and 
the'finallO days of the race, pollsters hiding evid.nce 01 fraudulent bal:ots 
said: after complaintS had been filed, adu· 

Mr. Fujlmori is seeking an unprec- ing, "I plead that they stOP dirtYing 
edented third term after a tumultu- this process." 
ous decade In which he defeated tWO A centrist, Mr, Toledo campaigned 
lerrorlst insurrections and ended 
years of hyperinflation in Ihis Allde- promising to strengthen local gov­

ernment, make the court system in· fan country a 26 million people. BUI dependent 01 presidential influence 
Mr. Toledo managed to capitalize On 
tJie disalfection t,he c~mpaign had and use taJ( incentives to bolster ag­
created, as well' as unhappiness O\'er rlcultural industries as a way to 
h . d' h' .. I I • increase exports and create jobs. 

teo e~qnomY!l".·.t e. appca 0 his ','. With his stroii~ lr:dian facial lea-
own personal story' ns . none-time ­
shoe.hine boy who rose from poverty tures, Mr. Toledo was able 10 tap IntO 
in a family of 16 children. the large urban population of mesti-

A compiete count will not be ~n. zos, as people 01 mixed Ind.an·Span. 
nounced for at leasl 48 hours. BUI ish rae. are known. and ofter himself 

as an example of what a poor son of a 
surveys of voters leaving the polls 'bTlcklayer and fish saleswoman can 
showed 45.2 percent for Mr. Toledo to do with' an education, 
43.6 percent for Mr. FujimOfi, with a Several teleVISIon networks broad-
margin of error of up to five percent. cast the results, as well as exit p"':ls 
A candidate needs to WID more than showing that Mr. Fuj.mori had I ... : 
50 percent of Ihe vote to avoid a control of Congress. Mr. Fuj.mon·s 
runoff, wh,Ch must be held by the coahllon, Peru 2000, won the largeS! 
first week of June. block of congressional ,'otes, but (Wi.>­

But in what some international Ihlrds of the seats will be di\,.deu 
election monitors conSidered a wor~ 3mDI<I! !'--'veral orPGsiuon groups. 
risome ind.catlOn of pessihl. fraud, Poll' .n~,ratcd that PreSident Fu· 
samples of yote tally sheets mOnt- 1,m!)! I \';;L' ... :JI\., ~o chng to most of hi!' 
tored by private polling groups gave TUfa; In,jlali "f'!':'1 base with a cam~ 
Me. FUlimori a lead of up to six 
points, but 5tH! not enough to aVOid a pa!IW :i'," pronll:o('d to continue 
runoff. ' tough pOliCies tiUll waultl p:-event fu­

ture lerrOTIsm il:1d il uru;.lJening of 

milk and coreal handouts 10 ease 

hunger in Andean villages. 


He h,d also prom.sed to extend 
 \ 
lunch pro:;rams and compuler class­

es [0 schools across Ihe country and 

build more roads connecling the pro­

vincial hinterlands. while he handed 

out hundreds of thousands of land 

tilles to landless peasants. 


Mr, Fujimori sometimes appeared 

to be a reluctant candidate who was 

pushed intO the race by eager aides 

_ especially his intelligence chief, 

Vladimiro Montesinos - who are 

concerned about losing their jobs or 

future prosecution for corruption. He 

campaigned In earnest with only two 

weekS lelt before the vote, and oflen 

appeared to be going through the 

mollons. 


In the last days 01 the campaign, 

however, Mr. Fujimori appeared 10 

be an.mated again. He donned Indian 

costumes and danced on platforms 

across the country. The pace of his 

rallies - held some days at desert 

c.ties along the coast and high alti­

tude provincial capitalS within hours 

- amazed even his supponers. 


lie also began airing an eflective 
bar~a~t.\ of television und radiu com­

merd;tls arguin~ that now th... , he 

had defeated terrorism and hyper· 

inflation and made peace with ·neigh· 

boring Ecuador, he was ready to roll 

up his sleeves and attack the prob­

lem of unemployment. 


But Mr. Fujimorl was dOlll!.ed hy a 

scandal amply documented bY the 

newspaper EI Comercio involving 

campaign workers who forged one 

million signatures to get him on the 

ballot. The mounting evidence forced 

several election officials and con­

gressional candidates allied with Mr. 

Fujlmori to reSign, and gave the im­

pression that the president had lost 

control Over what was once though. 

to be a well-<liled political machine. 


He was also hun by steady crill· 

cism that he had replaced Judges and 

manipulated the Congress in order to 

run for an unprecedented third five­

year term despite a consmutional 

ban. 


In the final days of the campaign, 

the Organization of American States 

obspn'er team released a repon e,· 

pressing concerns that systematic 

campaign irregularities had "imped­

ed the cllizenry from having the con­

fidence that sufficient conditions ex­

ist for the exercise of effective de­

mocracy." 


, Mr .. Toledo, a former World Bank 
! official with a Stanford doclora te and 

a Belgian·born naturalized Ameri· 
can wife, was the 'surprise 01 the 
election. After running a poor third in 
the 19~5 presidenlial election, he was 
not expected 10 be a threat this year. 

Bu. Mr. Toledo'surged dramatical· 
Iy in the last five weeks of the cam· 
pair.n after the candidacies of IWO 
other candidates were destroyed by 
a series of v.c.ous personal attack 
campaigns appearing in Ihe leading 
.00e\,lS.on ne.works and tabloid 
nl'\\ !.=:1;tpers that were believed to be 
"".ctod by Mr. FUjlmori's tntelli­
gem:"" service. 

In Ihe last twO weeks of the cam· 
p;ugn. the smears Were directed at 
Mr. Toledo, bUI pollsters said Ihe\' 
did not seem to have the same 'nI­
pact. "The demolilion mnchinc just 
ran oUl of steam," said Santiago P.· 
dro~lIn. a polillcal columnist for lhe 
d:i.ly Gestion. 

, '<,.' 

ebc ~C\tJ Uork eimrs-

MONDA Y, APRIL 10, 1()()o 

http:dOlll!.ed
http:recognit.on


,In Man-Rich Silicon Valley, 
It Seems Like Strikeout. com 
~\ By EVELYN NIEVES 

PALO ALTO, Calif., April 6 - It 
was getting too late to meet a geek. 

The crowd at Nola's bar, six deep 
with techies not an hour before. had 
thinned to little clusters of buddies 
fixated on the Sports Channel. Deb­
bie Giacomo and her three friends, 
perched on too-tall stools around a 
table,felt wasted, and not from their 
warm Anchor Steam pale ales. 

"What are we doing here alone?" 
said Ms. Giacomo,' a 31-year-old 
third-grade teacher in nearby Hay- . 
ward, surveying the remaining, 
idling men. "We're young. We're 
cute. We're available. So what are we 

. doing here alone?" 
A good question. This, after all. is 

the heart of the heart of man coun­
try, one of, the 'few places. in the 
Western Hemisphere where men 

outnumber women. 
Palo Alto, arguably the center of 

the Silicon Valley universe, has a 
whopping 36 percent more men than 
Women. Somelimes, the troops of 
men strolling around downtown' 
make It seem as if a Boy Scout 
reunion Is in town. And since this Is' 
also the land of the best educated, 
highest paid workers In the world, 
minting 64 new millionaires a day,' 
Single women in search of smart, 
successful men should behaving a 
ball. 	 ' '. 

But the vaney is a weird world, 
unto itself. In this sphere, techies 
take their dogs, birds and pajamas to 
work, and being too busy for any­
thing but becoming the next MOP 
(millionaire on paper) is as crucial 
to fitting in as Palm orgailizers and 
T-shirts. 

Matchmakers.say the dating scene 
is probably worse than anywhere. On 
Friday nights, Fry's Electronics, the 
techie haven here, is 'more packed 
with single men than the trendy bars, 
whiCh tend to fiII with Stanford Un!­
versity students. So while the geek 
glut has spawned an industry of 
matchmakers and image consult. 
ants - those who teach men things 

like how long their pants 'should be 

and how to say hello - finding ro­

. mance is harder than findmg a house' 

here for under half a million dollars. 

"It's pretty brutal," said Julie Paiva, 

president of Table for SiX Total Ad­

Ventures and Entertainmerit, a meet­

ing service and SOCial club that be­

gan in San Francisco in 1997 and 


, branched out to Silicon Valley's 
Mountain View last fall, 

"A lot of people don't have a lot of 
time," Ms. Paiva said. "There's a lot 
of stress on their lives. It's very, very 
competitive. Everyone is worried 
that the other guy is moving faster. 
I've never seen ,such competitive 
people in my life." 

No one, if the anecdotal eVidence 
gathered from single men. and wom­
en in bars' and on the street can be 
trusted, is happy, Everyone com­
plains, The men complain that .lhe 
women are too few and too hard to 
get; the women: that the men don't 
bother with them or even know how 
to try. 	 . 

"Wherever you go, the ratio is five 
to one, men to women," said Jim 
Aronson,a 30-year.:old sales repre­
sentative for a semiconductor com­
pany in San Jose, as he crankilv 
surveyed the scene in Nola's the olli­
er night. Actually, the ratio looked 
more like 60-40, but all he COuld see, 
he sald, were "guys, and more 
guys." 

"The girls know they have the pick 
.	of the litter," Mr. Aronson said. "And 
there's a lot of gold diggers out there .. 
They come around just to play 'Who 

. Wants to Meet a Millionaire.' " 
Indeed, an urban legend is growing' 

in Silicon Valley about women flock. 
ing here in search of geek gods with 
all the right assets, at least on paper. 
But like Big Foot, such tales, told by 
disgruntled Single men, are hard to 
prove. At Nola's, the women come 
from only as far as other parts of 
Silicon Valley, same as the men. 
Danette Austin, a 33-year-old kinder­
garten teacher in Campbell, next 
'door to san Jose,. was not even sure 
the hype about a guy glut was true. 

. "They say that the ratio is so good 

here," Ms. Austin said. "But the good 

guys that are available don~t come 

out of their cubicles." 


Of course, she said, a bar has nev­

er been the ideal way to meet a mate, 

or even a date. '~I had one good

relationship come out of meeting 
someone at a bar," she said. "But I 
don't knowv,'here to meet' al:yone 
any more. 1work really hard, really 
I 	 . 

long hours, and I'm really busy I've 
gone years without seeing someone 
or haVing a date. It's crazy." 

It is not as if opportunities to meet 
The One, or The One in the Mean­
time, are lacking. It is hard to read a 
newspaper without coming across 
advertisements for yet another dat­
ing service. Consultants like J ama 
Clark in San Francisco, who offers a 
six-week course on "The Art of Meet­
ing Women," are bUSier than some 
stock-optioned C.E_O:s. (One of her 
tips: "The fir:st gatekl.'eper to sexual 
attraction is the way you look.") 

And then there arc the parties. 
Lots :md lots 0' parties. It is becom­
ing a tradition for every new start-up 
to hold a party In San FranCISCo, 

usually with an open bar and open 
door. Indeed,' one Web site, 
www.sfgirl.com. which' lists every 
techie party In town, often lists two 
or three on the same night. 

The dot camaraderie is as thick,as 
the, sweaty, crushed crowds at these 
events. But the action at such parties 
is all about networking, not dOlling, 
the regulars say. Dates, when made, 
tend to be lavish: at the most expen­
sive restaurants, or on yachts. across 
borders on private planes, even 
across the ocean. But dates seem to 
be thl.' exception. 
, Larry Gioffree, a 31-year-Old sales 

representative for ,computer hard­
ware and software to dentists said 
neithl.'r he nor his friends had ever . 
mI.'l women they mi:;:ht date. "The' 

·ralio is not good," Mr. Gioffree said, 
"I travel a lot and wherever I go, u's 
quite different. Plus the women are 
quite stuck.up here." 

If dating is bad for most Singles 
here, It is even worse for those who 
happen not to fit the prevailing dem­
ographics - white and young. be­
tween 22 and 35. Maxeau Mercier, a 
30-year-old systems engineer from 

Montreal, who is black, had 

very dry dating spell since 

Sunnyvale three years ago. 


"I wurk 50 to 70 hours a week 
anVW3\'.'· Mr. Mercier said: watch· 
ing three women semisurrounded by 
a dozen men al Q's, another popular 
gathering spot in downtown Palo 
'Alto. There are few women in his' 
company, he said, and so the corpo­
rate gym and the corporate cafeteria 
and the corporate water cooler are 
out. And so are clubs, he said. 

"I don't ever see a girl here that 
I'm attracted to," he said. "So I 
think, 'What's the point?' When you 
meet them, and you tell them what 
you do, they assume right away that 
you make a lot of money." 
. In another world, say, the Upper 

West Side of Manhattan, which is 
heavy with single women; Craig 
Newmark, a 47·year-old self-de­
scribed "George Costanza, formerly 

. classic nerd type," would be a catch. 
Mr. Newmark, founder and chief 

executive of a popular community 
serviCe Web site in San FranCisco, 
www.craigslist.com. is witty (asked, 
the contents of his refrigerator, he 

says, ,"Don't ask, don't tell"), ci/ie· 
minded (his Web site is partly non­
profit) and utterly available ("I'm 
open to all possibilities"). 

Though listed on the Web site 
.www.women.com as one of Silicon 
Valley's 10 most eligible bachelors, 
Mr. Newmark has had little action in 
the date department. The only eligi· 
ble bachelor on the site who is over 
40, and overweight, he has received 

. about two dozen e-mail messages 
over several weeks and has an­
s'oVered every one. But only one 

. turned into a date - a first and last 
date. 

"Online chemistry, even voice," he 
said, "often does not translate into 
physical chemistry." 

Ms. Paiva of Table for Six Total 
Adventures and Entertainment, 
which arranges dinner dates with 

, three women and three men with 
similar interests, said one oflthe big 
problems in Silicon Valley these days 
was that the women were .too picky. 

"I think it's kind of unfair what 
they,'re saying about the men - that 
they're geeks who don't have SOCial 
graces," she said. "I think the Ideal 
man is still the Harrison Ford-Indi· 
ana Jones type. The women will say, 
'I don't want to meet anyone who is 

,bald: Well, that bald man mightb~ 
their soul mate." 

She added: "I've been a relation­
ship coach 10 years and I've 11C\'Cr 

seen things so bad. The misunder­
standing between the sexes Is tre­
mendous. The women are very tough 
on the men. They're constantly find· 
ing reasons to not"like them. And the 
men, who are some of the nicest guys 
in ttieworld; think that women Just 
don't want nice guys." 

Actually, the women think there 
are not too many nice guys around, 
and v'ice versa. 

At Nola's, one of Danette Austin's 
friends, Katie (who wanted only her 
first name used), decided to test her 
theory that men just want to brag 
about how much they make. She 
pointed to a clean-cut, well-pressed 
young man ,of about her age, 26. 

"JUSt watch." she said. "I'm gOing 
over to that guy and in five minutes 
I'll tell you what he makes." 

Five minutes later, she was back. 
..A hundred thou," shE!'Said With a 
shrug. "In sales. He said he'll do a lot 
better next year," 

She didn't hear what the gentle­
man, Bob Cruz of San Jose, said 
about her afterward. "A pnre gold 
digger," Mr. Cruz summed up. "Just 
like most of them" 
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very dry dating spell since movin), 
;': . SUllllwaie tllree years ago.in Man-Rich Silicon Valley, 

"I • wurk 5ll to 70 hours a week 
anvwa\'.". Mr. Mercier said, watch· It Seems Like Strikeout.com ing threE' women semisurrounded by 
a dozen inen at Q's, another popular 
galhering Spol in downtown Palo~\ AltO. There are lew women'in hISBy EVEL VN NIEVES 

.. ·.,1., 
PALO ALTO, Calit, April 6 - II 

was gening too late to meet a geek. 
The crowd at Nola's bar, six deep 

wllh lechies not an hour before, had 
thinned to lillie clusters 01 buddies 
fixJuid on the Spot:!s Channel Deb­
bie Giacomo and her three friends, 
perched on too-tall stools around a 
table, felt wasted, and not trom their 
warm Anchor Steam pale ales. 

"What are we doing here alone?" 
said Ms. Giacomo, a 31·year-old 
thlrd·grade teacher In nearby Hay. 
ward, surveying the remaining, 
idling men_ "We're young, We're 
cute. We're available. So whal are we 
doing here alone?" 

A good queslion. ThIs, after all is 
the heart of the heart of man coun­
try, one of the few places In the' 
Western' He'misphere where men 

outnumber women. 
Palo Alto, arguably the center of 

the Silicon Valley 'universe, has a 
whopping 36 percent more men than 
women. Somlllimes, the troops of 
men slrolling around downtown 
make It seem as If a Boy Scout 
reunion is in town, And since this ls 
also the land of the best educated, 
highest paid workers In the world, 
minting 64 new ·milllonalres a day, 
single women In search of smart, 
successful men should be having a. 
ball. 

BUI the valley IS a weird world, 
unto itself. In this sphere, lechies 
take their dogs, birds and pajamas 10 
work, and being tOO busy tor any· 
thing but becoming the next MOP 
(millionaire on paper) Is as crucial 
to fitting in as Palm orgattlzers and 
T-shirts. 

Malchmakers say the dating scene 
is probably worse Ihan anywhere_ On 
Friday nights, Fry's Eleclronics, the 
techie haven here, is 'more packed 
WIth Single men than the Irendy bars, 
which lend to fill with Stanford Uni­',:',:. 
versilY sludents, So whUe the geek 
glut has spawned an Indust ry of 
matchmakers and image consult­
ants - those who teach men things 

like how long their pan Is should be 
and how '0 say hellO - finding ro­
mance is harder Ihan findmg a house 
here for under half a million dollars. 
."It's pretty brulal," saId Julie Paiva, 
president of Table for Six TOlal Ad­
ventures and Entertainmem, a meet· 
Ing service and social club Ihat be­
gan in San Francisco in 1997 and 
branched out 10 Silicon Valley's 
Mountain View last faiL 

"A lot of people don't have a 101 of 
lime:' Ms. Paiva said. "There's a lot 
of stress on their hves.It's very, very 
competitive. Everyone Is worried 
that the other guy is moving faster. 
I've never. seen such competitive 
people in my Ilte." 

No one, if the anecdotal evidence 
galhered from single men. and wom­
en in bars and on the streel can be 
trusted, is happy. Everyone com­
plainS. The men complain that the 
women are too few and tOO hard 10 
get: Ihe women. thJl th~ men don't 
bother wUh them or even know how 
10 'ry. 

"Wherever you go, Ihe ratio is five 
10 one, men to women," sal<.I Jim 
Aronson, ,a 30-year-old sales rcpre­
sentative for a semiconductor com· 
pany in San Jose, as he crankilv 
surveyed the Scene in Nola's the oui. 
er nigh!. Actually, the ratio looked 
more like 6()'40, but all he could see, 
he said, were "guys, and more 
guys." 

"The girls know they have the pick 
of the litter," Mr. Aronson said. "And 
there's a lot of gold diggers out there. 
They come around just to play 'Who 
Wants to Meet a Millionaire.' .. 

Indeed, an urban legend is growing 
in Silicon Valley about women flock­
ing here in search of geek gods with 
all the right assels, al least on paper. 
BUI like Big FOOt, such tales, told by 
disgruntled single men, are hard to 

, prove, At Nola's, the women come 
from only as far as other parts of 
Silicon Valley, same as the men. 
Danene Austin, a 33'year-old kinder­
garten teacher In Campbell, next 
door to San Jose, was nOI even sure 
Ihe hype about a guy glut was true, 

"They say that the ratio is so good 
here," M,. Austin said. "But the good 
guys that are available don't come 
OUI of their cubicles." 

Of course, she said, a bar has nev­
er been the ideal way to meet a mate, 
or even a date, "I had one good 
relationship come out of meeting 
someone at a bar," she said_ "But I 
don't know ..-here to meet a"yone 
any. more. I work really hard, really 

I . 
Ions hours, and I'm really busy. I've, 
gone years without seeing someone 
or having a date. It's crazy." 

It is not as if opportunities to meet 
The One. or The One In the Mean· 
time, are lacking. It is hard to read J 
newspaper wilhoul coming across 
advertisements for yet another dat· 
ing service. Consullanls like Jama 
Clark in San FranciSCO, who offers a 
six·week course on "The Art of Meel­
ing Women," are busier than some 
stock-optioned C.£,O.'s. (One of her 
lips: "The first galek-eper to sexual 
attraction is the way you look.") 

Anu Ihen there are the parties. 
LOIS and lOIS of parties. It Is bccom­
iUll a rrnditlon for every new starr~up 
10 hOld a party In San FranCISCo, 

usually wllh an open bar and open 
door. Indeed,. one Web site, 
www.sfgirl.com. which lists every 
techie party In 10wn, often lisls IWO 
or three on Ihe same night. 

The dot camaraderie is as thick a5 
the sweaty. crushed crowds at these 
events. But the action at such parties 
is all aboul networking, not dalins. 
the regulars say. Dales, when made, 
tend 10 be lavish: al Ihe most expen. 
sive restaurants, or on yachts, across 
borders on privale planes, even 
across the ocean. But 'dates seem to 

, be the exception. 
Larry GloUree, a 31-year-Old sales 

representative for computer hard­
ware and software to dentists said 
nellher he nor his friends had ever 
rn("t women they mi~ht date, "The 
ralio IS not !lood." Mr, Gioffree said, 

. 	"I <ravel a 101 and wherever I go. II'S 
qUite diUerent. Plus Ihe women arc 
quite stuck-Up here." 

If dalmg IS bad for mos' singles 
here, It IS even worse for those who 
happen not '0 ht the prevaIling dem­
ographICS - whIle and young. be­
Iween 22 and 35. Maxeau MerCier, a 
30:year-old .syslems engineer from 

company, he said, and so the corpo­
rate gym and the corporate cafelcria 
and .thc corporate water cooler arc 
out. And so are clubs, he said. 

"I don't ever see a girl here that 
I'm attracted to," he said_ "So 
think, 'What's the point?' When you 
meet them, and you tell them who! 
you do. they assume right away that 
you 'make a,lot of money." 

In another world, say, the Upper 
West Side of Manhattan, which is 
heavy with single women, Craig 
Newmark, a, 47·year-old self-<l.,. 
scribed "George Coslanza, formerly 
classic nerd type," would be a catch. 

Mr. Newmark, fOW1der and chief 
executive of a popular community 
service Web site in San Francisco, 
www.craigsllst.com. is willY (asked 
the contents of his refrigerator, he 

say-s, "Don't ask, don', tell"), ci lie· 
minded (his Web site is partly non­
profit) and utterly available ("I'm 
open 10 all possibilities"). 

Though listed on the Web site 
.www.women.com as one of Silicon 
Valley's 10 most eligible bachelur>, 
Mr. Newmark has had little action in 
the date department_ The only eligi­
ble bachelor on the site who is over 
40. and overweight, he has received 
aboul IWO dozene--mail messages 
over several weeks and has an· 
s'.I·ered every one. But only one 
tllrned iota a date - a firsl and last 
date. 

"Online chemistry, even voice." he 
said, "of len does not translate into 
physical chemistry," 

Ms. Paiva of Table for SiX TOlal 
Adventures and Entertainment. 
which arranges dinner dates wi,h 
three women and three men with 
Similar interests, said one of the big 
problems in Silicon Valley these days 
was thaI the women were toO pickr. 

"I think U's kind of unfair what 
they're saying aboul the men - thaI 
they're geeks who don't have SOCial 
graces," she said. "I think Ihe Ideal 
man is slill the Harrison Ford-Indi­
ana Jones Iype. The women wtll say, 
'j don't want to meet anyone who is 
bald.' Well, that bald man mighl be 
Iheir soul mate." . 

She added: "I've been a relation­
ship coach 10 years and j've nel'cr 
seen things so bad, The misunder­
standing belween the sexes Is tre' 
mendous. The women are very tough 
on the men. They're conslanlly find­
ing reasons to not like them. And the 
men, who are'some af the nicest gUy's 
in the world, think thaI women Iusl 

,don't wan' nice guys." 
Actually, the women think there 

are not too many nice guys around, 
and VIce versa. 

At Nola's, one of Danette Austin's 
fnends, Katie (who wanled only her 
first name used), decided to test her 
theery that men just want 10 brag 
about how much they make. She 
pOlnt~d 10 a clean-<:ut, well-pressed 
young man of about her age, 26. 

"Just watch," she said. "I'm going 
. over to Ihat guy and In live mmutes 

I'll teU you wha, he makes." 
F,ve mmutes laler, she waS back. 

"A hundred thou," she said WIth • 
shruS. "In sales. He said he'll do a lot 

.belter next year." 
She didn't hear whal the gentle· 

man, Bob Cruz of San Jose, said 
about her afterward. "A p"re 'lold 
digger," Mr. Cruz summed up, "Ju>t 

··like most of them, ,. 
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i\.ccess to Child Care for Low-Income Working Families 

•• 
Executive Summary 

• Out of necessity or choice, mothers are working outside the home in greater numbers than ever 
before. In 19'96, three out of four mothers with children between 6 and 17 were in the labor force, 
compared to one in four in 1965. Two-thirds of mothers with children under six now work. 
Reliable, high-quality child care is critical to these mothers' productivity at work, as well as to 
their children's health and intellectual development. 

With the unemployment rate'at 4.2 percent, a 30-year low, many employers are having difficulty 
fmding the workers they need. Women are expected to make up over 60 percent of new entrants 
to the labor force between 1994 and 2005. Welfare refonn makes it likely that the demandfor 
quality child care will be even greater in the future. Unfortunately, the cost of child care is often 
beyond the means of low and moderate-income working families, including those that have never 
been on welfare. 

The Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) is the major source of Federal child care 
assistance for low and moderate-income families. The program provides funding to states for 
subsidizing care of the parent's choice, whether in a family child care home, with a relative, or in 
a child care center. 

This report provides new infonnation on the number of children receiving subsidies through the 
CCDF in fiscal year 1998 and on the number of children eligible for assistance, by state. 
Nationally, in an average month in 1998, only 1.5 million ofthe 9.9 million low and moderate­
income children eligible for CCDF assistance actually received help through the program - just 
15 percent of eligible children. 

The gap between eligibility and receipt of services would be greater if states had chosen to define 

• 
the eligible population to include all of the low and moderate-income working families that are 
potentially eligible under Federal law. If all states set eligibility limits at the maximum levels 
allowed under Federal law 85 percent of state median income an estimated 14.7 million 
children would have been eligible for subsidies in fiscal year 1998, of whom only 10 percent 
were served. 

The percentage of children eligible under state limits who are served with CCDF funds varies 
across states. About one-fifth (9) of all states are serving less than 10 percent ofthe eligible 
children, three-fifths (31 states) are serving between 10 and 25 percent of eligible children, and 
one-fifth (11 states) are serving 25 percent or more ofthe eligible population. Differences in state 
definitions of the eligible population explain some of this variation, which is also caused by 
differences in funding amounts, local child care costs, reimbursement rates, co-payment policies, 
and the number of low and moderate-income working parents in each state. If all states expanded•• eligibility to the Federal maximum limits, over half the states (27 states) would be serving less 
than 10 percent of eligible children, with the remaining half (24 states) serving between 10 and 25 
percent of eligible children. 

The CCDF Program. The Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) is a Federal-state program 
which enables states to subsidize the child care expenses of low and moderate-income families. 
The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PL. 104-193) 
consolidated most Federal child care funding, thereby allowing states to serve families through a 

• 



••• 
• single integrated child care system. States have tremendous flexibility to design policies and• 
• 

defme eligibility guidelines, service priorities, provider payment rates, and family co-payment 
amounts, in confonnance with broad parameters specified under Federal law. 

•• 
NOTE: The Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) Act provides discretionary 

• 
funding for child care assistance. PRWORA consolidated mandatory child care funding under 

• 
the Social Security Act and applied the CCDBG Act rules to these mandatory dollars. The tenn 
"CCPF" refers to the combination of the CCDBG discretionary funds and the Social Security Act 

• 

mandatory funds, both of which are subject to the provisions ofthe CCDBG Act. 


• 
, ' 

Large numbers of children remain upserved despite the fact that states drew down all available 

• 
Federal mandatory CCDF funding in 1998 and transferred $636 million in Federal TANF dollars 
to CCDF programs. . 

•
• In all, states in FY 1998 spent $3.5 billion in Federal mandatory and discretionary funds 


• 

(including dollars transferred from TANF) and $1.6 billion oftheir own funds onchild care 


• 

assistance through CCDF. As a result of these investments, 250,000 more children were served 

through CCDF in an average month ~ 998 as compared with 1997. 


•
• 
NOTE: Some states provide child care assistance through programs separate from CCDF, but 

there is no source of consistertt and reliable infonnation on the number of children served through . 


• 

such programs. In most states, the bulk of child care subsidies are funded with CCDF dollars. 


• Affordability. Regular child care arrangements are often beyond the reach of working poor 


• 
 families if they do not have access to subsidies. In fact, child care expenses are often the second 


• 

or third largest item in a low-income working family's household budget. In 1993, for example, 


• 

child care expenses averaged 18 percent of family income, or $215 per month, for poor working 

families paying for care for one or more preschool children. For families with income of less 


• 

than $14,400 ($1,200 per month) the average share of income devoted to child care was even 

higher - 25 percent, or one-fourth of family income. 

•• Two recent studies suggest that increased funding for child care subsidies increases employment 

• 
rates and earnings for low and moderate-income parents, while other studies fmd that families on 

• 
waiting lists for child care assistance cut back their work hours and are more likely to receive 
public assistance or go into debt (including declaring bankruptcy). 

•• 
Quality. When families cannot get help in paying for child care, it is harder for them to fmd 
quality care that helps prepare their children for success in school. Although this report does not 

• 
provide new infonnation about child care quality, it does include a very brief summary of quality 

• 
research and references. As this summary indicates, new research on preschoolers fmds that 
quality child care programs make a difference in children'S cognitive perfonnance, language 

• development, social adjustment, and overall child behavior, with differences found as many as 

• 
four years after program participation. Existing child care arrangements, however, vary in 

• 
quality; and too many children are exposed to poor conditions in care. Studies of investments in 
quality have found that state-wide quality initiatives, such as those Undertaken in Florida and 

• 
North Carolina, have resulted in improved quality of child care programs and enhanced child 
development. 

•• 
.' . 

Infonnation Sources. The new infonnation reported here comes from two sources. The average 
monthly estimate of children receiving CCDF subsidies - 1.5 million in 1998 - is a preliminary 
estimate based on state administrative data reported to HHS for the months of April - September•• 

• 
11• 
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••• 
• 
 1998. These administrative data reflect children served (at least in part) through CCDF programs, 
• 
• 


not those served by other Federal, state, or local programs. 


The eligibility estimates were generated from the Urban Institute's TRIM3 microsimulation 
model, based on three years' worth of Current Population Survey (CPS) data. The estimate of9.9 
million children eligible under state-set limits includes all children under age 13 (or older 
disabled children in certain states) who are living in families where the family head (and spouse if 
present) work or are in education and training programs and family income is below the states' 
income guidelines for assistance under the CCDF October 1997 state plans. 

•• 

• 

• 
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• Access to Child Care for Low-Income Working Families • 
•• I. Introduction: Child Care and Development Fund under Federal and State Law 

•• 
The Child Care and Development FlUld (CCDF) is a Federal-state program which enables states 
to help subsidize the child care expenses of low and moderate-income families so they can work 

• or attend education or training programs. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 

• 
Reconciliation Act (P.L. 104-193) consolidated most Federal child care funding, thereby allowing 

• 
states to serve families through a single, integrated child care system. States have tremendous 
flexibility to design policies and defme eligibility guidelines, service priorities, provider payment 

• 
rates, and family co-payment amounts, in confonnance with broad parameters specified under 
Federal law. 

•• 
NOTE: The Child Care and Development Block Orant (CCDBO) Act provides discretionary 

• 
. funding for child care assistance. PR WORA consolidated mandatory child care funding under 
the Social Security Act and applied the CCDBO Act rules to these mandatory dollars. The tenn 

• "CCDF" refers to the combination of the CCDBO discretionary funds and the. Social Security Act 

• 

mandatory funds, both of which ar~ subjeCt to the provisions of the CCDBO Act. 


• Child care assistance lUlder CCDF is generally limited by Federal law to families with children 

• 
lUlder age 13, although states may assist families with children up to age 19 who have special 

• 
needs or are receiving protective services. In addition, both parents (or one parent in a single- .. 
parent family) niust be in a work-related activity and family income cannot exceed 85 percent of 

• 
state median income (SMI). Priority for services must be given to children in families with very 

• 
low incomes and children with special needs. Within those parameters, states may set their own 
income eligibility limits and defme other priority rules. 

•• 
A comparison of state eligibility guidelines shows that state income limits vary considerably. As 
of October 1997, state limits for a family of3 ranged from less than $16,000 in Wyoming to over 

• $39,000 in Connecticut. As a result, in some states, families earning as little as $18,000 are not 

• 
eligible for any help with child care costs costs that generally run between $3,000 and $10,000 

• 
annually if purchased at market prices. Only 9 states set the limit for a family of 3 at the 
maximum level of 85 percent of SMI, as allowed lUlder Federal law. 

• Subsidized child care services are generally available to eligible families through certificates or' 

• vouchers that allow families to purchase care from a provider of their choice. States set the 

• payment, or "reimbursement," rates that providers receive to serVe children through CCDF. ·In 

• 
addition, states establish sliding fee scales, based on family income and family size, which are 

• 
used to detennine each family's "co-payment," or contribution to the cost of care. Under Federal 
law, states are required to set aside a minimum of 4 percent of CCDF flUlds to improve the 

• 
quality of child care and other services to parents. States must also have health and safety 
requirements that apply to all providers receiving CCDF subsidies. 

•
• II. The Child Care Subsidy Gap: Estimates of Need and Services 


• To date, estimates ofneed for CCDF child care services have been limited by the lack of 

• simulation models incorporating the CCDF eligibility criteria that, as explained above, vary 

• 
across states. To correct this infonnation gap, the Department ofHealth and Human Services 

••• 
1 



• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 


• 


• 


• 


contracted with the Urban Institute to enhance the existing Transfer Income Model (TRIM3) to 
produce estimates of the potential need for child care subsidies on a national and state-by-state 
basis. Initial results from this model are reported below, along with infonnation on the number of 
children served according to administrative data reported to HHS. 

National Estimates. According to the Urban Institute model, there are 30.4 million children with 
working parents (regardless of income), ofwhich 9.9 million are estimated to meet the states' 
CCDF income eligibility guidelines in place at the beginning of fiscal year 1998. 

Only 1.5 million children actually received child care subsidies funded by CCDF in an average 
month in 1998. This estimate of children served, based on state administrative data from April to 
September 1998, suggests that only 15 percent of the eligible population were served, leaving a 
large gap between child care need and services, as shown in Figure 1. NOTE: The '1.5 million 
figure is preliminary and subject to revision. 

The gap would be even greater if states had chosen to defme the eligible population to include all 
of the low and moderate-income working families that are potentially eligible under Federal law. 
In fact, if all states set eligibility limits at the maximum levels allowed under Federal law - 85 
percent of state median iricome - an estimated 14.7 million children would have been eligible for 
subsidies in an average month in fiscal year 1998. Only 10 percent of this larger eligibility pool 
were actually served. 

NOTE: Some states provide child care assistance through programs separate from CCDF, but 
there is no source of information on the number of children served through such programs that is 
either uniform across states or verified. In most states, the bulk of child care subsidies are funded 
with CCDF dollars. 

Figure 1. Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Eligibility and Receipt in the U. S. 

Chilcten by Famiy Type (Average Mrnthly Estmates, i1 Milloos) 

VVitl Vlbtkirg Palerts 30.4 

Eliglie fa CCDF Sutsidie> iflirrits atFecBla1 M!x 

Eliglie to' CCDF &Jtsidie> UlcBr SaeLinits 

. Recailirg CCDF &Jtsides 

Note: The 1.5 million estimate is preliminary and subject to revision. 

Sources: Urban lnstitute simulations and state administrative data reported to the Child Care Bureau. 


The model also provides information on the characteristics of children eligible for child care 
subsidies. Most children (8.8 of the 9.9 million) are under age 13 with working parents; the 
remaining children have parents in education/training programs or are" disabled youth age 13 or 
older. About 14 percent of eligible children live in families that report receiving welfare. A 
substantial proportion (42 percent) has income below the Federal poverty threshold. 

2 
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• State Estimates. State-by-state estimates of children eligible for and receiving CCDF assistance 
are shown in Table 1. The total pool of children with working parents, regardless of income, is 

• 

shown in the first column, followed by estimates of potential eligibility under the Federal 
maximum of 85 percent of state median income (SMI) and actual eligibility under state income 
guidelines. The fourth and fifth columns show the number of children receiving CCDF subsidies 
and the number served as a percentage of those eligible under the Federal maximum, based on 
administrative data reported by the state to HHS. 

• In Pennsylvania, for example, there are .1.2 million children with working parents (regardless of 

•• • 

. . 

income), of which 443,300 are e~timated to meet the state's October 1997 income eligibility 
guidelines. The eligible population would be larger 533,900 children- if the state's income 
guidelines were raised from the current state-set level (74 percent of SMI) to the maximum 
allowable level of 85 percent of Sl\1I. State administrative data indicate that 72,700 children 
received subsidies in an average month in fiscal year 1998 - only 16 percent of the eligible 
population under state limits and 14 percent of the potentially eligible population under the 
Federal maximum. 

Some states served a higher percentage of eligible children in 1998 than the 15 percent national 
average. Michigan, for example, served a monthly averageof92,060 children, or one-fourth (25 
percent) of the 375,000 children who were eligible according to state income criteria and 17 
percent of the 545,000 children potentially eligible under Federal law. On the other band, some 
states served a lower percentage than the national average. The 79,000 monthly average reported 
by Texas represents only 8 percent of the over 1 million children eligible under Texas income 
limits as of October 1997 and 7 percent of 1.16 million children potentially eligible if the income 
ceiling were increased to the Federal maximum. 

• 

In general, one-fifth (9) of all states ~re servillg 10 percent or less of the children who are eligible 
under state limits, three-fifths (31 states) are serving between 10 and 25 percent of eligible 
children, and one-fifth (11 states) are serving 25 percent or more ofthe eligible children, as 
shown in the first bar of Figure 2. Differences in state definitions of the eligible population 
explain some of this variation.· That is, states that define the eligible population as families with 
income below 85 percent of State Median Income, the maximum limit set in Federal law, may 
fmd it harder to serve 25 percent of eligible children than states that use lower income eligibility 
criteria. 

Figure 2. Number of States Serving 10 to 25 Percent of Eligible Population, by AJternative 
Definitions of Eligible Population 

• o Served >=25% 8igbes 

II Served 1(}'25% 8igljes 

lEI Served < 10% Eligljes 

Eligbe Under State Potentialy Eligbe 
Umits under Federa Mac 

Source: Urban Institute simulations and state administrative data reported to Child Care Bureau. 
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Table 1. Estimates of Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Eligibility and Receipt 

State 

Children (Average Monthly Estimates) 
(1) Par~nls Working or (2) Eligible for CCDF (3) Eligible for CCDF 

in Education & Training (if slate limits raised to (under state rules in 
(no income limit) Federal maximum) effect Oct. 1997) 

(4) Receiving CCDF (5) Served as %of 
Subsidies Potential Eligibles 

(April-Sept 1998) (Co14.1Col. 2) 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
IMsconsin 
VVyoming 
Puertq Rico, TerL 
Total 

494,700 233,300 103,500 
99,400 46,700 43,800 

516,700 283,800 154,400 
348,100 180,600 100,200 

3,481,700 1,732,500 1,381,900 
486,600 226,300 139,100 
397,900 187,700 103,300 

89,300 50,700 22,100 
51,100 31,500 31,500 

1,434,200 705,300 421,900 
913,200 485,200 331,200 
134,500 81,200 70,900 
139,000 68,200 40,200 

1;408,100 676.000 326,300 
713,000 299,800 197200 
415,600 199,200 102,100 
348,400 172,800 126,500 
427,100 170,200 90,800 
450,800 219,700 219.700 
128,800 60,900 60,900 
610,000 259,900. 91,300 
632,100 301,700 146,900 

1,136,900. 545,100 374,600 
637,500 297,400 251,600 
364,600 185,500 160,000 
654,000 305,600 129,400 
108,500 60,800 49,200 
234,500 115,000 . 73,400 
193,900 97,000 84.000 
146,100 71,600 27,000 
798,900 350,500 176,900 
235,000 126,900 112,600 

1,733,000 880,900 631,600 
819,600 411,400 343,100 

91,000 37,700 34,700 
1,257,100 577,300 249;900 

374,500 191,100 178,800 
371,300 188,500 188,500 

1,232,300 533,900 443,300 
105,900 42,500 24,100 
466,400 231,000 115,200 

98,800 46,200 26,900 
671,000 346,000 183,600 

2,309,600 1,161,700 1,013,400 
271,000 130,400 52,800 

74,400 33,400 21,300 
685,200 348,100 216,300 
667,100 310,500 167,100 
117,400 52,700 28,200 
758,500 365,800 175,400 

59,700 31,600 12,500 
--­ --­ --­

30,393,900 14,749,500 9,851,000 

20,530 9% 
5,080 11% 

33,060 12% 
9,240 5% 

100,640. 6% 
20,170 9% 
11,910 6% 
6,140 12% 
3,850 12% 

46,640 7% 
47,210 10% 

6,670 8°/0 
6,550 10% 

88,330 13% 
12,670 4% 
11,810 6% 
10,240 6% 
25,010 . 15% 
35,180 16%.. .* 
21,380 8% 
46,010 15% 
92,060 17% 
25,530 9% 

7,870 4% 
42,600 14% 

5,530 9% 
9,350 8% 
4,830 5% 
6,390 9% 

32,500 9% 
14,980 12% 

158,610 18% 
74,250 18% 

4,160 11% 
59,360 10% 
39,930 21% 
15,210 .' 8% 
72,680 14% 

6.330 15% 
21,730 9% 

3,530 8% 
54,820 16% 
78,960 7% 
12,550 10% 
4,740 14% 

23,880 7% 
41,850 13% 
12,900 24% 
23,870 7% 

3,200 10% 
7,980 NA 

1,530,500 10% 

Notes: First four columns of estimates INElre generated from the Urban Institute's TRIM3 model. 
(1) Children <13 (or disabled and below state age limit for disabled) with both parents working or in educationltraining programs, No income limit. 
(2) Children from (1), if family income below 85 percent of State Median Income, the maximum limit aliolNEld under Federal law, 
(3) Children from (1), if family income below eligibility limits set by each state (based on limits in effect as of October 1997). 

(4] Estimated children receiving CCDF child care subsidies, April- Sept 1998. State administrative data reported to Child Care Bureau and 


adjusted to reflect CCDF subsidies only. Estimates are preliminary and subject to revision, 
** Data not yet received. 10115199 
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• 
For this reason, it is important to 'examine the number' of children served as a proportion of those 
who would be eligible if all states used the income guidelines set in Federal law. Over half the 
states (27 states) are serving less than 10 percent of potentially eligible children under the Federal 

. maximum guidelines, as shown in the second bar in Figure 2. The remaining half (24 states) are 

. serving between 10 and 25 percent of the potentially eligible population. Differences in the 
proportion of children served are caused by differences in funding amounts, local child care costs, 
state reimbursement rates, co-payment policies, and the number of low and moderate-income 
working parents in each state. 

Notes on Natiomil and State Estimates. The eligibility estimates were generated from the Urban 
Institute's TRIM3 microsimulationmodel, based on Current Population Survey (CPS) data. To 
increase the reliability of the estimates, the numbers in this report were based on three years 
worth of CPS data income and labor force participation data for calendar years 1995, 1996, and 
1997.. Eligibility under state income eligibility limits was based on the limits reported in the 
October 1997 state plans. The alternate eligibility under the Federal maximum of 85 percent of 
state median used the state median incomes for calendar year 1995 - the latest year for which 
medians were available .as of the October 1997 submission of the CCDF plans.'.• • 
Note that the model cannot capture all the cQmplexities of the CCDF program. For example, the 
estimate does not include foster families that may be eligible for subsidies regardless of family 
income. Nor does it capture the potential effect of behavioral changes. If, as some studies 
indicate, the availability of child care subsidies enables more low-income parents to work, that 
would increase the need for child care and the size of the gap beyond the estimates shown here. 
Another limitation is that the CPS data from 1995-1997, although adjusted for inflation, may not 
fully capture the economic and demographic conditions of families in fiscal year 1998. 
Eligibility may be overestimated because of rising real incomes or underestimated because of 
increases in female labor force participation, declines in the welfare caseload and overall 
population increases. In addition, the state estimates should be viewed with some caution, 
particularly those from small states, because of the small size of the samples drawn for the CPS 
interviews. 

Finally, note that the numbers of children served in 1998 are monthly averages (preliminary and 
subject to revision) based on administrative data for April-September 1998. These administrative 
data reflect children served (at least in part) through CCDF programs, not, as noted above, those 
served by other Federal, state, or local programs. 

III. State Spending on CCDF in 1998 

Recent data show that states are fully utilizing Federal resources and often invest more than 
required state spending levels, but the problem of unmet need remains critical. 

The CCDF,consists of three funding streams discretionary funds, mandatory dollars that do not 
require a state match and mandatory funds that must be matched. .. . 

In 1998, states obligated all the available Federal mandatory child care funding, including Federal 
matching funds. States invested additional state dollars to serve 1.5 million children through 
CCDF -10 percent of those potentially eligible for the program. . 

Of the Federal mandatory amount, close to half required a 'state match at the Federal Medical 
Assistance Percentage (FMAP) - the state match varied from 23 percent to 50 percent (the 
maximum). A state with a 50 percent match was required to contribute a dollar of state funds for 
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••• 
• every dollar of Federal matching funds, while a state with a 23 percent match had to put up about • 
• 


one dolla.r ofstate funds for every three Federal dollars. . 


States not only met the CCDF maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement and contributed the 

• 
additional matching funds needed to draw down their full Federal allotments, but also invested at 
least $144 million in state dollars that were not matched. While some of these state-only funds 
were used to serve children through the CCDF, some may have been used to provide child care 
assistance through other, state-only programs. 

•
• 
States also transferred $636 million in FY 1998 TANF funds to CCDF in that fiscal year. By 

comparison, they transferred $510 million in FY 1999 T ANF dollars to CCDF in the first two 


• 

quarters of FY 1999 alone. 


• 
 In all, in FY 1998 states spent $3.5 billion in Federal mandatory and discretionary funds 


• 

(including dollars transferred from T ANF) and $1.6 billion of their own funds on child care 


• 

through CCDF. States also spent $259 million in Federal funds on child care provided directly 

through the T ANF program. 

•• 
IV. AfTordability of Child Care 

• Regular child care arrangements are often beyond thereach of working poor families if they do 

• 
not have access to subsidies. Below are national survey data on how much families spend for 

• 
child care, as well as new information, recently collected by Urban Institute researchers, on the 
price of child care in selected states and cities. 

•
•

• The national survey data show that child care expenses are often the second or third largest item 


in a low-income working family's household budget. In 1993, for example, child care expenses 

. averaged 18 percent of family income, or $215 per month, for poor working families paying fof 


• 

the care of one or more preschool children (see Figure 3). This average includes all types of care 


• 

full-time and part-time, full-price and partially subsidized, center-based and in-home, infant and 


preschool. Average monthly costs for non-poor families with employed mothers and 


• 

preschoolers were higher in absolute terms - $329 per month - but lower as a percentage of the 


• 

household budget - 7 percent. For families with income of less than $14,400, ($1,200 per month), 


• 

the average share of income devoted to child care was even higher 25 percent, or one-fourth of 

family income. I . 


•••••••••••••• 
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Figure 3. Percent of Family Income Spent on Child Care, by Poverty Status and Income 

Below poverty 

Above poverty 

Less than $14,400 

$14,400 to $36,000 

$36,000 to $54.000 

$54,000 and over 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 

....,,',. '+'\)-\'11 ":.' ,,""M·· ::,'.',.",:'" 
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,., ..."., ,,;;. ~ 

; 

.",: ...•.;.'... , ,'·8e;·';:··:\··..:.; ·nl.'::::' 12% 

I·.···}.·;,,·,..~·,,'·;.;;.·::······.::'\. "18% 

16% 

\"',,118% 

:,"i .'. 

I 

25% 

25% 30% 

Source: Censlls Bureau, P70-52 (SIPP, fall 1993). Limited to families with preschool children. 

Prices for child care vary considerably, by such factors as geographic area, type of provider, and 
age of child. Average prices for preschool center care, for example, range from $565 in 
Connecticut to $303 in New Orleans, Louisiana, according to a comparison of average prices in 
several states and cities in summer 1999 (see Figure 4). Though not shown in the figure, center 
care for infants tends to be more expensive (e.g., $719 in Connecticut and $506 in Salt Lake 
County, Utah) than center care for preschoolers. Rates for family child care homes tend to be 
lower (e.g., $217 in New Orleans, Louisiana and $353 in Delaware) than for center-based care ­
this is true for both infant and preschool care. 

Child care is more affordable for families who receive child care subsidies and contribute to the 
cost of care through "co-payments" that are much lower than the full price ~f care. Examples of 
co-payments in selected states and cities are shown in Figure 4, for a family with $15,000 in 
income and one pre-school child. 

Figure 4. Child Care Prices and Co-Payments for a Hypothetical Family Earning $15,000 
with one Preschool Child in Full Time Center Care 

WITHOUT SUBSIDY WITH SUBSIDY' 

Connecticut 
Michigan 
Delaware 
Florida 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania' 
Salt Lake County, Utah 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Average % of Income Monthly Co­ % of Income* 
Monthly Payments* 
Prices 
$565 45.2% $50 4.0% 
$487 39.0% .$12-$25 1.5-2.0% 
$390 31.2% $81 6.5% 
$325 26.0% $70 5.6% 

$490 39.2% $25 2.0% 
$392 31.4% $10 0.8% 
$303 24.2% $29 2.3% 

>I< State policy allows providers to charge parents additional amounts, above the co-payment. ifthe provider's 
rates exceed the state reimbursement level. '. 

Source: Data collected by the Urban Institute from state and local resource and referral agencies. sunliller 1999. 
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•• 
Co-payments are established according to sliding fee scales; the co-payments vary across states 
and by family income, family size, and, in some states, cost of care. For example, a two-person 
family (mother and child) with $10,000 in income and a CCDF subsidy-for full-time center based 
care would be charged a co-payment of less than $37 per month (4 percent of income) in half the 

• . states. This median co-payment increases from $37 for a family with $10,000 in income to. full 
market rate for a family with $20,000 in income, as shown in Figure 5.2 

•• . Even families receiving child care subsidies, however, may still find it difficult to afford child 
care. In 24 states, providers are allowed to charge parents additional amounts, above the co'" 

. 
payment, if the provider's rates exceed the state reimbursement leveL For example, if a state's 
maximum reimbursement rate is $300 per month for preschool care, and such care costs $380 in 
ABC Center, the family may have to pay the $80 difference, in addition to the official co­
payment These additional costs can deter even families receiving child care assistance from 
choosing higher quality care, which can be more expensive. 

-

Though not shown in Figure 5, there is substantial variation in co-payment fee schedules across . 
• 
•• 
• 

' 
states. A two-person family with an income of $15,000, for example, would be charged a co­
payment of less than $50 per month in 7 states, $50 to $100 in 7 states, $100 to $150 in 15 states, 

_$151 to $200 in 10 states, more than $200 but less than full market price for care in I state, and 
full market price in 11 states. 

Figure S. 	 Median State Co-payment Charged to Single Parent with Preschool Child in 
Center-based Care, by Family Income'. 

• 

• 
••
• 
•
•• 
• 

• 

• 

$18,000 $19,000 

:,-1_____________A_n_nu_a_I_F_a_m_i_IY_I~nc.o_m_e______________' 

Source: Congressional Research Service, from state plans on file with HHS as of August 1998. 

V. Impact of Child Care Subsidies on Employment and Earnings 

Two recent studies suggest that enhanced funding for child care subsidies increases employment 
rates and earnings for low and moderate-income parents. A study of the relationship between 
child care funding, employment and earnings in Miami-Dade County, Florida found that boosting 
child care funding increases the probability that current and former welfare recipients will find 
paid employment An increase of$145 in subsidy spending per child increased the likelihood of 
employment from 59 to 71 percent for current and former recipients with few barriers to 
employment According to the study, augmenting child care subsidy funding increases not only 
employment rates but also the earnings of current and former welfare recipients who are already . .'• • 

•• 
working. The $145 increase in subsidy funding per child was associated with a 3.9 percent .;, 
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• increase in earnings for those with few barriers to employment and a 7.2 percent increase for 
current and former recipients with moderate to severe barriers to employment 
NOTE: These fmdings are for the period after the legislature established a separate pool of child 
care subsidy fimds for current and fonner welfare recipients. 

•
.'• • Similarly, a Massachusetts study found that greater investment in child care subsidies results in 

higher employment rates for current and former T ANF recipients. . 

.' 
•.'• 
• 

f 
Conversely, other studies of eligible families on waiting lists for child care subsidies find that 
these families often reduce their work hours or do not work at all, are more likely to receive 
public assistance, go into debt, lose their health insurance and declare bankruptcy. 

A North Carolina,study found that unemployed parents waiting for a child care subsidy were 
seven times as likely to use three or more types of public assistance as were employed parents 
with a subsidy. A Texas research effort comparing families receiving subsidies to eligible 
families without subsidies found that employed families with subsidies earned $260 more per 
quarter than families without subsidies. A study of families on the waiting list for child care 
subsidies in Santa Clara, California found that 29 percent were unable to work because they could 
not find affordable child care, 32 percent reduced their work hours, and two-thirds changed their 
child care arrangements while on the list. According to a Seattle study, 57 percent of wait-listed 
families used up savings to pay for child care, while 13 percent dropped their health insurance. 
Parents receiving subsidies, on the other hand, were much less likely to be late for or miss work 
completely due to breakdowns in child care arrangements. 

Access for low~income working families is made more complicated by the likelihood that these 
mothers will work non-day shifts -- that is, evenings, weekends, or rotating shifts. While there is 
little research that specifically addresses the question of whether it is easier for families to find 
after-hours care ifthey have a subsidy, it seems likely that the challenge offmding care during .'• • 

• 
• 

non-day shifts is accentuated if parents are seeking care with extremely limited fmancial 
resources. There are 4.2 million preschool children with mothers who work non-day shifts -- this 
represents 4 out of 10 preschoolers with employed mothers, as shown in Figure 6. The proportion 
ofpreschoolers from families with incomes below 200 percent ofpoverty that have employed .'•• mothers working non-day shifts is even higher - 52 percent3 Some mothers choose to work non­
traditional hours, so that they can split child care responsibilities with the child's father. For 
mothers who cannot rely on care by the child's father, however, it is hard to fmd child care during 
odd hours. '.•• ••• 
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Figure 6. Preschoolers by Mother's Work Shift 
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Source: SIPP, fall 1994. 

VI. The Quality of Child Care 

When families cannot get help in .paying for child care, it is harder for them to fmd quality care 
that helps prepare their children for school success. 

The overwhelming majority of children today are in child care before entering school. In 1995, 
nearly 13 million of the 21 million children .under 6 were in child care. Only 14 percent of 

e: children spend all of their first three years at home with their mothers. 

• 
 Quality in each type of child care setting - centers, family child care homes, etc. - varies from 
• 
• 

very poor to very good. As a result, too many children receive low-quality care. A 1994 HHS 
Inspector General Study, Nationwide Review ofHealth and Safety Standards at Child Care 
Facilities, found more than 1,000 violations in 169 child care facilities in five states, Among the 
hazards were fire code violations, toxic chemicals, playground hazards, and unsanitary 
conditions. According to other research, almost halfof the infants and toddlers in child care 
centers are in rooms rated at less than minimal quality. This means that the care did not have 
.basic sanitary conditions for diapering and feeding; safety problems existed in the room; wann, 

• 
supportive relationships with adults were missing; and the rooms did not contain books and toys 
important for physical and intellectual growth. •.'

•• 
Findings from recent studies reinforce the results of earlier research children in higher quality 
child care programs develop stronger language, reading and math skills and fewer behavior 

• 

• 
•
.. 
 problems than children in mediocre or poor quality programs. The better the child care program, 


the more likely the child is to enter school ready to learn. 


'.• ••• 

'. . 


The latest report from the Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes Study found that the quality of child 
care programs attended by preschool children had a lasting impact on their school perfonnance. 
Children iiI better programs had higher language and math test scores and fewer behavior 
problems in the second grade than children attending weaker programs (the children have only 
been followed through the end of second grade so far). Children at risk ofnot doing well in 
school (due to economic and other factors) benefit more from high-quality child care, and are hurt 
more by low-quality care, than their better situated peers are.4 

. 
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'.. ' According to the ongoing NlCHD Study of Early Care, children who attend child care centers 
meeting standards set by pediatricians or public health professionals score higher on school

'.~ readiness and language tests and have fewer social problems thah children in centers not meeting 
such standards.

5 I
'.'.\ 

Moreover, evidence suggests that interventions to improve child care quality can make a major 
difference. Research on Florida's state-wide investment in quality -- lowering staff-to-child 
ratios and increasing educational qualifications of staff- found positive impacts on the cognitive 
and social development of children in care.6 Longer-term results!suggest that enforcement of 

•
•.'•
.0 

enhanced standards is important to maintain such gains. North Garolina's Smart Start initiative 
funds multiple quality enhancements to child care programs, as yell as efforts to help families 
access child care. Enhancements include improved training, curricula and equipment, and 

o incentives for programs to become accredited. Evaluation results indicate that more children are 
receiving care, the quality of care has improved, and children ha~e higher levels of skills at 
kindergarten entry.7· . . I . . 

0 

• In addition to the recent research, hundreds of studies of demonstration and large-scale early• 
o 

intervention programs (many of which are also child care progratns) have generated a wealth of 
I 

evidence that quality child care programs have positive short and long-term effects on school 
success and social adjustment.8 

. I0 0 • 

Due to the tremendous need for child care subsidies to help families pay for the cost of care,
I 

states in 1998 were able to devote only 5 percent of their CCDF funds to quality improvements.

•• 
VII. Conclusion 

• While the child care picture varies from state to state, it is clear tHat there is a large unmet need 
for child care assistance throughout the country. States are fully utilizing CCDF funding, the 
primary source of Federal child.care assistance for low and mode~ate-income families, and are 

. I 

using TANF transfers and state-only funds to address the need. J:i)espite these efforts, just 15 
percent of children eligible under state income limits and only 10: percent of those potentially 
eligible under Federal guidelines, are actually being served through the CCDF. As a result, child 

.care consumes a major portion of many low or moderate-income families' budgets, parents are 
unable to work productively or take better paying jobs, and childten's health and development 
suffer when parents must make do with makeshift arrangements.'. 

•
•• 
• 
.'
• 

.' 
1 Census Bureau, P70-52 (SIPP, Fall 1993). 
2 Congressional Research Service, "Child Care Subsidies: Federal Gran~s and Tax Benefits for Working 
Families," Table A-5, March 15, 1999. Co-payment estimates based on; CCDF plans on file at HHS on 
August 14, 1998, assuming cost of care is at the CCDF payment rate fOl: the state. 
3 Census Bureau, "Who's Minding Our Preschoolers? Fall 1994 (Updat~) (PPL81)." Detailed tables and 
documentation for P70-62. Internet release: U.S. Bureau of the Census,11998. Note that day shift is 
defmed as a work schedule where at least one-half of the hours worked ~aily were between 8 a.m. and 4 
p.m. All other schedules (Le., those in which the majority of hours are worked outside 8 a.m. to 4 p.m., and 
those with irregular or rating hours) are defmed as non-day work shifts. I . 
4 National Center for Early Development and Learning, "The Children of the Cost, Quality, and Outcomes 
Study Go to School," 1999. 
5 "Child Care Outcomes When Center Classes Meet Recommended Sta1dards for Quality," American 
Journal ofPublic Health, 1999. . I 
6 Howes, Smith, and Galinsky, The Florida Child Care Quality Improve1ment Study: Interim Report, 1995. 

•
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7 Smart Start Evaluation Team, University ofNorth Carolina, "The of Smart Start on the Quality of 

Preschool Child Care," 1997; "TheEffects of Smart Start Child Care Kindergarten Entry Skills," 1998; 

"North Carolina's Smart Start Initiative." 1999. 

8 Reynolds, Mann, Meidel, and Smoko\~ski, "The State of Early """"UI'VVY Intervention," FOClIS, 1997, 


12 




THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 20, 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 BRUCE REED 
MELANNE VERVEER 

cc: 	 THE FIRST LADY 

RE: 	 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON CHILD CARE 

On October 23, you and the First Lady will host the White House Conference on Child . 
Care in the East Room .. This memorandum outlines the purpo~e and structure of the conference, 
the policy initiatives that we recommend you announce at the tonference,and the process and 

I ,I 	 ' 

direction of our work on a child care proposal to unveil this winter. 

Purpose and Structureofthe Conference 

I 

The White House Conference on Chi~d Care has two p1:JIPoses. First, it will call national 
attention to an issue that political leaders and policy makers hi~torically have ignored, 
notwithstanding its eno,rmous importance to working families. 'I Second, it will provide a basis 
from which to launch a child care initiative in the State oftheliinion. (As noted later in this 
memo, we will provide you with policy options fop-this il:1itiati~e -- including-a range of':price 
tags -- as part of your' normal budget process.)" I'· '. 

.'. 	 I 
The conference will address three critical child care challenges -- availability, 

affordability, and safety and quality. Many parents choose to' stay at home and care for their 
children themselves. Yet millions of Americans, hy choice or Aecessity, rely on child care and 
after-school programs to care for their children for part of each Iday. The conference will explore 
how the public and private sectors can respond to the need that lAmericans struggling to be both 
good parents and good workers have for safe, affordabl~ child dare .. ' . 

Morning Session The morning session willbegi~ with lemarks by you and 'the First 
! 

Lady and will include a video ofchildren, parents, caregivers ~d others talking ab01:lt c~i1d care. 
We believe your remarks should address the importance ofchild care for America's working 
families, note past Administration accomplishments on this iss~e, and announce several new 
policy initiatives as well as a commitmentto unveil a broader child care proposal this winter. 

. 	 I 
. 1 
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. You and the First Lady will then moderate a panel wiJ two parts. The fIrst three panelists 
vvill discuss why child cafe 'matters -- both to our children' s de~elopment and to the nation's 
economy. The second four panelists will examine how well we are doing in meeting the 
challenge of assuring that good'child care is available to worki~g families. The first three 
panelists are: 

• 	 Ellen Galinsky, President; Families and Work Institute'l who will discuss the relationship 
between quality child care and children's healthydeveh)pment, particularly in the earliest 
years of life; I 

• 	 Michelle Seligson, Founder and Director, National Institute on Out-Of-School Time, 
Wellesley College Center for Research on Women, whd will discuss the importance of 
good after-school programs for youth; I 

• 	 Secretru;:y Rubin, who will discuss the need to address child .care given dramatic changes 
in the'workforce and economy, 

The second four panelists are: 

• 	 Secretary Shalala, who will discuss the strengths and weaknesses of child care across the 
country; . ': I 

• 	 Governor James Hunt ofNorth Carolina, who will disc«ss how stat~s are doing in 
meeting the challenge of assuring that working families have access to safe, affordable 
child care; , , , ' I 

• 	 Dr, Valora ,Washington, Program Director, W.K. Kellogg Foundation, who will discuss 

commu.nity efforts t~ mee~ this chall~nge;. I ' . 
• - Patty"Slegel, Ex~~utJ.ve Duector, C&hfornlaRe$Qurce an~ Referral, who Will share the 

experiences of parents. \' 

Afternoon Session. The afternoon session will begin mttt remarks by the Vice President 
and Secretary Riley. The afternoon panel will consider the role~ that states, business and labor 
leaders, the faith community, healtn c;rre professionals, and, oth~rs can play in addressing this 
challenge. The panelists include: Major General John G. Meyer, Jr., Chief of Public Affairs 
United States Army; Dr. Susan Aronson, Member, American Academy ofPediatrics; Jane 

, 	 I 

. Maroney, State Legislator, Delaware; Bishop Joseph Sullivan, Viicar ofHuman Services, 
Brooklyn, New York; and Doug Pnce; PresidOnt, FirstBank OfdlolOrado. 

, Agency and Satellite. Sites. An additional 300 people wil~ view the conference at three 
Federal agencies~ and Secretaries Shalala, Riley, Glickman and ljIerinan will host working 

'': ses~ionsat these agency sites 'during the luncheon at the White, House. In addition, the entire 
conference will be transmitted to satellite sites in at least 48 statds, The Administration's 

2 ' 

http:Ex~~utJ.ve


, )~egional administrators have helped to organize tpese satellite conferences, and Cabinet Affairs 
has. encouraged subcabinet officials to participate in them. 

][)olicy Announcements to be Made at the Conference 

. We recommend that you indicate at the conference that you will propose a child care 
initiative in your State of the Union address and your fiscal yef 1999 budget. We also ' 
recommend that you announce three policy proposals at the conference. 

, I 
1. "Child Care Working Group. Ypu can name Secretary Rubin as chair of a working group on 
child care primarily made up,ofbl:lsiness leaders, with represeAtation from labor and other , 
,community leaders. The Child Care Working Group would report to you within 45 days on 
efforts that business leaders should undertake to help working families overcome the challenge 
of managing child care and workresponsibilitie,s.' ' i , ' 

I 
2.. Scholarships for Child Care Workers and Background Checks on Child Care Workers.' 
Experts link the quality of child care to the quality of the caregiver. Yet child care providers 
oftenreceive little training, and occasionally have unsuitable b~ckgrounds for the profession. 
You can announce steps to support caregivers, by ensuring that \they 'aI~ able to afford adequate 
training. At the same tiine, you can urge,Congress to pass and 'states to ratifY the "National 
Crime Prevention and Privacy Compact" to protect children frdm child care workers who have 
committed crimes. I, 

Scholarships. To help child care workers afford traininJ, you can instruct the Department 
ofEducation' to develop an outreach plan to inform students and institutions of the potential 
availability ofPell Giants. Y Otndso can announce 'a new scholkship program for child care 
workers. Even with Pell and other education programs that yoJ have put in place, many child 
care workers cannot afford training. The new program would p~ovide assistance to full- or part­

,I 

time students working toward a Child Development Associate q:redential or other degree in child 
development who agree to remain in the child care field for at least one year. 
, ',' ." I, 
, Background Checks. You can also announce steps to m~e background checks on child 

care workers more effective. Today, many states prohibit the release of criminal 'history records 
'for purposes other than ongoing criminal investigations. The D6partrnent of Justice is prepared 
to transmit to Congress on October 23 the "National Crime Pre~ention and Privacy Compact." 
The compact, which must be passed by Congress and ratified bYI the states,will enable states to, 
share criminal history ~nformation for limited other purposes, inyluding background checks on 

ch~ld ,:are workers. ..' . \ .' .". . 

3. Service and School-Age Care~ You can launch the "To Learn and Grow Partnership," a 
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partnership of public and private organizations that will work together to expand access to and 
improve the quality of after-school programs through service activities. The partnership will 

, encourage national service participants and community volunteers to teach,in child care 
programs, and will engage children in service as part of after-school programs. You also can 
release the "How·ToManual," describing how to integrate setvice andschool.;.age care,' . 

, identifying opportunities forichildren to learn through serviceJ and highlighting progr~s that are 
eurrently using service to enrich out~of-school time. I 

Child Care Initiative To Be Announced After the Confere~ce 
. - . For the past several months, the Domestic Policy coJCil and the First Lady's Office 
have been leading a policy process on chil,d care. The Nation~l Economic Council, the Office of 
Management and Budget, and the Departments of Health and ~umanServices, Treasury, 
EducatiQn,'Labor, Defense, Justice; ana Agriculture have partiripated, 

, We have identified three,key areas:' affordability; avaifability; and safety and quality. In 

the weeks after the conference,we will prepare a memoranducl for you outlining ,policy options, 

of several different shapes and 'sizes, in these areas. We are al~o exploring ways to support 

parents who want to ,stay at, home to care for their children. 


Affordability. Increasing numbers of working families ~annot afford decent child care, 

which can cost at least $4,000 a year for one child, and even more for infants and toddlers. 

Whil~ the average family pays about 7 percent of its income fot child care, low-income families 

spend about a quarter of their income. '\ 


The Federal government spent $2'.9 billion in direct child care subsidies in fiscal year " 
I 

1997 through the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG), which provides payments' 

for about one million children. HHS estimates, however, that Je are currently providing child 


. I . 

care subsidies to less than a quarter ofthe families eligible for them. In addition, the Dependent 
Care Tax C~edit provides more than $2 billion annualty in tax r~lieffor child care expenses. We 
are analyzing whether to expand either of these mechanisms. \ .. . 

Availability.. Access to child care is a problem for low-income and middle-income 
families alike. We are looking at two areas of particular concerh -- helping businesses expand 

. on-site care for their employees, and helping states and commm\ities increase their supply of 
, school.;age care. We are exploring whether to provide tax credits for businesses that build and 
operate child care centers for their erriployees(the Rubin-Weill ro~king group may make 
additional suggestions). We also are looking at a variety of ways -- including simplifying 
Federal requirements and funding streams -- to help states and cb'mmunities create an a,dequate 
supply of after.;school programs. 
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Safety and Quality. The quality of child care in this country is too often mediocre or 
poor. A recent four state study of child care centers found that one in eight centers expose 
children to unsafe ,or unsanitary conditions. Infants and toddl6rs are at the greatest risk, with 40 
percent in care that poses, a threat to their health and well-beink. Only 14 percent of centers 
provide high quality care -- care that actually enhances growtH and development. A study of 
child care in family-based settings found equally disturbing p~tterns. Over one-third of programs 
are rated inadequate, meaning that quality is low enough to hahn children's development, and 
only 9 percent offer high-quality care. 

, Stat~s are currently required to spend 4% of the funds they receive through the CCDBG 
on quality improvement We are looking at ways to help states\ improve quality by providing 
additional funding to states that agree, for example, to improve and enforce health and safety, 
standards, invest in training for caregivers, or create networks to support family day care 
providers. We are also developing a consumer information cruhpaign to arm parents with the 
information they need to chose high quality care for their child~en; 
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CHART OF THE WEEK 

Seurvey Question: Is the Stock ,Marret Too Risky? 
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During the 1990s, and especially in the past few years, . a declining proportion of 

I .' 
Americans has thought the stock market is too risky a place to put its money. More than 
three-quarters of the married men surveyed thought th~ stock market was too risky for 
most families through most of the 1980s, but that proportion fell to 70 percent by 1993. 
The survey question was changed in 1994, but the number of married men responding 
that the stock market is too risky for them has continueb to fall. ·Responses for women 
show a similar pattern. 
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. SPECIAL ANALYSIS 


Welfare Reform and the Market for Chiild Care 
• 	 . I 

. As more mothers move off.welfare into work, the demahd for child care services will 
increase. ~though the supply ~f c~ild care services isllike~y to expand to·meet this 
demand wlthout much of a pnce Increase, the cost ~fchild care, even at current • 
prices, represents a large. burden for low-income families. 

The.supply response. Two strands of evide~ce ~uggelt that increased demand can 
be met without a substantial increase in the price of cllild care ..~~ over the p¥t 
20 years, the number ofcbildren in paid child care has 4pproximately doubled while 
the real price of care has not changed. Second, a ~ent: study indicates that ch ges 

..	in the price of chil care induce arge supp y response..§.: 0 course, an imtial surge 
in demand could plOduce Some short-run upward pressure on prices. The cost of 
entering the child care provider market is relatively lowl however, and supply should 
respond relatively quickly. 

I 
The burden of current prices. The current cost of child care can be a significant 
burden for those without access to subsidized care and ·rimy discourage some mothers 
from working. Among families who pay for child care, [poor families with employed 
mothers spend about 20 percent of their income on child care, while non-poor 
families send onl 7,' erce t Estimates from seVeral studies suggest that ~ 
10 percent reduction in the price of child care increases ltlie probability that a mother 
wi11 work hy 2 to 8 percent .. Given that the mother haS a job, however, the price of 

. 	 . . I 

,child care does not appear to influence the number of hours worked. 
',' '. 

'I 
What kind of care? Abollt balf of working mothers rely primarily on non-market 


.cl!iliLcare provided by a relativ~. Studies show that a nhduction in the piice'of child 

care· is associated with an increase in the probabilityi that a working I110ther will 

purchaSe paid care. This may be because those mothers who choose to work when 

the price of care decreases are more likely to use p:lld care; also, those already 

working may choose to substitute paid care for non-matket care. Once the decision 

is made to use paid child care, however, redu~tions in tHe price of care or in the price 

pf higher quality care do not appear to i~duce parents to purchase higher quality care. 


Implications. Increased d~mand ,for child care V{iU most likely be· met by 

commensurate increases in supply at roughly'cUlTent p~ices. However, if they must 


. pay the market price for child care, many low-income Iparents find child care costs ' 

a barrier to empl9yment and a substantial financial b1urden if they do take a job. 

Policies that decrease the price of care reduce this burden and encourage more 

mothers to work; they may also lead working mothers to switch from unsubsidized 
, 	 . 

to subsidized care: . . 
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July 21, 1997 

Dear Policy Maker, 

As we approach the one-year anniversary of President Glinton's signing of historic 
welfare legislation, the Progressive Policy Institute is releasing kreport and survey assessing the 
impact on child care for welfare recipients and working poor fafmlies as stat~s iInplement the 
law. This is the first report reviewing state budget and policy decisions since states filed child 
care plans with the Department of Health and Human Services On July 1; 1997. 

. . I 
PPI surveyed the 10 states with the largest welfare popliIations, which include two-thirds 

of all welfare recipients. The report sUmrriarizes findings indic~ting that many states are focusing 
child care funds on welfare "recipients in work activities to the detriment of working poor 
families trying to stay off welfare rolls. In addition, this paper Iprovides background information 
abol,lt the new law and its impact on state services, .and makes five recommendations to states 
creating a new child care system. 

This report is part of PPI's continuing effort to monitor how states are implementing the 
I . 

federal law to determine if states are truly replacing welfare with an employment system. If you 
. have any questions about this report, or about other aspects of J,elfare reform, please contact me 

at (202) 547-0001. 

/ 

Enc!. 

i 
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Policy Briefing 
July 18, 1997 

NtHIIfSSlr' POUtr Ulsrlrtn' 

Welfare-To-Work And IChiid Care 
A Survey Of The Ten Big States 

Margy Waller I 
Less than a year after Washington launched an historic ex~eriment in welfare reform, state 
decisions about child care benefits are undermining oneiof the key principles of reform: 
that work must pay more than welfare. A PPI survey of,the states with the 10 largest 
caseloads, completed in early July, shows that some statJs are diverting child care funds 
from the working poor to welfare recipients, jeopardizing the ability of the working poor 
to stay off welfare rolls. This trend, if sustained, would. represent a perverse twist to 
welfare reform by penalizing the very families who are -Working hard to stay off welfare. 

• I 

A sound welfare policy should not only require work, but should also "make work . , 
pay." To reward work over welfare, states Jllust offer supports, including child care, health 
care, and transportation subsidies, to enable the working poor to remain in the job market. 
The risk for low-wage worke~s who lack child care for th~ir children is obvious: without . 
someone to watch the children, a parent can't go to worki '.' ' 

That is why the success of welfare reform depends on the existence of ac~essible, 
affordable, quality child care for all low wage'workers: those'on weifare, those moving 
from welfare to work, and those who were never on welfa~e. The best way to achieve this 
is to create a system that does not make distinctions b~tween workers based on their 
connections to the welfare system. But just the opposite iSloccurring in states like Georgia 
and Ohio, which are focusing on services to welfare recipients at the expense of other low-
wag~ workers. I 

Christine Ferguson's story is illustrative. Ferguson, a Wal-Mart cashier earning 
$6.80 an hour in Union Township, Ohio, lost her child kare subsidy when her county 
welfare department ran out of state funds for the progratn and eliminated eligibility for 
assistance to 110 families like hers, whose earnings are hiSher than 125 percent of federal 
poverty guidelines. Like other states, Ohio has saved money as its welfare caseload has 
fallen. But Ohio has refused to reallocate these savings fot child care to the working poor 
and has reduced overall state funding for child care this }\'Iiear, even as it has passed some 
of those savings on as tax cuts. . 

Meanwhile, Ferguson's child care costs have increased from $65 a month (her 
copayment with the subsidy), to $400 a month. "I'm reallyiglad [President] Clinton wants 
to do this welfare reform-I think it's time. But you're going to send someone back to 
welfare if you take their child care/she said} Ironically, ~f one of Christine's co-workers 
is a recent welfare recipient, she would be entitled to child care-even if her income is 
identical to Christine's. 

518C Slree1, NE • Washington, DC 20002 .. 202.547.0001 • FAX 202.544.5014 .. E-moil ppiinlo@dl!ppi.org • WWW http://www,dlcppi.org/ 

.~.. , . I . 

http:http://www,dlcppi.org
http:ppiinlo@dl!ppi.org


. Lacking a federa:I model for work-based "Yelfare reform, states are 
experimenting-and the results are decidedly mixed. A few!states have moved a long way 
in the direction of creating a universal system of child c~re for all low-wage workers; 
Illinois has the best model. Two states, and possibly a third, will reduce state funding for 
child care this year, while others have made a significant hew state investment as they 
attempt to reach more families. Many states prioritize dhild care support to families 
currently receiving welfare or transitioning from welfare to work. Most sta tes have created 
incentiv~~ to child care providers who fill gaps in delivery Ito infants and workers .with a 
nontradItional schedule..' I 

.' i 

This report is a part of PPI's continuing effort to monitor those experiments-and to 
determine if states are truly replacing welfare with a systkm that supports people who 

. work. It is critical for states to make that investment now, rhi1e caseloads are dropping, 
the economy is strong, and states have new resources for in'festment in the bridge to work. 

It is all the more critical because as work requirements for welfare recipieri.ts increase 
under the new federal law, the demand for child care assistance to working welfare 
recipients will too. If states meet the work requirements ahd provide child care to those 
working families, it should not come at the expense of reduJing or eliminating funding for 
working poor families. It would be unfortunate if states us~ the flexibility provided by the 
new law to maintain the inequities of the old system wher\ they have the opportunity to 
design a seamless employment system for all entry-level "Yorkers. ' 

This paper examines the decisions about child care that have, or are, being made in 
the 10 states with the largest welfare populations. U.lbegins with a review of the 
circumstances that states find themselves in under the new welfare law and the need for 
child care as an integral part of the employment system :fdr all low-wage workers. Then 
it reviews some of the major findings of the survey. ~inal1y, the paper makes five 
recommendations for developing a child care system for aU low-wage workers. 

The Background 

New Welfare Law Requires Work. Last year, historic legislation eliminated the guaranteed 
system of cash assistance to poor families and replaced it with block grants to sta tes. These 
block grants are based on a formula that requires the federal government to send sta tes the 
amount of money they received at a time when caselohds were at an all-time high. 
Although states are permitted to reduce state spending, a House Ways and Means 
Committee report found that the states now have 34 percent more federal resources per 
welfare family than they would have had under the old ptogram~2 . . 

States need to use theSE:! new resources to move a ,steadily increasing J;lumber of 
welfare recipients into "work activities" to meet new federal guidelines. In 1997,25 percent 
of the welfare caseload must be working; 50 percent of th~ ca~eload must be working by 
2002. Caseload reduction can help states meetthe goals. Fbr example, if a state's caseload 
this year is 10 percent less than it was in 1995, the sta te can rheet the work participa.tion ra te 
by having just 15 percent of the current caseload in work ~ctivities. . 
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Four Child Care Programs Become One Flexible Block Gran,t. The new law combined four 
child care programs, targeted to different populations, intolone flexible block grant. Each 
of these separate and categorical funding streams was added to the existing Child Care and 
Development Block Grant, now called the Child Care and DJvelopment Fund (CCDF). The 
block grant provides states with $4 billion more in federal thild care funds per year than 
has ever been spent before. However, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates 
that if states continue to spend the same amount on the working poor, there will be a $1.4 
billion funding shortfall for children of welfare recipients. . ' , 

Because of increased federal requirements for welfar~ recipients, states feel pressure 
to target new child care funds toward working welfar~ recipients, in order to meet 
increasing work participation rates. Over time, such a decision has great potential to 
increase welfare rolls as working poor families lose jobs fo~ lack of child care. 

Infant Care and Child Ca~e for Third Shift, Part-Time, aJd Weekend Workers does not 
Meet Demand, and Demand is Increasing. Communities are generally not meeting current 
demand for infant care. A report from the United States Gerieral Accounting Office (GAO) 
on the supply of infant care found that the percentage of cuJrent demand that is met by the 
known supply (excluding informal options) ranges from 161to 67 percent. The report notes 
that the gap is greatest in poor communities.3 The ner federal law eliminates the 
exemption from work requirements for parents with childr~nunder age three, and creates 
an option for states to exempt parents of children under age one. Since the old rule 
accounted for as much as 75 percent of the exempt population, the new law increases the 
need for infant care. I 

Most child care providers are available only during: traditional work hours, while 
poor working mothers in entry level positions often need odd-hours child care because 
their new jobs do not have 9-to-5 work day hours. A recent GAO survey of child care 
providers in four communities found that the percentage oflproviders offering care during 
nontraditional hours ranged from 12 percent to 35 percent.j Most sites offering odd-hours 
care are providers who operate child care homes (private Homes with few slots), not child 
care centers which have a higher capacity.s 

The Child Care Crunch 

Many studies cite the importance of accessible and affordable quality child care for 
workplace success. A GAO report found that if welfareIrecipients received child care 
subsidies, work participation rates would increase from 29IPercent to 44 percent, at a time 
when there were no time limits and more flexible work requirements.6 Researchers report 
that a primary barrier to work participation among welfar~ recipients is lack of child care 
access? A GAO study of participants in welfare-to-work programs in 38 states found 60 
percent of respondents reported that a lack of child care is a barrier to work.s 

Welfare recipients who leave welfare for low-wage positions need the support of 
child care assistance to retain the new jobs. A GAO report 6n the impact of welfare reform 
on child care needs says that a former welfare recipient m~y be unable to keep a job and 
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': earn,enough .to support her family without assistance, if her child care subsidy ends before 
,she has moved up the career ladder to self-sufficiency.9 'Two earlier reports for state 
,.welfare departments found that at least twentY,percent ofmothers in transition from 
'welfare to work who lost child care assistance retUrned to Welfare.10 

, I 

, " The cost of care is a significant factor limiting access for low-wage workers. Family 

'child care, costs, can be hard to estimate because they vary depending upon type and 

, quality of care, geographic location, and number of children in care. A survey of the 


:, ,Wisconsin welfare caseload found that for over two-thirds cif the caseload, the market cost 

, for child care would be more than half of minimum wage ea~nings.ll A U.S. Census repo~t 


': showed that child care Gosts take an average of 18 percent oflhousehold income for families 

" below the federal poverty level, while non-poor families 'us~d only 7 percent of household 


income for care.12 The same report says that the average cbst is $3,856 per year.13 

Mothers who want but cannot afford center or home1based care must turn to family 
or friends and sometimes older children as care givers. Fifty-five percent of poor parents 

: use informal care arrangements, while only 21 percent of nbnpoor families do SO.14 These 
options can be 'less reliable and stable than center-bas~d care. Finally, new work 

'requirements may decrease the availability of informal ca~e arrangements when family 
members who were able to provide care have work requir~ments themselves.1s 

' 

" Employers say child care problems make employe~s unreliable when parents are 
"forced to stay home, or take work time, to deal with dare problems. The National 
Conference of State Legislatures reports tha t 80 percent of e+ployers surveyed found child 
care problems .force parents to use work time,16 A repor~ from the Colorado Business 

,,' Commission on Child Care Financing concludes that lost work time and reduction in 
" I 

:, productivity due to child care problems results in a $3 billion annual loss nationwide.17 


: Making work pay requires a comprehensive employment system with many 

components: child care, health care, transportation, earneCl income tax credits, etc. This' 


'survey reviewed only the child care aspect of the ern:ployment systems states are 


?eVeIOPing., ' " I ' " 

The PPI Survey: States Have Not Taken Full Advantage of New Block 
',Grant Flexibility " 

:"The Progressive Policy Institute (PP!) conducted this survey in May, June, and July of 1997 
, to gather information about the decisions made in the 10 states with the largest welfare 
caseloads (California, Florida, Georgia; Illinois, Michigan, tiJew York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Texas, and Washington). These' states include almost two-thirds (65 percent) of the 
'national caseload.18 In late May, PPI sent a written surve~ to eac~ state. A large group of 

, key informants from state administrations, state legislatures, and child care policy , 
~', ,'organizations participated in follow-up telephoneintervie~s as state legislatures debated , 
";.' ,the passage of welfare reform use laws. While the survey results provide information 

available through the first week of July, several states hadl not finished work, and others 

, anticipate changes or have left some issues to the state agehcy. Before passage of the new 

: federal law, many states urged that federal funding for 
child care permit creation of 
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seamless systems so that one set of rules-for eligibility and application-would apply to 

'. all child care applicants. State administrators were frusfrated by gaps in service and 
artificial distinctions created by narrowly targeted and categorical funding. 19 In fact, the 
expressed intent of Congress in passing the law was to treatlall working families the same. 
A welfare reform guide for members of Congress onwelfarEi reform notes that the purpose 
of the law is to "eliminate gaps, di~ruptions, and paperwor;k caused by the old child care 
system that established separate child care programs for each of these groups of parents.,,20 

It seemed likely that given more flexibility, statbs would eliminate artificial 
distinctions and finally create a system basing eligibility ~n income. All poor families 
would be eligible for services, if they are working-whether fn an unsubsidized, low wage 
job, a community service job or workfare position. Unfortunately, only a few states in the 
PPI survey have done what was expected. PPI found that states so far have largely 
declined to take advantage of the flexibility in the new law,land are focusing resources on 
working welfare recipients to the detriment of other low-wage workers. 

Ohio plans to significantly decrease state funding in the faL ofgaps in service to working 
poor; Illinois plans to increase state funding by 80 percent.ITwo states have reduced state 
spending onchild care assistance overall: Ohio and Pennsylvania. Governor George Pataki 
of N ew York proposes to decrease spending by 5.4 percent, but the legislature proposes an 
increase of 13.6 percent. In Pennsylvania, the decrease is r~latively small, only 1 percent. 
The decrease in Ohio amounts to nearly 11 percent of state funding for child care. Every 
state surveyed plans to provide state matching funds for all available federal dollars, 
thereby increasing overall child care spending. However, ait a time when there is an influx 
of new federal resources relative to welfare caseloads, itis difficult to understand why any 
state would reduce its general revenue funding for workirlg families. 

Two states plan to increase state funding by otuy 1 percent: Georgia and 
Washington. Other states have recognized the value of ani increased investment in child 
care. California and Michigan plan to increase state spending on child care by 12 and 13 
percent, respectively. Texas plans a 24 percent increase inext year. President Clinton 
recently recognized Florida for its significant new state investment inchild care-40 percent 
overall. Illinois is the big leader here, increasing state fundihg by 80 percent over last year. 

Halfofthe states prioritize available funding to families ~Jnnected to the welfare system; 
three states guarantee funds for welfare families and provide services to other low-wage 
workers only iffundingpermits. Five of the 10 states surveykd intend to provide assistance 
to welfare recipients and those in transition to work berore assisting other low-wage 
working families. This is surprising, given the number of state administrators, governors, 
and others who have said that such a system is inherently inequitable given the relative 
similarities between these families, and the incentive it cre~tes to enter the welfare system 
to ensure eligibility for child care assistance. I 

PPJ's survey asked whether states intend to guarantee assistance for child care to 
any groups. PPI defined a guarantee as a promise to all Jho met eligibility criteria that 
child care assistance would be available, no matter how rrlany families apply during the 
year. (We did not ask whether the guarantee is an entitlerrient by state law.) Two states, 
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Ohio and Georgia, plan to guarantee child care to welfare recipients and those in transition 
t8:*ork~ while making a.ssistance available .t? o~her wo~~i4g poor, "if funding permits." '. 

T~xas WIll guarantee aSSIstance only to famIlIes In transItion from welfare to work. 
:;.~i i'" .' ,.' I . . . 

~';~e states say they will "guarantee" funding for trallsit~onal assistance for one year 
qft,er leaving welfare for work; four other states say transi~ional families are eligible for 
a~~i$tance if funding permits within budget limits. The Georgia, Ohio, and Texas child 
c~·i.~ plans "guarantee" transitional child care support for on~ year after welfare recipients 
l~~ye welfare for work. However, if these'former welfare refipients exceed newly created 
irr~6me ceilings, they will lose assistance before the end of the year. 
·i,i:)~<. . Four states will provide such transitional assistarice tb as many families as possible 
~ithin state funding limits: California, Florida, New Yorkl and Pennsylvania. In New 
Y9jk, Governor Pataki and the legislature have competing ptoposals; the Governor would 
a~l?': local welfare administrato~s to s.et an. in~ome ceili~g Ifor eligibi1it~ (~p to, th~ ,state' 
rr,taxImum), but would not reqUIre a tIme lImIt. The.1egislature would lImIt transItIonal 
child care support to one year, with an income ceiling. Flot,ida proposes a two-year time 
limit for transitioning welfare recipients. California has twb transitional programs: one 
l:i.~s·a two-year time limit and no income ceiling, the other prbgram limits assistance based 
ph·income, but not time., .' . . I . ,.' , ' 

":):;:;:,': ,Michigan, Illinois, and Washington (beginning this fall) cover recipients in transition 
t~,work as part of their income-based programs. TransitiorJl workers are treated just like 
oiher low-wage workers-they are eligible until they reach the income ceiling . 
.'i,';' . • I \t ," ....J,..... :. 
Q'nly three states have moved to create a seamless system ofchild care support for all low­
-f4:~ge workers; seven of the largest s~ates have so far chose~: to keep the old s.ysten: .. C?~y 
thr~e states surveyed by PPI have moved to develop a child care system WIth elIgIbIlIty 
B~sed on income: Illinois, Michigan and Washington. Hous~holds with income below 50,
6.pj a.nd 52 percent, respectively, of the state median income (~MI) in these states are eligible 
fQ'!' child care services. In Michigan, working welfare recipients will get priority, but the 

.st~te does not anticipate a funding shortfall. There is no tirrle limit on assistance in any of 
these' sta tes. 

"·r';,. 
'. ,," :' 

:! ~: . 

s:bwe states create expectations of services for working poor, but may not be able to meet 
i~~e.'iti. In order to compare the income levels that states u~e to determine eligibility for 
.eNld 'care support, PPI converted the varying state stand1ards to a percentage of state 
rn~~ian income. Some states choose to use SM~ as their yard~tick for eligibility, others base 
em~ibility on a percentage of federal poverty guidelines. PPI uses SMI to adjust for wide 
~9~tof living differences, allowing for a more accurate cross-~tate comparison of eligibility. 
:'::'::. Federal law limits the use of the child care block grarit to households with incomes 
b~lb.w 85 percent of state median income. Nevertheless, ~he PPI survey found income 
~¢i1ings ranging from a high of 100 percent of SMI in one California program (using some 
~,~~te funding) to alow ?f 50 percent ~f SMI jn Illinois. . . I '. , 
::>:', " However, when It comes to child care for the workIf}g poor (as In other categorIes 

'\-Yhere support is not guaranteed), it is critical to distinguish between eligibility for, and 
.. ::!;, 
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access to, services. States with a high income ceiling may not provide services to many of 
the families below the ceiling. In the past, states often wjere forced to close intake for 
services, and many states maintained long waiting lists. One state administrator 
commented that children would be in college before they r~ached the top of a waiting list. 

Michigan (60 percent of SM!), Illinois (50 percent bf SM!), and Washington (52 
percent of SM!) have set eligibility relatively low compared ~o other surveyed states- but, 
the state legislatures in those states have allocated funding ~hat they believe will cover all 
eligible families likely to apply. Illinois has increased state funding by a whopping 80 
percent since last year. These states have moved closest to :creating a seamless child care 
program with universal access for eligible families, determi~ng eligibilityby income rather 
than making artificial distinctions based on a recent connection to the welfare system. 

Most states have created itkentives for filling gaps in serv~ces to parents of infants and 
workers with nontraditional hours. Six of the 10 states surveyed offer, or are considering, 
an incentive for child care providers who supply odd-hoUJis care or infant care. Usually 
the incentive is a higher rate of payment (recognizing the higher costs of such care). In 
California, providers with nontraditional hours get contdctual priority. Six states will 
provide incentives for infant care: California, Florida, Mi~higan, New York, Ohio, and 
Washington. Three states will provide incentives for odd-hours care: California, Florida, 
and Ohio. Illinois is considering various incentives and three states are not currently 
planning to provide incentives targeted to creation of infa* or odd-hours care: Georgia, 
Pennsylvania, and Texas. Pennsylvania will ask for local input on whether to use new 
funds for infant care or nontraditional care. I 

States are also providing incentives to alleviate otHer shortages, such as care for 
special needs and school-age children (before and after schdol hours). Finally, some states 
are encouraging collaborative approaches for child care and Head Start centers. (While 
there are also many issues related to provider payment rat~s and licensing that will affect 
quality and availability of care, the PPI survey did not ~ddress these issues, beyond 
enhanced rates paid as an incentive to create care for targeted populations.) 

Three states require parents to retum to work when tlwir iJ,antis three months old; nine 
states fail to take full advantage ofthe federal option to exempt parents ofchildren under 
age one. All states surveyed have a newborn work exempti~m. Illinois provides up to one 
year for each newborn-the federal maximum. Georgia, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and 
Washington all create a twelve-month lifetime exemption] Governor Pataki's' proposal 
guarantees a three month exemption for the birth of each child, subject to twelve month 
lifetime limit for the parent; local welfare administrators w6uld have discretion to extend 
the three month exemption. I 

Florida and the New York legislature provide a three-month exemption for each 
child, with no lifetime limit. Michigan requires parents to vJ.ork when an infant is thirteen 
weeks old. In contrast, Texas will retain its current provisior\, permitting an exemption for 
parents of children under age six, until September 1997, wHen the exemption will be only 
for parents of children under age five. At this writing, the debate over this issue is raging 
in California. While the Democratic proposal creates a pne year exemption for new 

-7­



:. 

. 

.. 

· parents, California Governor Pete Wilson has proposed a tweIve:'week exemption. 
· 	. .... I . 
States have developed confusing familycopayment requirements. All states require some 
families to pay part of the cost of their child care; Califorfua, GeorgiJl and Washington 
have'complicated formulas for calculating family child care ~opayments. Washington uses 
a complex set of rules that require a family earning less than 74 percent of the federal 

. ' poverty level to pay $10.00 a week. But once the household income exceeds 74 percent of 
.,. federal poverty, the weekly copayment will be the greater of $20.00 or 47.percent ofthe 

household income over 100 percent of the federal poverty level. Gec:ugia's formula has 
· three separate categories for eligibility and two different copayments. From the worker's 

perspective, it may not be easy t9 figure but which of the three categories applies, or which 
sources of income the state will count. In California, the copayment may vary depending 

. on the original source of funds (federal or state), a fact the worker is not likely to know. 

States have set r~asonable copayments for families at the pbverty level. Copayment rates 
,·'are important to an assessment of access to care because if Ithe family share of the cost ·of 

child care is too high (as a percentage of household income), the family will not be able to 
get care even if they are eligible according to the state eligibility rules. The Child Care 
Bureau at the federal Department of Health and Hurhan Services recommends a 
copayment of no more than 10 percent of the household in~ome. ' , 

The state copayment forpmlas are complicated and difficult to evaluate for their' 
impact on families. The best way to compare what the family will be required to contribute 
is to ask each state about the cost of care for the same hypothetical family; we asked about 

, I ' 

a family with one parent and tWo children in child care with income at 100 percent of the 
federal poverty guidelines,$13,330. (PPJ's survey did not a~k about copayments for other 
income levels or household sizes and makes no finding on the appropriateness of 
copayment levels for these other family circumstances') Only one state reported a 

;' 	 copayment above the recommended level: Texas has aco~ayment formula that requires 
the family to pay 11 percent of household income. All other states surveyed have set 
copayments for PPJ's hypothetical family of three below the recommended level. 

\,'. :' PPI's Five Action Steps for States 

, This survey highlights a problem that we hope will be add~essed quickly by a determined 
effort of national and state leaders. It is a vital principle of PPI that welfare reform should 
not disadvantage the working poor. Many state legislatures are still in session or will be 
meeting again in the coming months; state legislators and gdvernors should re-examine the 

. state child care plans and eliminate any artificial distinction!, that have been made between 
working poor families. Succes~ in these 10 large states wbuld lead the way for smaller 
states and is critically important because the big states rep~esent nearly two-thirds of the 
national welfare caseload. Still it is important to note that s~me smaller states have created 
systems of child care basing eligibility on household income. 
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1) Create a seamless system ofchild care. As families movJ from welfare, to workfare, to 
low-wage, unsubsidized positions-they should not have t6 change child care providers, 
worry about reapplying, or dealfwith a new set of rules for ~ssistance. A seamless system 
lets families cross the bridge from welfare to work wit~out disruption in child care 
services. Employers urge decision-makers to invest in child care because they know an 
employee with child care difficulties will miss work. Childten should be able to count on 
seeing the same care-giver and friends; parents should focus on successfully making the 
transition. I 

Child care assistance systems should be fair and easy to understand. In Illinois there 
will be one set of rules for all ~ow-wage workers receiviAg child care assistance. But, 
California proposes the kind of system that all states should avoid: depending upon the 
source of the funds, and the sta,te department administeri~g the program-parents may 
have different eligibility criteria" income ceilings, time limits, and copayments. The state 
will have to treat families in identical situations differently, and it will be difficult for 
parents to anticipate the impact of program regulations. .1 

2) Base eligibility for child care on income, not on current o:r recent receipt ofwelfare. All 
low wage workers need the certainty of affordable, accessfble child care. Again, Illinois 
has the right idea. Creating a system of care that bases eligibility on income level ensures 
that working welfare parents get assistance, but not at tl\.e expense of other low-wage 
workers-especially those who 'have long managed to av6id asking for welfare. Those 
families transitioning from welfare to work will get child c~re-until their income reaches 
the ceiling set by the state. Careful monitoring to evaluatel the impact of the loss of child 
care assistance when families hit the "cliff" of the income dp will be critical. If states find 
that the level is set too low or too high, they can adjust ¥ Michigan and Washington 
propose a system that bases eligibility for child care on! household income, although 
Michigan's plan has a priority for service to welfare recipients. Decision-makers in these 
three states believe the allocated funding will be sufficient to assist all families below the 
income ceiling. 

A system that determines eligibility based on current or previous receipt of welfare 
ignores the reality that low-wage workers are likely to return when informal child care 
arrangements fail. In the first years of block grants, pressure on available funds will be 
less, because work requirements will be at the lowest levels. In the current economy, many 
families who would otherwise be forced to rely on welfare are working in low wage jobs. 
Helping these families now may enable them to stabilize and move up the career ladder 
so that they do not fall back into the system when the economy falters. 

3) Make copayments affordable and understandable. All families should have the 
responsibility of contributing to the cost of care. But, eligibility for child care that is not 
affordable is deceptive. It is an empty promise to say that kUlow-wage working families 
will be eligible, if the copayment is set so high that families sannot afford to access the child 
care. The Child Care Bureau at the Department of Health and Human Services 
recommends a copayment of no more than 10 percent of h~)Usehold income. The national 
average payment is 7.5 percent of household income for aU families.21 
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;'. Families should be able to understand the copayment formula and easily budget for 
:. child care expenses. Entry level workers often have fluctuating schedules and paychecks, 
so families may have to calculate their shareof the cost with some frequency. 

':,4) Limit gaps in service by offe~ng incentives to providers and taking advantage of the 
. \' federal option to exempt parents ofchildren under age one. States can enhance the capacity 
··of the child care system to mee~ the needs of parents of ihfants, as well as third-shift, 

weekend and part-time workers by providing incentives tOI providers. . . 
" , Communities are generally not meeting current derrland for infant care. Demand 
,for infant care' will also increase, ,as' the ex~mpti()n for parents of young children is 
narrowed significantly in most states. Another way to limit demand tor infant care, reduce 
costs and support families, is to take advantage of the w~rk exemption for parents of 

,.children under age one. Since the national average subsidy rate for infant care is almost 

" $2,200 more per year than the subsidy for toddler care, offering a work exemption for 

',' parents of infants is a fiscally prudent step to take in a timeioflimited resources.22 More 

"importantly, it is consistent with: recent findings in the research on child development. At 

, a congressional hearing. on' JuJy 10, 1997, Dr. Edward fIgler, Sterling Professor of 

. Psychology at Yale University and Director of the Bush Center in Child Development and 

Social Policy, stated, "Parents ahd their new babies need time together to establish the 
rhythms of life, to reach a levelqf sensitive attunement and ito become securely attached." 

>~" 5) Use block grant funds and savings from case load reductions to build the child care 
,'. ' system for all low-wage workers. In a weekly radio addres~, President Clinton noted that 

.. all states have ended the old welfare program, and that c~seloads represent the lowest 
" percentage of our population onwelfare since 1970. President Clinton urged states to invest 
'~: the resources available from caseload reduction in a system that will enable welfare 
..: recipients to get and keep work;-specifically by providing bhild care; 
, , The PPI survey asked states about their plans to inc~ease overall funding for child 

care. All of the states indicated an intention to use the total available federal matching 
,'dollars. Some states are transferfing funds from the TeIr\porary Assistance for Needy' 
;, Families (TANF) block grant to the Child Care and Development Fund. As caseloads 

, . I 

':,: : continue to drop and while the work partiCipation rates are r~latively low, states can afford 
',' ,to make transfers from the TANF block grant. States can ttansfer up to 30 percent of the 
/ TANF block grant, and assistance provided by the transferted dollars is not subject to the 
:., , federal five year lifetime limit. . . I, . ' , 
,... Most states are increasing state funding (PPJ's defipition of state funds does not 
. ',include transfer~ fro~ fede~al block grants) f?r child care. ~he only excep.tions are Ohio 

'.' ,and Pennsylvarua which wIll probably experIence a decrefse from the pnor year's state 
.',' spending. In Ohio, the state cl10se not to continue spending $10 million from caseload 
. reduction savings that was incqrporated into the state's b~dget for the prioryear when 
." counties began to run out of funds for the working poor.1 Given Ohio's "guarantee" of 

. assistance to families wi tha recent connection to the welfare pystem,working poor families 

. 'will experience a reduction in available child care slots, In New York, Governor Pataki 


" proposes a 5.4 percent decrease, while the legislature pro;poses a 13.6 percent increase. . 
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Pennsylvania's reduction is less than 1 percent of state funaing. 

Conclusion 

The PPI survey on child care shows a trend for states to ov~r1ook the flexibility available 
to them and retain a child care system with gaps anq inequities as if the federal 
government were still insisting on this flawed programl design. Unfortunately, this 
tendency will punish the workir~.g poor generally by failing ~o invest new resources in their 
access to child care. Every new law has potential for unintended consequences; hurting 
low-wage workers would be anunfortunate outcome of the: historic legislation passed last 
year. States have the resources:to follow the lead provideq. by Illinois: create a seamless 
child care system for entry-level workers and fund it adequ~tely to ensure universal access 
for all eligible families. Welfare reform requires many difficult decisions, and it has only 
been eight months since the federal law passed. Although s~ates have filed their first child 
care planand many states have completed a legislative debJte on this issue, legislators and 

I . 

governors have "an ongoing opportunity and responsibility to improve the state 
employment system. We think they will. In the meantirl"e, Congress should carefully 
monitor state actions and make changes in the federal law iWhen necessary. 

Margy Waller is senior analyst for social policy for the Progressive Policy Institute. 
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EXECUT',"VE: OFFICE Of.,THE PRESilDENT 
"I .,'" ': . -' '. 

OI;FICEIOF.MANAGEMENTAND BUDGET 
, . iWASHINGTON, D.C. '20503" . 

I, '. , " ­

July 10;1997 .. 
ADMINISTRATOR, 

. OFFICE OF 
INFORMATION AND 

REGULATORY AFFAIRS, 

1 

" '. I. . . <\' 

MEMORANDUM FOR ERSKINE BOWLES' 
'. ',.' "I .:, , " 

, TI:IROUGH:. " '.: Jack Lew~~<t-
" " '1' , . .' 

"FROM: ',Sall¥!{aiz~ ,', .1' .... 

SUBJECT: Heads-Upon'~,I-IS' Child, Car~ Proposed IRuie 


. ~.' 

: i 

" " '~e are abo~t to conc!ud~~eview ofHHS' prop~s~d Chi~d Care·.an~D~velopment Fu~d 
proposed rule that lmplements ke); welfare reform pr<;>vlslOns. The rule, as mandated py the ' 
welfare reform legislation, combirles four previously separate FJderal child caieprograrils into , 
one Child Care ind Developmentfundwlth$2.p billion, in mandatory and discretionary outlays " 

'in FY97. The rul~ will 'greatly sim.plifY the administration of child care'progi:amsaf the State 
, level by replacing four sets of rep&rtirigand paperwork requirements with one unified set of 

requirements;' it will also give States greaterJlexibi~ityand aptohomy to ~dminister their' ,.' 
, programs.. i' , . . I' : ".: ' .,. 

, " 'One ofth~ most significant aspects of the, rule 'isarequi~ement that all children " .. 
,participating in the subsidized child care program be immunIzed.. Althqugh this will impose new.' 

'administrative requirements on States; they will have theflexibi~ity to.determine how to best " 
, I ,.'" '.' ".,' ..,

implement the immuniZation pro~isions: ' 
! . 

The child care ·provisions in welfare reform have been generally viewed as a success story 
anq' we expect that this rule will b~ well-received. .. . ., '1.' ' 
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",, 
MEMORJ\.NDUM, FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,

. ' ,I' . '" ' 

, '. ".. f, ' . . ,,~
SUBJECT: ,qsing. Lesson~~Lear,ne,!.f,rotp }h~,<M.ilitary phi;~Ci ' 


D~velopmf!nt, Programs ,to, Imp;l:overthe Qua 1 J;,ty, . '. 

6f Ghiid Carein<the United' States " ' . " 


, '.1' ,....., \' " ,.' 

.We now ,', know,:'that,.~hiidrel11s·· earll~st'::expJ~ie~~~s',:' inql\1din~;:'.-',,:,',::",\ 

those in ,child care ~:: lia've,' s:i:gni'fiq~rite'ff~dt.s, on'l~arningand>.>," . 

development. '~IHbelieve w~,al1:,hav~aro~e,t:op:Layin,maJcing";, ' 

sure t.hat' ci,l16f . our ',children , have,a:strdng,ancI.'he~'lthy:,st,art> 


,in life', ,''i ',' . .' ' , . .: ", ....'':r i 

The Military Child>DevelopmentProgrc:lms h~ve::~tt:~i~ed 'a ',', I"~, ' , 

reputatio~ for 'an>cWiding c'ommitment to,c;U.1~li~y :'~.ri t:he de'li'Ve'ry :'-:." .. 
of chil'd c~r~ .Th~,D,epartm~Il~9f . De:fens.e,\i:s d.~d~CP:t~o~ to '~dEa':'<:i:);:
quate.fundJ.:ng,strJ.:ct: over/?l:gh't:., :J.:mproved:tral:n'J.:n,g' and wage ' ..'.' ", ',' 
packages~· st,rongfatni~y ,c}:l:iJ;d carerietwo;r1ts~and,co.mmitmeI,1t': 
to ,meeting riational,accrl?dit.ation ,staridardl?;'islaudato:ry.' ,:1.. .' 

\' beli.eve that t~emilitarY has, important, lessons'to,shClcre, with. 

'the rest .·of t,he, Natioll on' how, toimpr6vethe' qUality of' chiJ,~: '. ," 


,~are ~or a~l"o,f our,~~ti~n"s:chil~ren~ ::' ,\,: >- ,',," . :':,":., , .... , 
I the,refore' Ciirect you,.cqnsistEmt,w:lth' ,existingi3t,atutory, 

t,iuthor,ity, 'to shareth~exper.tise:' :(ind 1essc>t;lS .learnedfpoin .,' 

the Mil~tary ChildDevel~pmerlt'Programs ,w,f,th Federal;' S~cit~\I:"" 

tribal, and local, .agenq.ies i as, we!11a'swit,h private .and,' <. 

nonprofit entities,' .that 'are'. respdnsil;:>le .,f:9r;. pr,oviding ,child:.. " ,,' 

ca;r:e. ,for ,our Natio:r;ll.s ,ch;ildren~, .I f!-trt.h.ezl'cU:r;ect; yo~,' in, .doif,l'gi ,; '.<. 

so, t.6 consult" withth.eSecretarY·of' Healthand~HumS!.ri;'Servii;;eS., ,'. ,::-.' <, 


,tlje· Adm:inistrato~,of. .G~!-leral:Sel0r~ces",: an<i\':'tn~ih'ei7d~':?f:oth:~:r;i:{:. .,.,. 
Federal departments>or' agenc~es'·wJ.:th statutory authorJ.:ty, " '."

" .' " ' , ,- , ." - ',' ., ,'" -, I',' - ", ',: '. ", , !,' ~. " , ','t • 

over :chJ.:ld care pr:ograqLs .. I' ask,:thatyou;.provide.m¢ w;J:th (i.,',,:,' 


preliminary report wit!lin' 6 'months, and with, a .fin,al, j~eport ' . '. ' 

within 1 year en' actions taken.·and further I recommendations, 

including ,recomm~ndations'onaIiy needed orl,approJiriate" 

legislation. ': L urge;y~:)U to ci::msider'the,f611o.wing:: . 


. I. ,In: ,cons~~ tZlt,i:on',",fth .•• st·.;i~e:s", eIJ.C~u:t,age'mi.+itc:lrY " . 
in~tall.~tion chil,d deve1PPf!:1eAt ,~~<?rrf~tes .·in"th~: 

.' ,UnJ.:ted States to •'partner w'l:th,cJ:vJ.:IJ.:an· :chJ.:ld·· care,'., . 
prdgram~s'in. ,their ,loc~i C'ommUnit&~,st.Ci·improve the,<:. 
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POLICY MAKERS' CHECK LIST FOR ASSESSING liHE ABILITY OF CHll..D 'CARE 
'(' , , I 

LEGISLATION TO HELP FAMll..IES RESPONDTO WELFARE REFORM 

There are several child carebiilsbidng oJfere~ln Congress loot havii the pOtential to promote 
the healthy development ofchildren and help parents meet the work requirements established by

" I 	 " 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of1996. Consider the 
following points when determihrng the ability 'a/child care ikgislation to meet the needs of 
'families leaving welfare for work. families at risk ofbecomihgwelfare dependent. and low-
income. working fa;i1ie~. " ' ,,', " , , , 

INCREASE A V All..ABILiTY 
" 	 .. 

• 	 Authorize at least $1.~billion in additio~ ild~-:!.re:fundiflg;::The-eongi--ession I j~' 
Bud~et Office '~s:im~tes there' 1.4 billion Short,q~l ov,er a 6-y~ar period in child care ' 
fundmg for famlhes who 'meet t, reform laW:Lwork.(e.quu:.ementsJher.efol".e,A 

" f' 	 I 

minimum, this additional amount is needed to meet t~e increased demand for child care 
, " " 	 I 

generated by parents moving from welfare to work. '. 

• 	 Provide before- and after-school care. Children aJes 6-12 need high quality chlldcare ) 
for their healthy devel9pment, as do younger childre'n. The issue of reducing juvenile ' ' 
crime cannot be fully addressed without the provisiqn of before- and after-school care, , 
which gives pre-teens ,the option of participating incoQstructive activities when they are 

I , 	 " 

not in'schooL ' ! "', ' , . 

IMPROVE QUALITY 

, The Personal Responsibility and, Wo~k Opp'ortunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) reduces the 
" I • 	 ' 

percentage ofCCDBG (Chi~d Care and Development Bloc~ Grant) funds for quality 

improvements from 25% to 4%. The law also requires all states to establish health and safety 

standards,for llreyention andicon~rol ,of infectious diseases) including imm~ni~ations, building and. 

physical premises safety, and minimum health and safety tr~ining . However,' the legislation , 

"eliminates review ofstateJiCensing and regUlatory requir~ments, notification of the [United 


, 	 " ' ,I, 
States] Department ofHealth and Human Services when,standards are reduced, and 

supplementation"(P,L. 104-f93, PRWORA). The Admini;stration for Children and F~milies 

(ACF) recently released pro~osed regulations for CCDBq, title VI of PRWORA. ACF proposes 

to. strengthen health and safety in child care by requiring children receiving CCDBG services to be 

age-appropriately immunize~. However, adqitional qualit~ assurances are needed on the federal 
,, 	 I . , 

., I . 
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level to. promote the healthy development ofchildren. 
· . !. 


. .': I . 
 , 

Improve quality and enforcement of licensing sta~dards. Legislation should require • 
. states to specify requir~ments relating to licensing ,st~ndards in ar:eas such as child-to,..staff' 
ratios, group size, sta.fti preparation a!ld qualificatio,n~, ongoing staff training, . health, and 
safety. and linkages to,parents and community servi,s. , , " ' , 

• 	 Pr~vide training ~nd ;educatio'n of caregivers. Stutlies indicate that staff training 'and 
education are critical t() the safety ofchildren and to Ipreparing them to enter school ready 
io learn. . : . I 	 . 

• 	 Provide higher c~mpens~tion for ~aregive.... "The ,child care field is among the lowest 
paid professions, Lowlsalaries contribute to Qigh turnover, wQich in turn, contributes to 
poor quality care. Consistency in 'relationships with daregivers is necessary for the healthy 
development of children, In addition, better salaries kould attract more qualified people to 
~~. 	 . 

", 	 ". 

• 	 Increase'availability :of resource and referral seryices, Resource and referralagencies 
help educate parents dn selecting high quality child tare and can help train child care 

, . I , " 	 " 

provider,S, 	 . 
, 

. J 

ENSURE PARENTAL CHOICE . 	 .;. '. 

• 	 Set"reimbursement rates that take,into account yariations in the costs of providing 
child care in difTereQt settings,to children ofdifTerent age groups and to children 
with special needs. ~e~mbursement ~at.es ShOUld! not ,be set .at les,s than 75 percent of 
ttIe market cost of care.PRWORA elmunates the ;reqUlrement that states set 
reimbursement rates that account for variations il1the cost of care: However, the proposed 
ACF regulations for CCDBG would require states to iIIustratehow'payment rates are' . 
adequately based on (ocai market rate surveys. I 

• 	 Base c~-payment r~tes'on famiIY'incOm~,notthle cost of care.'Setco-payme~t ~iltes 
between 7 and 10 percent of family income. ACf regulations propose that states must 
,illustrate hqw family:eo:'payments based on a sliding fee scale are affordable. ACFaiso 
proposes to prohibit ,establisiunent ofpayment rate~ based on a family's status; for 
exampJe, h<!Ying sep~ate rates for families receividg T ANF, ' 

: 	 " . " 

PROVIDE FAMll..Y SUprORT SERVICES AND P~RENTING TRAINING 

• 	 Family'support ser;vices. Support service$for fal1i~s leaving welfare for work, families, 
. at risk. of beco~ng ~elfare dependel1t, an~ .Iow-i+ome, working families are 'needed if . 

welfare reform IS t9 truly succeed. As fanuJles on welfare seek to meet the welfare reform 



I 
.. la~'s work req~ife~ents and resp~nd t9 the'legiSla~i~ri's oth'er pro~sionS'~hat they are n~t 

familiar with, they will face new strains. It is expected that there will be an increase in ,the 
numb~rs ofchildren th~t a're abused and neglected as la result ofwelfare reform, creating a 
greater strain on the already overburdened child welfare system. Therefore, the provision 
offamily support services, such as parenting education, drug treatment, and home visits, is 
criti~1 to prevent a ne+ crisis in the child welfare syJtem and ,to help families achieve . 
independence. " . . 

. '" i . '. " 
., .Parenting training. Parents are their children's,first teachers. In order to make a positive 

impact in the lives of chil~ren, significant resou'rces a.nd interventions must be directed to 
their parents. Parenting classes would help parents atcess the array of resources and 'I 
services necessary to ~eet the needs oftheir'childreri. Parenting classes would also help' , 

, prepare children for school ~nd parents, for work. The program woul~ focus on getting· " 
parents involved in the: healthy development of their ,bhildren and include teaching , 
developmentally appro.Priate activities that stimulate/Child. r~n's 'learning. This would help •. 
prepare children for ,school. The training would also prepare parents for work by focusing 
on str~ss ,management,1 househoid management and budgeting, and choosing quality child . 
care .... 

, 
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By JAMES COLLINS 

. I 
y 6:30 EACH MORNING, ALBERTA 
Early has arrived at the Cartet 
Development Center on Milt 
waukee's near North Side. 

with Shirlene Devoug~, 
Early cares for eight infants h1 
one of the center's day-care pr~ 

grams, and three of their charges show up 
before 7, so Early has to be ready for them. 
By 8:30 all the babies are present, and Emi­
ly and Devougas <rive them breakfast,

I 0". I 
"Everybody wants to be fed at the sam~ 
time," says Early with a laugh. The room is 
clean and bright, painted ina pleasarit . 
combination of green and white. Some iIi­

. I
fants crawl around a blue carpet, where 
they play with blocks, stacki~gtoys, a pl+ 
tic mirror on wheels. On one recent after­
noon"Early pushed the mirror toward ll­
month-old Aubrey. "See ,thatr she said, 
"111Qt's youl" . The youngest babies ru;e 
placed in infant seats, unless Early or De­
vougas pas got them in her lap. "We sit and 
hold them," Early says, "play with their 
hands and feet and talk to them.'" 'I 

It sounds just about perfect, and it is. 
In the world of day care, the kinds of pr?­
grains run at the Carter Center can be 
considered the ideal. They provide good 
food, a safe setting, plenty of mental and 
physical stimulus, and lots of attention 
and affection. Equally significant,thh 
serve the chQdren oflow-income families, 
kids who may be at risk for poor develop­

'. ment.Troy Harris 'used to be on welfare 
and now works at the Carter Center, 
where her two children are in day-c~re 
programs. "If I didn't work here, I woJId 
s~ want my children here,» .she saYs. 
"[Otherwise] your child could sit at home 
all 'day or at the neighbor's home watchipg 
TV. That would be my worry-that my 
child's not learning enough." I 

Millions of poor mothers are soon go­
ing to be faced with the same worry. qn­
der the new federal welfare law, even re-. 
cipients with very young children ke 
required to find work (although states rrlay 
exempt a single parent caring for a c~ild 
urider one year old). According to the Chil­
dren's Defense Fund, there are now abbut 
9.75 million children on welfare, aebut 
4.5 million of them under five. That trahs­
lates into an enormous new demand :for 
d~y care and raises concerns about the 
quality of that care. I 

In Wisconsin, which has pioneered 
welfare reform and is often touted as a 'na­
tional model, the crunch is coming sooher 
than in other states. That is partly because 
the latest phase of Wisconsin's law, wHich 
is called Wisconsin Works, or W-2, goes 
into effect Jan. 6 and requires mothers to 

,. I 

get into a job program and parenting classes 
just 12 weeks after giving birth. But it is also 
because the state already has fairly high 
standards for day care in place. The chal­
.lenge has been how to maintain those stan­
dards while accommodating thousands of 
new kids-and the struggle so far has been 
both painful and instructive. 

In 1996 Wisconsin subsidized care for 
17,000 children aLa !<ost of $52 million_ 
(about $3,000 per child). Under W-2, the 
number of children requiring subsidized 
care is expected to triple, to 60,000. Yet in 
its original W-2 legislation, Wisconsin did 
not triple the state funds earmarked for 
child care. In fact, it planned to increase its 
own spending only negligibly and use fed­
eral block giants to bring the amount of 

money available for day care next year to 
$160 million (roughly $2,600 per child). 

So just as it faces a flood of younger, 
poorer, needier children into state-subsi­
dized day care, Wisconsin planned to re­
duce the amount it spends for'each child-' 
with consequences that would be felt 
throughout the day-care system, For one 
thing, the. state proposed channeling 
more of this money to welfare families by 
reducing day-care subsidies to the work­
ing poor through higher co-payments and 
eligibility standards. (Some low-income 
families would have been required to 
spend as much as 46% of their gross in­
come on child care.) The state also pro­
posed a sliding-scale co-pay structure for 
welfare recipients based on their income 
and the cost of the care they choose, and 
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created a new category called "provision­
al certified care." This care, to be provid­
ed by any adult who passes Ii criminal 
background check, in Imy home meeting 
basic health and safety requirements, 
would be exempt from most of the regula­
tions aimed at ensuring quality inWis­
consin's licensed day-care centers-and 
so presumably would be much cheaper. 

HILDREN'S Al)VOCATES IN WIS­
consin were quick to criticize 
this version of W~2. Mary Ba­
bula, head of Wisconsin's Early 
Childhood Association, charged 
that it would create "a push for 
parents with low disposable in­

come to choose the cheapest care they can 
find." Linda Bosetti, who works for the Sil­
ver Spring NeighborhoOd Center in Mil­
waukee, was worried because subsidizing 
provisional certified care-while it might 
provide some cash to the grandmother who 
has been baby-sitting for free-could also 
put children at risk by parking them with 
untrained strangers. Indeed, this cheaper, 
second-class day care might begin to drive 
licensed centers out of business. 

Jean Rogers, who directs W-2, coun­
tered that "in the real world, families make 
[child-care] decisions based On a number 
of qualities and situations." When she 
talked to welfare recipients while drafting 
W-2, she says, "the single most common 
response was that they thought child care 
should' be made more flexible so that 
friends and relatives would be able to 
receive the subsidy." 

Nevertheless, the outcry prompted 
Governor Tommy Thompson to app~int 
a special panel of child-care providers; 
elected officials and policymakers td re­
consider the co-pay provisions. Last w~ek, 
on its recommendation, Wisconsin revised 
the plan. Day-care co-payments will be 
cruculated primarily according to incbme 
and number of children, not the co~t of 
care. And a family's co-payment obligdtion 
will be capped at 16% of gross incom~. To 
help close the spending gap between! this 
formula and the earlier one, Thompson 
will use an extra $25 million in federal 
money for 1997 that the state had eatned 
from reductions in its welfare rolls du'ring 
recent years. "We're leading the cou~try. 
Nobody has tried to adopt a plan o~ our 
magnitude that both eliminates we,rare 
and makes a commitment to quality child 

. care," he says. "We don't have all the an­
swers. But what we've done is attempt to 
level the speed bumps that we have a'ntic­
ipated so far.'" I 

There may be more bumps ahead. Be­
cause what is at stake in the coming1day­
care crunch is of far more consequ~nce 
than whether little Janie watche~ too 
much Rug Rats. Without a good solution 
to the day-care dilemma, welfare re'form 
has no hope of breaking the "cycle qf de­
pendency" and may in fact exacerbite it. 
For starters, a study by Marcia Mey~rs at 
Columbia University's School of $ocial 
Work has shown that good, reliable child 
care is a key factor in whether a wJlfare 

I ' 
mother can perform well 'on the joo and 
stick wi th it. I 

But more' fundamentally, inadequate 
care in the pre-K years may affect a child~8 

. later ability to learn, limiting it in ways that 
cannot be offset by the uplifting sight of 
seeing Mom march off to work. Brain" 
development research indicates that in the 

. first two years of life, virtually all our vital 
neural connections are being formed. Oth'­
er studies show the crucial role that re­
sponsive, . sensitive and stimulating care 
,plays in forming those synapses. A bad 
day-care situation, where a chUd is under­
stimulated for long stretches of time or 
moved among ever changing caregivers, 
may cause long-term harm to a child's cog­
nitive and emotional development. 

For that reason, the day-care part of 
workfare is both an enormous risk and 
an enormous opportunity. Few of Wis­
consin's poor children will get the excel­
lent care that Alberta Early provides at 
the Carter Center, which charges $8,476 
a year for an infant (less for an older . 
child). In fact, some mothers may have to I 

itake their children out of the center be­
cause their co-payment will rise. What 
happens to the 2,700 children of the ~ 
working poor who lose their subsidies al­
together is one of the .many iinponder­
abIes as Wisconsin enters the next phase ! 

! 
of its welfare experiment. But what child , 

advocates continue to remind the Gover­
nor of is that while the W-2 program is 
susceptible to endless tinkering and ad­
justments, its effects on young children 
may be permanent. -Reported by 
Wendy Cole and Erik Gunn/Mitwaukee, Melissa 
Ludt.l<e/Boston and Ann Simmons/Washington 
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201 

2 G 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
'96 DEC 20 PM?:1£! .I 

SUBJECT: A Refundable Child Care Tax Credit , 

! 
For the first time in American h'istory, this country will have a seamless system for. 

I 

supporting child care expenses .. By making the Child Care Tax Credit refundable, every 

working family in America will have access to some child care support. 


Currently, the Child Care Tax Credit provides essential child carb support for millions of working 
families with employment-related child care expenses. However, the credit is not available for 

. working families who have no federal income tax liability. By m'aking the credit refundable, the 
tax credit would be available for the first time to all working farrtilies with children. The new 
group consists of low wage earners who pay 20 percent of their lincome for child care, a . 
disproportionate share of their income when compared to highe~ income families who pay only six 
percent of their income. By the year 2002, Treasury estimates that refundabiiity would benefit 
<;>ver two million low wage working families who have little or no tax liability. Most of these 
working families have incomes below $30,000 and would receivb an average benefit of$500-600 
annually toward their child care expenses. i 

Using a tax mechanism to provide child care assistance is both glOOd policy and good politics. 
The Child Care Tax Credit is enormously popular. Since familids see the results on their income 
tax returns, it is one of the most positive benefits they know they are getting from the federal 
government. Ask any family·that uses the credit, and almost ineVitably they will be able to tell you 
how much help they received toward their child care expenses. 

The Child Care Tax Credit has long enjoyed bipartisan support. ! In the last two decades, the U.S. 
Senate has voted to make the credit refundable several times. President Bush proposed making 
this credit refundable and child care organizations and women'slgroups strongly support it. 
Further it is anticipated that the RepUblicans will propose signifibnt tax cuts for the wealthy. As 
a result, it will be difficult as a result for them to argue against ah Administration tax proposal to 
help hard-working low income fat;ilies with significant child car costs. 

Making the tax credit refundable helps low income working fam,ilies get child care assistance 
without going through the welfare line. While the welfare refon~ law (The Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act) authoirizes $20 billion in federal child 
care funding over six years, most of the funds will be needed tolsupport welfare families moving 
to work, leaving little room for assisting working poor families. i We expect that the credit will be 

. I 

used largely by working families who do not receive direct subsi'dies. Using the tax code to serve 
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! 

these families is an equitable and ~onstigmatizing approach that complements the Administration's 
initiatives -- Earned Inco.me Tax Credit, minimum wage, health care portability and Family and 
Medical Leave -- for working families. 

At a time when we are devoting significant attention and resources to families receiving welfare, 
this would be a visible source of help to working families who ~re not on welfare but are 
struggling to stay in the labor force. For the first time in histo~, all working families with child 
care expenses would receive some federal support. .. 

Donna E. Shalala 
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U••. DEPARTMENT 0;' H&AI..TH AND:HUMAN SERVICES 

FOR IMMEDIATE.RELEASE Contact: Michael icharfen. 
Monday, Sept. 30·, 1996 (202) 401-9215 

BHS RELEASES NEW CHILD CARE WURDS TO STATES A5D 

GRAII'l'S TO IMPROVE CHILD· CUE QUALITY· 


HHS secretary Donna' E. Shalala announced today that the . 

increased child 'care funds available to· states under the newly 

enoctod welfare law will be released. t.omoTt"''?w. Secretary Shalala 

also announced. new qrants to help states improve the health.and 

safety of child c~re programs •.. 

The child care block grant· funds for·fiscal year 1997 that'. 

.h~CJin to bQ released ,tomorrow will provide up to S1.92 billion to 

states,· a significant. increase over. the "e'stimated .FY 1996 level of 

$1.35 billion. 

"President Clintori signed into law a welfare bill that met'. hi~ 

principles of work, parental responsibilit.y and protections for 

children, It' said Secretary Shalala. til 'm pleased that the department 

is moving quickly to help states provide the affordable, accessible 

and quality child care which is critical to help move families from 

welfare to work." 

HHS estimates, that ,depending on states' decisions, this 

increase in funds will enable states to serve about 230~OOO· 

additional children, in full-year, part.;.time child care slots. 

Under the new welfare. law, FlE!v9Tal federal child 'care programs 

were consolidated into the Child Care and Developm~nt'fund"a single 

block grant to the states'. This consolidation of funds makes it 

- More ­
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,easierforetates to plan for and,access 
, 

federal funds, 
, 

reduce 

administrative burdens, ,increase the number of children who can be 


served, and improve the quality of child care programs. 


Later this year, ,approximately $1 billion in discretionary 


child care funds will als'o be released to the states. 

HHSi's also awarding $2~5,million in grants ,to 42 states, the 


District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the Republic of ,Palau this 


week to support and encqurage the development of statewide 

, ' , 

strategies andplanninq,for healthy, safe child care proqrams. The 

grants build upon the, Healt:.hy Child Care America' Campaign launched 
, , 

by Secretary Shalala last year., The award of 'these grants is the 


product of a collaborative effort between two agencies in H'aS: the 


Health Resources and ServicosAdministration's Maternal and Child 


Health Bureau, which, ,wi~l administer the, grants, and the 


Administration for Childre'~ and Famil,ies' C~ild Care Bureau .. 


, The activities ,of the projects include formation of statewide 


Healthy Chi ld Care Campt:liqns, investments in systems and services t.'o 
" increase child care capacity, programs to 'address children with 

special needs and the training of child care providers in health ,and 

'safety. The projects are funded' for three years. 

"Under the department·s vision'of a rcinven~ed govarnmant that 
works better together t~ serve America's children and families, this 
important collaborative effort among HHS agencies identified the 
crucial priority of, healtb and safety in child care,~J said Secretary
Shalala. "These grants 'will ,serve as ~ catalyst for state efforts 
to enFtU1'"'e parents have the choice for quality child care programs."

: " 

,III 

Note:'HHS press releases 
http://www.ahhs.gov. ' 

are available on the World wide Web at: 

http:Healt:.hy
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FY1996' FY1997 Increase 

Alabama $16,340,975 $27,538,930 Sil,197 , 9'55 
Alaska 	 4,628,22~ 5,573,564 945,342 

"Arizona 24,80.2,279' 32,654',4'44 7,852,165 
Arkansas 5,216,653 il,928,191 6,711,538 ./ 
'California 81,595,Oll 189,10.9,830. 10.7,514,819 ,/ 
'colorado 11,935,519 20.,458,'829 '8,523,310./

, . ' con'necticut , 25,860,821 27,297,695 ,1,436,874 
,Delaware 5,544,948 7,0.97,533 1,534,585 
D.C. 3,984,791 6,007,129 2,022,:342 
Florida 48,138,526 ,78,991,515 30,852,989 
Georgia 48,944,950. 56,725,0.95 7,780. ,145 
Hawaii 6,246,320 ' 8,544,528 2,298,208 

Idaho 2,836,570. 6,360.,0.48 3,523,478./ 

Illinois 83,741,735 92,635~o.41 8,893,30.6 

I rid ia;r:l8 37,685,927 41'i476,175 3,790.,248 

Iowa 6,476,450. 16,176,667 '9,700.,217/ 

Kansas 10.,166,728 1&,962,947 6 "796 , '- 1 9 , 


, Kentucky 17,289,150. ,26,565,371 9,276~221 
Louisiana 12,716,'209 26,579,410. 13,863,2o.l/. 
Maine 3,026,858 6,253,341 3,226,483/ 
Maryland 23,0.45,30.4 ,36,968,426 13,923,122 
Massaehusetts 55,880.,580. 60.,' ~49; 955 4,469,375 
'Michigan 41,192,695 58,298,70.0. 17,10.6,0.05 
Minnesota 26,728,10.7 36,230.,664 9,50.2,557 

' ,Mis:dssippi g,599,538 ,14,0}19,912 4,450,374 ' 
"	Missouri 27,599,568 ' 38,'926,173 11,326',605 
Montana ' 3,626,693 5,561,904 1,935,211 
Nebraska 7,786,'14'8 15 ;877,705 ' 8,091,557./ ' 
Nevada 3,499,702 6,878,492 3,378,790.11' 
New Hampshire 4,362,499 8,153,892 3,791,393
New Jersey 52,0.52,'690 52,,638,OsS' 585,368 
New Mexico 8,707,30.1 13,916,036 5;208,735 
NCilW York 117,110,636 ,'153,480.,403 36,369,767 . 
N. Carolina 66;882~917 88,590,381 , 21,107,564 " 
N. Dakota 1,708,379' 4,226,635 2,518,256
Ohio, 68,441,868 100,003,527 31,561,659 
Oklahoma 30,998,199 33,904,916 2;906,717 

.Oreqon 	 23,335,244 27,598,0.40 4,262,796 
Pennsylvania 59,244,874 85,648,280 26,403,40.6 
Rhode 'Island. 7,119,~76 ' 9,159,194 2,039,518 
s. Cal....o1'ina 13,300,g03 19,673,401 6,372,498/
'S. Dakota 1,932,447 3,80.5,883 1,873,436 .' 
Tennessee 47,643,844, 51,258,743 3,614,,899
Texas, 73,324,512 116,877,750 4l/.55~,238 ,
Utah 	 12~181,lo.2 19,428,168 7,247,Q66 

"Vermont 3,20.8,151 ' ,5,666,584 2,458,433
Virginia 21,880.,669 38,380.,459 16,49~,790 
Washington 38,0.0.2,711 56,766,466 18,763,755' 
West Virginia" 9,726,862 12,973,006 3,246;144 
wiscorisin 35,20.5,439 38,,370,188 3,164,749 
Wyoming- 2,347,399 4,162,277 1,814,878 

Total $1,354,955,:r.'5 $1,922,742, $.00 '$567,887,305 

http:27,598,0.40
http:3,378,790.11
http:17,10.6,0.05
http:92,635~o.41
http:6,360.,0.48
http:56,725,0.95
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ChiJd Care and Development Block Grant Amendments of 1996. 
'." . 

Fundine 

" The Amendments authorize and appropriate a total of $13.9 billion in mandatory funding, for" 
" FYs 1997-2002 and authorize $7 billion in discretionary funding for FYs 1996-2002. States" 
, would receive approximately $1.2 billion of the mandatory funds each year as a capped " 
" entitlement based on federal IV-A child care expenditures in each state in FY94, FY95 or the 

aveYige from FY 92-94 (whichever is... sreater). 

The remainder of the" mandatory funds (after an allocation to tribes) would be available for 
state match (at the 1995 FMAP rate) based on the At-Risk allocationformula. In order to" 
be eligible for these "new matching funds, a state must maintain 100% (maintenance of effort) 
of FY94 or FY95 state child care expenditures (whichever is greater) AND exceed the state 
set-aside described above. 

Total fundipg, including mandatory funds and $1 billion in discretionary funds for each year: 

" $ 2.967 billion for FY 1997 ' 
$ 3.067 billion for "'FY 1998 
$ 3.167 billion "for FY 1999 
$ 3.367 "billion for FY 2000 
$ 3.567 billion for FY 2001 
$ 3.717 billion for FY 2002 

Once funds are transmitted to Grantees, all funding will be subject to the requirements of the 
Child Care and Development Block Gr~nt Act, as amended. " " 

" Effective Date, 

" The effective date of the Child Care and Development"Block Grant Amendments is October """ 
1, 1996. The authorization of appropriations for the discretionary funds takes effect on the 
date of enactment. 

Eligibility 

Changes family income limit from 75% of State Median Income to 85%. 



" .' 

Lead Aeency 

The Amendments retainCCDBG lead agency requiremen~. but allows the lead agency to 
administer the program through other -g~vernmental or nongovernmental- agencies. ' 

Appl ication and Plan 

Under the Amendments, the parental choice provisions.(requiring that parents be given the., 
option to enroll their children in grant or contract slots or to receive a cenificate) will apply 
to the entire program. 

The Amendments expand the current law requirement for a public hearing on the state plan 
. to specify that the state' must provid..! sufficient time and statewide distribution of notice of 
the hearing. # • 

Administrative Costs 

, ' The Amendments limit administrative costs to 5% of the aggregate funding and specify that 
administrative costs' shall not include the costs of providing direct services. 

Report language clarifies that the Secretary should issue regulationS that define and determine 
true administrative costs prior to the deadline for submission of State plans. Eligibility 
determination and re-determination, preparation and' participation in judicial hearings, child 
care placement, the "'recruitment, licensing, inspection, reviews and supervision of child, care 
placements, ratesetting,resource and referral services, training, and the establishment and 
maintenance of computerized child care information should not be considered administrative 
costs., ' 

Consumer Education 

The Amendments replace the current law requirement that specific consumer education 
information be made available (concerning licensing and regulatory requirements. complaint 
procedures, and policies and practices relative to child care services within the State) with a 
general requirement that the state will collect and disseminate information that will -promote 

,informed child care choices. ­
, , 

Quality 

The Amendments set 'aside not less than 4% of total funds for activities that are -designed to 
provide comprehensive consumer education to parents and the public. activities that increase 

, parental choice, and activities designed to improve the quality and" availability of child' care 
(such as resource and referral services.)- This provision replaces the current law description 
of activities to improve quality (r&r; grants or loans to meet state and local standards; 
monitoring of compliance with licensing and regulation; training; and compensation). 

2 




Compliimce with State Licensing ReQuirements 

The Amendments replace current law requirements that the state assure that all child care 
providers comply with state and local licensing or regulatory requirements, including 
. registration, with a requirement that states have in effect licensing requirements and provide· 
descriptions of the requirements and how they are enforced. The Amendments eliminate 
registration requirementS.. 

Health and Safety 

The Amendments .retain current law CCOBa Health and Safety requirements and apply them 
to all of the child care funds. 

Payment Rates 

The Amendments add a requirement, that states provide a summary of the facts u·sed to 
determine that rates are sufficient to ensure equal access.. 

. . 

It also eliminates the requirement that payment rates take into account variations in the costs 

of providing care in different settings and to different age groups, and the additional costs of 

providing child care for children with special needs. . 


Tribes 
,.' 

. Set-A~ide: The A~endments require a minimum set·aside for Tribes of 1 % of theagg~egate... 
fund ing ~nd allows the Secretary to set aside up to 2%. ".~ 

MinimU: Standards: The Amendments·add a requirement that the Secretary, in . ''''-'' 
consultation with tribes and tribal organizations, shall develop minimum child care standards "" 
for tribes and tribal organizations. . 

. . 
Construction or Renovation of Facilities: The Amendments give the Secretary authority to 
allow Tribes or tribal organizations to use program funds for construction or renovation 
purposes as long as that will not result in a decrease in the level of child care services . 
provided by the tribe or organization as compared to the level of services .provided in the . 
preceding fiscal year. The Secretary is directed to develop and implement uniform 
procedures for the solicitation and consideration of requests to use funds for this purpose. 

ReaUotment: Th,e Amendments add a provision giving the Secret8.ry authority to reallocate 
any portion of tribal set·aside grants to other tribes or organizations if she determines that the 
funds are not being used in a manner consistent with the statute and time period for which 
the grant or contract is made available. ' 
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Other Organizations: The Amendments add 'under the definition of tribal organizations! 
•Other' organizations -, which includes a Native Hawaiian Organization and a private 
nonprofit organization established for the purpose of serving youth who are Indians or Native 
Hawaiians. ' ' 

Territories 

The Amendments eliminate the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands from the list of eligible 
Territories and Possessions. The Amendments do not include territories in the definition of 
States eligible for mandatory and matching funds. 

Enforcement. 

. The Amendments eliminate thea,uthority of the Secretary to terminate payments for failure to 
, comply with the state plan or any provision of the I~w and replaces it with disallowanCe 

authority for improperly expended funds. 

, Reports & Audits 

The Amendments replace the current law annual reporting requirement with requirements 
that states collect a specific Jist of data on a monthly basis and submit it to the Secretary 
quarterly. It also requires biannual reports from, the states (beginning 12/31197 and every six 
months after) containing other aggr:egate data. The data elements are substantially broader 
than current law re}5orting requirements. 

The Am~ndmentsalsorequire,the Secretary to submit biennial reports to Congress beginning, 
in 1997. , , 

While the Amendments maintain current law audit requirements, it requires only that the ' 
audit entity be independent of the State, replacing the requirement that it be independent of 
"any 'agency administering activities that receive assistance under th.is subchapter. W 

Other Definitions 
, ' 

Child Care CertifiCateS: The Amendments add child care deposits as an allowable use of a 
child, care certificate. 

Eligible Cbild: Changes family income limit from 75 %. of State Median Income to 85 %. 

, Eligible Child Care Provider: Adds great grandparents and, non-resident sibJings to Jist of 
eligible providers and eliminates the requirement that relative providers be registered. 

Otber Organizations: The Amendments add under the definition of tribal organizations, 
wOther organiZ:8tions-, which includes a Native Hawaiian Organization arid a private 

. ," 
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nonprofit 'organiZation established for the purpose of serving· youth who are Indians or Native 
Hawaiians. . , . . 

Miscellaneous Deletions 

.The Amendments elimi~te. the CCDBG sectionS regarding th~ rationale for reductions in 
standards, review of state licensing and regulatory requirements, and 
supplementation/supplantation. . ' 

Strikes current law language specifying issues that may be cOnsidered during consultation. 

with local governments on development of the State plan. ' , 


The Amendr.lents eHminate the requirement that states dedicate funds to early childhood 

development or before and after schcxli child care programs. . 


Related Child Care ProviSi,ons in Tempor~ry Assistance for NeedyFamllies (TANF) 

Repeals 

Repeals Title IV-A Child Care programs, thus eliminating guaranteed child care for needy 

individuals.' . 


,.' 

Funds Transfer 

The TANF block grant allows states,to transfer up to 30% of the temporary assistance funds 
into the child care or social services block grants. No more than a third "of this amount may 
be used for the Social Services Block Grant. . . 

Failure to Provide Child Care . 

The TANF block grant prohibits states from sanctioning a single parent who fails to 
participate in work because she catlDotaccess child care for a child under age 6. The , 
Secretary can impose a penalty of up to 5% of the family assistance grant amount on states 
that fail to maintain assistance to adult, single custodial parents who cannot obtain child care 
for a child under age 6. The amount of Jhe penaltY will be based on the severity of the 

. failure. . . 

5 




Meeting Participation RateslWork ReQuirements 

Meeting Work Requu-ements 

Single parents with a child under the age of 6 are deemed to be meeting work participation 
requirements if the parent .is engaged in work for 20 hours/week. 

The TANF block grant adds to the definition of work activities: wthe provision of child care 
services to an individual who is participating in a community service program. w 

. Sense of the Congress 

. The TANF block grant includes a Sense of the Congress that encourages each state to assign 
the highest priority to requiring adults in 2-parent families and adults in single parent families 
that include older preschool or school-aged children to be engaged in work activities . 

. Two-Parent Families 

:With the exception of a disabled parent or families with a severely disabled child under the 
parent's care. the TANF block grant requires that if child care is provided by the State, both 
spouses in a two-parent family must work, but the second parent must only work amintmum 
of 20 hours per week. . 

,.'. 
Optional Exemption 

The TANFblock grant includes a state option to exempt single'parent families with a child 
under. the' age of 12 months from engaging in work. The state may disregard the parent in 
determining work participation rates for up to 12 months. 

Title XX 

The welfare reform bill reduces Title XX funding.bY 15% until FY2002. 
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ESnMATeD FY 1"7 STATE ALLOCAnONS FOR THE CHILD cARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Mandatory State Share Matching Stata Shere of Discretionary 
State' Funds 11 Requirement (MOE) 2 Funds 3/ ' 'Metching Funds 4/ Funds 61 

Alabama 	 16,441,707 • 6.896,416 • 11,097,223'. 4.664.680 • 20,236.066'•Alaska ,3,644,811 3.644.811 '2,028.763 2,028.763 1,806,673 
Arizona 18,880,897 10,086,324 12,763,447 6,468,612 18,612,030 
Arkanaas 6;300.283 1.886.641 6,827,908 2,368,086 11,886,068 
california 82,846,668 82,846,869 88,184,172 ' 86,184.172 120,466,746 
Colorado 10,173,800 8,886.898 10,286,029 8,084,141 11,068,682 
Connacticut 18,738,367 ,18;738,367 8,668,338 8,668,338 7,224,686 
Dalaware 6,178,361 6,179,361 1,900,182 1,800,182 ,2,111,607 
District of Columbia 4,720,614 4,720,614 1,286,61& 1,286.616 1,878,408 
Florida 43,026.624 33.424.300 36,864.881 27,838.688 60,046,337 
Gaorgia 36,622.787 22.187,213 20,202,308 12,261,628 , 32,1 &7,871 
Hawaii 6,220.634 6,220,834 3,323,884 3,323.884 3,662,386 
Idaho 2.867,678 1,176,818 3,482,470' 1,486,814 6,133,866 ' 
Illinois 68.609,473 &8,808,473 33,02&,668 33,026,668 37,706,&7& 
Indiana 26,181,888 16,368,848 16,284,176 8,970,738 18,066,411 
Iowa 8,877,746 6,298,427 7,288,822. 4,366.874 8,228,278 
Kansal '8.811,668 8,872;888 7,161,279 4.880.112 8,898;861 
Kentucky 16,701,803 7,274,3&8 8,863,668 ,4,312,298 17,842,748 
Louisiana 13,864.662 &,218,484 12,714,868 4,786,667 26,680,163 ' 
Maine 3.137,106 1.828,1&1 3,116,236 1,806.728 3,873,126 
Maryland, 23,~01.407 , 23.301.407 13,887.018 13,667,018 13,203,338 
Massachusetts 44.873.373' 44.873,373 16.376,682 , 16,376.682 14,396.116 
Michigan 32.081.822 24.360.687 26,216,778 ' 18,807,040 29,217,881 
Minnesota 23.367.643 18.690,38& 12.883,121 " 10,838.863 13.483.420 
Missislippi 6.283.116 ,1,716.431 7,766.786 2,114.413 17,368.322 
Misr.ouri , ,24.868.668 16.&48.766 14.267,606 8.664,626 18,227,212 
Montana 3.180.891 1.316.288 2.371,213 877.486 3,212,636 
Nebraska 11.,338.103 6.966.068 4.639.602 2,876.28& &~636.81& 
'Nevada 2.680.422 2.680.422 4,298.070 4,288,070 4,133.817 
New Hempshire 6.061.606 &.061.808 3.102.286 3,102.286 2,666.866 
New Jer..y 31.882.863 31.662.663 20.976.406 20.876,406 18.638.612 
New Mexico 8.702.684 3,034.32'8 6,213.342 ' 1,888.024 8.446,628 
New York 104,893.634 104.893.634 48.686.869 48.686.868 67,482,836 
North C.rolina 68.639.228 37,878.186 18.861.163 10,336.128 28.148.318 
North Dakota 2.606.022 1,017.136 1.720.613 782.826 2,344.978 
Ohio ,70.444.783 46.628.364 29.668'.734 , , 18.146,722 3&.118,218 
Oklahoma 24.809.978 " 10.660.306 8.894.837 ,3,846,801 16;232,803 
Oregon " 18.408.790 11,714.981 8.189.260 4.842,866 8,872.888 
Penn.vlvenia 66.336.804 46.628.830, 30.311.476 26.641.621 32,711,417 
Puerto Rico 24.86&.836 
Rhode Islend 6.833.774 &,321,126 2.626.420 2,026,706 2,720,600 
South Caroline 8.867.439 4.087.361 8.806.962' , 4.061.886 18,120.663 
South Dakota 1.710.869 802.887 2.096.014, 883.173 3.166.183 
Tenneslee , 37.702.046 18.976.714 13.666,688 6.823.186 20,848.687 
Texes 69.144.129 34.681.428 67.033.621 33.062.664 92.920.868 
Utah' 12.681.664 4.474.826 6.836.604 2.467,430 8,386,746 
Vermont 4.148;060 2.804.331 1.618.624 ' 878,227 1,714,663 
Vl'ginie' 21.328.788 21,328.788 17.061,683 17,061.683 18,268.Q80 
Washington 41,848.341 38.788.113 14.818.126 13,694,718 16,804,836 
West Vl'ginia 8,840.727 , 2.871,383 4.132.278, 1.406.868 7,718.176 
WISconsin " 24.611.361 ' 16.470,677 13.868;837 ' '9,312.601 14,823.837 
Wyoming '2,816,041 1,663,781 1'.347.236' , 786.666 1,626;938 

State Tatel • 1.199,050,700 ! 908.252.925 • 723.891 .800 t 1S51 ,288,747 t 972,500.000 

NOTE: 	 Mandatory. Mlltchlng and Discretionary fund. hew t!Mn reducad by one quanar of one pet'Cent for techniC .. a••iltance, 
pur.uant to 46 CFR 98.80CaIl1l. Mandatory and Matching fund. have been r.duc.d by the tribal nt-a.ide. Dlacr.tionary 
fund. hava been reduced by the tribal and territorial ......Id•• T.rritorie. ara not aliglble for Mandatory or Matching fund., 

11 Mandatory Fund. ara ailocated baud on the Fed.ral lhere of expenditure. for IV-A chllc:l care in FY 1884, FY 1885, or the average' 
of FY 1992·1994; whichever Is graateat.· Allocations are ba••d on expenditure data •• of Feb. 28 and April 28. 1885. 

,21 Preliminary calculation ba.ed on avail.1e aggre"ate data; may need to be adjullted. In order to be eIIOlble for Matching Fund., State. 
are requir.d to maintain the gr.atar of FY 1894 or FY 1995 expenditure. fot IV·A child care. 

3' MatChing Fund. ara allocated according to the proponion of childran under age 13 using Cen.us data a. of July, 1885 (j~ accordance 
with the At-Ri.k Child Care program allocation fonnula). Eech State'. maximum allocation Is .hown: unused fund. wHI be rediatributed 

. among Statel. 	 ' 

41 State .xpenditurel abova the MOE levelara matched ba.ad on the FY 1995 FMAP tate. 
61 Discretionary allocatioft I. pralimin~ry Ind baaed on thi .1 bUlion in authorized fundi. FInal Stata aIIoc:.t~.may change. 

For Discretionary Funds. Puerto, Rico II included In the State lllocltion formula 

' 

' 

' 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF iCE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

. 22-Feb-1996 10:37am 

TO: Bruce N. Reed 
TO: Kenneth S. Apfel 

FROM: Jeffrey A. Farkas 
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRD 

I', ; 

CC: Barry White 
CC: Keith J • .Fontenot 

'SUBJ'ECT: RE: ". Senate Child Care' 

We chatted with Ken on the policy. He agrees that the NGA 
proposal is better than the Senate, but he believes the higher MOE 
is definitely needed to make the policy work. 

There is definitely more Federal money in the NGA proposal than in 
'either the Conference or the Senate bills, and, from a State's 
standpoint, there is a much bigger Federal payoff on State dollars 
if a State only wanted,to put up the minimum that it had to for 
child care. 

At the minimum State MOE level, for example, the Federal match 
rate is effectively 75% under the NGA proposal as compared to 63% 
under the Senate and 65% under Conference. At the highest State 
furidinglevel (100% MOE plus match), the total match rate is also 
much higher for NGA, at 66%, while the Senate and Con'ference are 
both at the current FMAP rate for child care, about 58%. 

One way to look at the question seems to be how rich do you want 
the Fede'ral match rates for child care to be. The budget 
analyst's instinct is to keep match rates reasonably balanced -­
the current average FMAP is 55% for AFDC and 58% for child care. 
The arguments for more balanced match rates include the incentive 
on States to spend money prudently, the shared responsibility for 
the program, and keeping the pressure on Federal costs down. 

j\nother impc.jrtant question is the pressure that increasing the 
,Federal share of welfare reform costs could create to cut other 
pro~frams. 

An alternative could involve adding the NGA's$4 billion -- or 
some portion of the $4 billion -- to the amount that States must 
match directly. If all of the $4 billion were matched, as opposed 

, to ,the current proposal, the total child care pool would be 
expanded by an additional $2.9 billion, and a lot more children in 
working families CQuld be served. Similarly, if a match were in 



place, the Federal share of an additional $4 billion total in 
child care would only be about $2.3 billion. Of course, because 

. 0,£ the State spending requirements, the Statess would not be as 
warm to this proposal as they are to the NGA alternative. 
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1.~Ll''''''''''· Adj~8~ents to a~_A.FDC Block Grant Similar to the One in H.R.' 4 
Based on n.Yariety of Adjustment FactoTS 

by the House ofReptesentatives, the Title One block gtant contained in H.R. 4;,;', 
four AFDC related programs (AFOC l:ienefits, administJ:ation. Emergency , .' 

JOBS) into one block grain ofapproximately $15.390 billion for ~ach year, FY . 
The block grant would receive only a modest increase ofS1 00 mil~ion per yeat, ' .,; 

be allocated among states, on the basis ofpopulation increases. If such a block '" 
implemented in FY 1990. states would have received approximately 32 percent .",' " 

funding in FY t994 (Table 2). ' '<;, 

;::aI:taC.l1CQ tables simulate the effects of various altep:tative adjustment factors t;) an 
grant similat to the one in Title One of H.R. 4_ The aggregate impact of each' 

~·:suunn:lari.zed i.U Table One. 

method bases adjustments to state allocationS on the change in a state's 
benefit rate: The adjUstment equals the change in maximum ,benefit multiplied 

ofstate's Federal ma.tching lUte and the state's c.aseload. States which decrea.."ed, ' 
benefit during FY 1990 and FY ]994 would'not have been beld hartnless, Iii,fuer. 
~eceived a decrease in their allocation.' As indicated i:n, the attached table, this ':, : 

would have fared worse tha.H the one contained in RR. 4.; states would have' ~':,'" 
Ipr()XllnaIelY 33, percenl1ess in Federal funding had the block gIant used this 

;::SCOJIlIJ method would adjust state allocations baSed on the national CPI-U.:,. For 
increase in the national CPl, each state would receive a similar increase in their 

" . 
this adjustment woUld have been favorable to the population adjustment 


.R. 4, states still would have faced a reduction in F edetal funding of app'roxirn,ately 

since the iI!.crease in the CPI did not ~eep pace with the inorease in AFDC related 


adjusunent meeharusm would have increased a state's allocation ell the basis of 
(since the yearly estimates of child poverty included in the Current Population 

enormously high sampling error, the number of child receiving food stamps in 
., used as 'a highly reliable proxy). As 'With i11e CPI"iajii'S'tment, e:acn state woUld 

in their grant alOO.unt that equals the increase in the nwnber of children ,, 
. . 

stamps. Using this adjustment mecnanism, the. national block grant allocations . ,,' 


closely Inutored actual ~pendingin FY 1994. fn aggregate, states would have 

.6 percerit less in Federal funding. 


two methods presented in this section of the table combine the previously 
llstment factors. Method five adjusts stateallocat,ions for both increases in child. 

"recipiency and changes in maximum benefit level. Since the change in maximum 

.. ~ ", ~ 
. . .: .." t 

-'.1. 
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itselfproduces very little difference from the H.R. 4 adjustment, this method yields 
similar to adjusting solely on the basis of children receiving food sta.rn.ps; states 

..."'".....,,"',.. an average reduction of.5 percent in Federal funding in FY 1994. The final 
the cpl and the food stamp adjusters, and would have provided states With 

5.1 percent mare Federal funding in FY 1994. 

, e the fourth and fifth models produce similar results in the aggregate, there is some . 
the states. Specifically, using the method that adjusts for both food stamp 

maximuriJ. benefits payments will favor those states that increased their benefit /;'\ 

FY 1990 and F,Y 1994. For example, in the state ofAlabama, adjusting for only ," 
children in food stamps would yield a loss of Federal funding of $4 million in FY 
this same time period, however, Alabama iQcreased their maximum benefit by 

percent Adjusting for this change, as well as for the number of children receiving 

Alabama would experience a smaller Federal funding loss in FY 1994 ($2,5 


, , " 

" .. 
model adds an adjustment for increases in the Consumer Price Index. The 

factor is substantially greater than that ofeither unemployment or childpopulatioQ,: 
have experienced a reduction in Federal AFDC funding of approximately $1.74 
1994. While this would still have been an enormous fundinirloss for states, it is 

to the funding loss inherent in H.R. 4. 

in this section adjusts state shares based on the change in a state's 

and child poverty rates. as well as th~ cbange in the national Consumer Price 

). Under this model, states which cxpericnc'ed a decrease meither their child 


their unemployment rate would have had. their block grant decreased. While this 
have favored states that were exceptionally disadv~ta.ged due to a recession, it , 
have kept pace With the increase in AFDC related spending between FY 1990 and I," 

http:sta.rn.ps


co 
--<!".!. .• .:'\j.• ~ 

,,:".-;' . :.
~f ~ :4':~-~};'.' . 

''1- <.TablcJiJhe· 
Il..c 

'Hypothetical Adjustment to An AFDC Block Grant Similar to the One iu n.R." 
BllSed on a Variety of AdjoslmentFactors 

([ 
(!J 

Adjustll1ellf Melhoil 

. Change in a state's ma.'Limum benefit, multiplied 
slat;: caseload and FM.4P. 

Stale allc(alioD in~ by 1 percent for every 
percenl increase in'theCP] (continuol1sly adjusted). 

. Stale allocation increased by I percent rOT eyery 
percent mCJease in the number of children receiving 

sr.amps (oolllir.uollSly adjusted). SUlfeswiib 110 

Il
i[lCrease in child food stamp recipiem;y <if.) oot h&vc: Iheir 
1Il1oca~ion reducw, 

Adjustment fOI chansc in ma.~irnum benefit (11-0. I); 
adjustJ:!lM1 for change in child food &tamp 

.llreciDiencv (no. 2). ' , 

Stlllte: allocation in(reased by .5 pen:etJt for e ....ery 
I percent increase in CPI; md a<ijustment fDr child 

ruunp recipiency (no. 2). 

Allotat1on idpendiil:1res Dirrerenre 
FY 1994' FV J994 FY 1994 

SIO,10S.3 514,962.1 ($01,857.0) 

$10,022,9 $14,962.3 ($4,939.4) 

$\1,710.9 $14,962.1 (i3,211.4) 

$14,867.9 $14.9623 ($94..4) 

$14,g84.6 . $14-,~L'i2.3 ($77.7) . 

115,719.7 SI4,962.3 $757.4 

$JO,938,3 $14,%2.3 ($).974.0) 

$J 1,52O..t $14,962.3 ($3,441.9) 

Challse 
IIY 1994 

-32.5% I 

-33.0% I 

-2I.7% I 

:.0.6% 

..{l.S¥.. 

S.Wo) 

-26.6% 

-23.0% 

$4 

.$5,000.3 0.02% 

$),714,9 

' $[,811.7 6J.3% 

$1,165.5 64.3% 

$2,101.8 51.3% 

$4,052.6 17.9'1'0 

'$J,601:7 27.I% 
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1llockGr,ml' H.R.4 CTl:nlli.ClIh CPI-U Chlh1m1 MuJmam Cfl·U(.5:t} UOl'1llpllJr' tlllem".{S:I) unemP.1f:i} 
·St.te wier. 01). ""l'lJial,m "'a~I.,"m (1:1) Rtcei.irIg Beller.. '" CRF'S(1;') ""."t1(5:1] Child ropu· Gild fcp(I:J) 

"",Qtmenl A"JWfcrfJ Beo.rrtn Il~Qd StaJrtpt CIlJi>(I:I) bUD" II:j) CPl (1:1) 

(ca.r.,;), (I:1) 

AhbUlllJ -H.OOI. -J2.S% .)O.9'V, -·21.5% .­ ·5.20/. -3:1", O.S% ·31.)% ,33.2% ·21.7% 
AlJI;ka -3:2.7% -S1.6·~ -SU'*' -44.6% ·IB.l~ ·.-17.D~' ·14.1% .. ~.S"A 41.70/. ·31.6'1'. 
Ari'l:ona -67.6% ·65.9% -66.4~~ -6l.I~ ·39.O"h .•31.8','0 -36.2% -66.OH -63.1% ,,57.6% t 

AI~ -IS.2O/. . IS.I" ...~ ·\S.21)(, -0.7% 15.9% tS.9'1. 2JJ% ~19.4% .11.4% ·..s.W• 
Calitbltlia ·H.6'ft ·36.3·~ ·33.0% -26.9% 6.~~ 6.3% 11.1% -loU% ·11.6% .7.<W. 

CoLOI'ado -l7.9% -36.J~. -j7.9% -21:3%' ·U.Zli -15.2~b ·9.9% -)9.8% ·J4.5%" -2.H'l<. 
·CoJllllCt1icul. -4S.4~' -4.S.2% -44.1'1(,' -36.1% 2.r~ 3.0% . 6.9% -)8.6% ·31.5% ··23.2% 

1X11l1'I'JR -17.7% ·}7,7% -37.6% .21.1% 23.'1'-" 24.0% 29.2% ·26.8~', ')1,6% ·21.0% 
DislJiClofCot M.4% M.I~ 44.2% ·3s.t% .IO.J% -'O.(]% -5.5% -l9.4% ·37.1% ·21.7% 
Florida -'0.3% -:)8.1% •.5B% ·U6% -2.C% ·15% '1,4% -$7.6% ·5].5% ·46.1'" 

Gmtgia ·111.3% ·.36.9% ·31.6"'" ·27.8% .Q.~% 4.4'11>' '.I.w. 731.4% ·3H% ·25A",4 
Ooom(l) .1).4% . ·7)A% ·n.70/. ·68.9% -n,4% ·72.1'><:. ·71.2% -1),(1'1\ ·)2.0% -61.5% 
.Haw.ii ·.51.1% -5U.J% -49.1~:;' -42.60/. -)8,9'>', -J7j~' -3U% -11.2% ·4.5.J~J-o"" ·31,1,)%' 

Idlll10 
IILin(J4 

·41.7% 

-12."1\' 
·,\1.30/0 

-12.7% 
""" I'>'"' 
·12.m 

·31.1% 

2.2% 
·-I7.S% 

0.2'1. 

-17.3% 
: i L7~~ 

.11.6% 
13:6% 

·JUv. 
-6.6~~ 

.)3.2% 

-•.00/. 

··2U% 

10.9% 

(mliM. ·40..lo/, ·39.7% -IlI.li.<. .30.1% ~.9K 9.9":' 15.0% -}85% .Ji!.2% .RO'lI. 
(1)\\\11 ·1],4'7. -IH% ·IU"A. 1.4% 3.11% 4.5~" 11.2% -14.1"Ai ~.U% r'J% 

,KaBSall .J9.4~'(, -39.1% ·J9.(% -29.1'1.-\ ·D% .75% .·2J% -)6.4% ·34.1% ·23.3% 
Kea1ucky -JO.9% -lO.n. .JO,5.% -19.1% -127% ·12.3% ...6.8% ·lO.9% -l~.5% ·18.&% 

'louiJilllla ·).4% ,).4% ·3.4% . 1l.00/o 11.2% 11.2% . 19.-1% -Ho/, -,.... or. 8.4%' . 

Maine .)7,7% . ~171<y. .17,4% -16% 1l.'l"A. J32~:' 39.9% .2.(1'.4. :J..S~~ 12.6%' 
Mm)'land -3J.W, ·31.1% .JH% -21.1¥. 1:;<>A, l.lIil4 9.0% ·24.8% ·20.1:%. ••.~A. 

MZ;,aclwsctts ·11.6% ·n.),*, -27.6% ·15.1% 8.2% 8.2% 14.'1% -11.1% -14.1% -1.7'% 

a: 
(!) 

MlcIllJ!3ll 
Milllle5Cl!ll 

3.6% 
·23.8% 

3.9% 
-D,I% 

1.m 
-23.6% 

21.3% 
·10.6"At 

111.4% 
e.6% 

18.4'A, 
11.6% 

2U% 
IS.l"­

3.1% 
·20.1% 

U% 
·14.1% 

2lA% 
.1.1'l'. . 

Mimsrippi ·1.9"11 .1.9% ·U% 14.8% 19.m 19.4% 21.1% ·9.3% -IO.7~ 6.0% 

~fustlUri .US% .31.5% -31.1.% .. ·10.1% ).4% 36% 9.2% -um . ·25.7% -14.1% 
MCmaJlR .l3.9% .15.4% -25.3% ·13.1"" .5.$% -4.8%' 0.1% .-25.6% -20.3% .7.8% 
Nc'::oraska -111.3% ·18.2% ·1&.1% -4.4% IO.S"" IO.S"," 11,.,-.,(, .JO.4% .11.5% .. 1.5~l., 

Nc/aWI --<'1.9% ·jl.2% -6U% ·S5.4,}~ 1.2".4 1.5% 10.5% -~7.7% -4i.4~~ -40.9% 
(J\ 
(S) -65.1% ·6U'II> -64.8% ·59.2% 

I 
9.8% 10.1% 'l2.8~~ 
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:·...llIOCkIGr'iii'lP"·;' I'tR;4 c"C!i'iIoiiios'ii(' '-'ar-u OIiMrffi . MllIirnrun crl-U (.5: 1) Ullflilp!o)'­ L'lItlllll. (5:1) Ullem~. (5:1) 

Stalt 1/1']111110 PcplJlalf()n .f.1ulmllll'l (1;1) Rrct'ivleg Ilculif &0 CRFS(I:I). lIIul(S:I, Cllikl Papa- Child rDp (I: I) 

AdJastmt!lll "dJlllt<rll Ba~litJl FllodStarn~ CRFS(I;I) .-,.110. (1:1) 0'1 (',; I). 

(CRFS), (1;1) 

J>.Jerro RiC\) 4II ·9.5% ·9..50/. ·2.9",l. S.~{, ·9.5% ·2.9% -1.£% 1.8"/0' ),1% IU% 
Rh<lde rslancl -4JJ)"" ·"2.8% -42.)% :33.3% -4.8% .4.1% 0.1% -12.1% ·31.1% .22.t'J% 
Sooth Cwol ina -1~.6·!l. .]).1% '1 ·14.9% -0.1% )2.7% 32.4% 19.9% .2.7"/0 .3.11% . 11.6% 
SOQt:b Dakou -lO.4~~ ::/0.4% ·19.5% ·6.9% .o.4'Vo (}(,% 1i.4% .•21.2% -18.l~t ..t.&'".<. 

lelllllCSS« -40.1% .J9.]'10 ·,'.6% -29.9'/0 -S.2"1O .4.1"'" ·Itl% ·lB.3% ·37.6% ·27,4% 

TcxlloS "'7.~~ . ·45.e~~ -47.'% -38.9% . -12.4% ·]2.4% -1.9% -47.00.10 ..w.6·~ ·3j.1~~ 
Utah -26.4"A. -24.4% ·2S.m -IJ:{I% ·4.:m 4% 10.<>~ -Z8.!I"A ·25.11',1, ·12.4% 
Vermon! -lL9% ·31.6% -31.5% . -20.3% .:W.4M, 20.8% 26.2% .1O.'~ ·20% ·13.0% 
Virgin !;jails (I) -36.1% -16.1% -JU~{, -25.9% -:16.1% .34.8% ·)U'14 .J L'PA .26.~% ,16.0% 

Virginia -25.7% ·23.1% -25.7"/0 -Il.~~ JO,4% 3O.4~. JU!'l<. -21.6"A -Itd% -3.6"A. .. 
) Wasblllgtoo -)iUl% -)75% ·38.6% -28.4% -8.6% -7.8% -J.4% . -l4,9'/~ -2ii.O% .]'-.5% 
~ Wesl Vitgia", -19.00~ -19.0% -19.(J% -S.2% SI.5% SL5% 58.4% ~(().l% ,U.1'1 .l.~%

I . Wisartlllw 1.11% 4.4% 1.8% 21.5% 7.3% 1..1% l~.t% U% 12.6% ».:10/, 
WyOO1ing -p.l~ -37.1% ·)7.1% -26.1% -W.IJ% ·20.0% -14.1% ·39.9% ·39.0% ·21.20/. 

i 
NaIi.flill TOoab -11.1% . )1.$0/. -11116.1. -11.70/ • -0.6% .·~.S% S.l'J.<. -26.. '~G -UIl'" -1l.6""I 

I 


•• 111l' rabies ilIlI!tJQte:s 1Jle effe<:1S the slllte i~ in I'V 19'}4, bad IIJl AFOC'blo-;k gran! similar III 1m OIl~5 in HR '4 and !he Senate ReputJ!kllJl wdef';hip Bill 

been lI/lplc- mer:ned in FY 19'J1O. E.ttil CIlIlll1'1n rep~el115ltlc pcrcelllagtl n:OlltliOI!l in l'e6er:11 MOC Rlated (iJI\ds ill FY 1994 uoo.. a diifell:nl adjusler.· Fill each 

scenario, the block grant dll!:5 no! incl ude 5pw~jng 00 JOBS M Cbilcl Cm' :Jlllgi'IIl~, silll:e Ihese programs di.rl nOI exiSl ter~re!be Family SUWOr1 .'\CI 0r 19-88. 


This B~'oids <NCQuting 1M inn"""c~ anile bllllC\; grant. 

•• E>rpenwtuu tlll:a !ue:! ill coJc<.lcti<lJl!S prDVided t.y Ih. Offic,", or Finall.::ial ,M"lUg~rna1!, A<!mini.stmtion rOl' C'ilildreo lir.d fo",iliCl>, 


I II 'The lUi.. 4 populalion alii ust.,. would I ...... allocated S JIlD milliO-l p« )'Ut ".~;.=n F'i 1991 and FV 1994 to SI:Ilc, bBood 0" Iollli poP,,'al[(;TI ir.i:.-f1::.sc:i.. 

t 
 11 C'tl1illj!1!S in r.r;u;iml.l'" """ern. This adjustment i$ me ploduCl oflhe cI"""§i' in :osL\t~"'rr~1I;mum benefit, their F"'AI', ~IC-~ AFDC ClSeJoad. S~ 

erlI .Illlc:ations "'" al!"m~.:! 10 d~ under this formula. . '. . '. . ..J 
(.!J 

,., 
I, . 
I 

I 
(J'I 
!3l 

http:47.00.10
http:JQi[f.rt~!~!1liC!Ii:G,t;j.ih


CD ,...,.. 
" ' 
['-'
'is! , 
(L 

RedllctiOD In State Speodi'ng Ulld~r.tbe Sell~fe RepubUc3oLe·:,.de'rship DiU 

(l\1Il1l0D5 or Dolllln} 

State 

AlASKA 
,ARI.ZONA 

. ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNL<\ 

COLORADO 
CONNECTlClJT 
DE.LAW.<\.RE 
DISTRICT OF COL 
FLORIDA 

GEORGlA 
GUM' 
HAWtUI 
IDAHO 
ILLlNOfS 

INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUClOl 
LOUlSlA."IIA 

,cr 	 I\oIAlNE 
(.:J 	

l\lARYLAND 
MASSACBUSBTrS 
MICHIGAN 

"'~TA 

l'tUSSIS~ 
(J\ 
'!Sl 

IT 1~9' FY1"4 Stall! S.are IBlock Grant l'ropiuw Sbh:Shre 
Feltenl State uPeneulof AltorntioD l'tIainfenllaoo 11& '"n:enl d 

32.92% $107 $39 2ti.91'*o 
,. 


$66 $6.S 49.62% 
 $66 $.49 42.49% 
S232 $133 ')6.44% $230 $100 30.24% 
$60 $26 30.14% ' S60 $l? 24.49% 

Sl.706 .U,662 49.700.4 &3,686 S2,747 42.700/.'­

$130 ~111 46.17% $131 $.8) 38..95% 
$247 $244 49.74~" $.247 SUB 42-'3% 
$30 S21J 49.16"/. $]0 m 42.04% 
$% S94 49.59'% $96 $71 42.45% 

S581 $.193 ' 45.85% $'82 $)70 38.B6% 

$362- $240 19.88".1.. SJS9 ·S180 33.42% 
.1'0_. $4 28.040/0 ~ .s1 4U6% 
S9S' S9J 49.43% S9S $70 42.32% 
534 "18 34,38% $]4 $13 2&.21% 

" $583 SS72 49.5J% $.583 $429 42.40% 

$227 $150 ,39.aOOA. $227 1113 3].19'"/0 
$134 ~2 311.05% $134 $62 31.53% 
$112 sn 4-2..58% SI12 .562 35.74% 

' $191 1118 31.41% JI88 SU 25.84% 
$11'.4 16, 18.41% S16.. $49 22.94". 

$16 $4a 38.62% "$76 836 32.06% 
$247 $218 49.04% $247 $178 41.920/. 
$436 $478 49.58% $4117 $3S9 42.J9"Ao 
$807 1637 «.11% $H01 $417 J7.18"A. 
$237 SUO 45.58% $287 $J8O J8.~8% 

:DR.AFT 


Tollil 
in SLife 

FY% 
($13) 
(SI6) 
(SJ3) 
($6) 

($916) 

($28) 
(S6I) 
(.17) 

(S24) 
($123) 

'($6.0) _ 

(SI) 
($23) 

(S4) 
($143) 

($38) 
($2') 
($21) 
(.$22) 
($16) 

(.".1) 
($59) 

(.$120) 
($159) 

($60) 



CD 
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'" .. '"~... if~ ,'l1 ,'0 ~:4: 1::.' 	 ·O·R'A····P'f.., '" ~:' -,~ ';".'" ­- R~~tit;ink§llite·spiii'dffi·g,;tJDdej."f~:~ Semite iiep~~l1et~ ~~;d~~~pBiu' 
(MiIlIDU~ of Dollan) 

StAte 

NORTH CAROLINA 

NORTH DAKOTA 
omo 
OKLUlOl\olA 
OREGON 
fENNSYLVANIA 

rUERToruCO 
RHODE ISLAND 
SQUTB CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSE·E 

TEXAS 
VTAH 
VERMONT 
VmGIN ISLANDS 

VIRCINIA 
WASHINGTON 
~TV1RGINIA 
'WISCONSIN 
WYOl'lUNG 

a: 
(!) NATIONWmETOTALS 

. Put.elltage of 
Total Spendinll 

flY 19'" FY 1994 State Sluire BIGCk GUile Proposed StateShllre Toulltedl1dion 
'Fedenl State all Perceol of AlllQtiOB Ma.inteDaJll.'e IU P~l'C4'nt of ' in Stllfe 
Sbllrell SbsreJl ToUiI S eluting FY~li I)([,fl'ort Total ding, FV% 

$148 

'$26 
$769 
$165 

. $183 
$659 

$13 
$94 

$IOJ 
$23 

$205 

$508 
.S84. 
$49 

$3 

$175 
MJ2 
$119 
$331 

$2J 

$16,&0 

54.(;2-" 

$200 

$12 
$512 

$81 
$124 
S54a 

$29 
sal 
$17 
$12 

$1()7 

. $312 
$14 
,$JS 

iii 

$171 
SJ66 
U2 

.s228 
$14 

S13,m 

45.38% 

36,76% 

32,]90/" 
39.9&% 
32511% ' 
40,300/0 
45.42% 

28.20% 
46.1?% 
31.26% 
33.78% 
307% 

31:1.11% 
28.78"/. 
4U5% 
29.390/0 

,,9.35"1.. 
. 4.5.81% 

26.18% . 
4Q.48% 
37.21% 

45.38~~ 

$148 

$26 
$769 
S166 
Slln 
S6St! 

$92 
$93 

$103 
S23 

.$206 

,$501 
$84 
$49 
$) 

$175 
$02 
JIl9 
$J3S 
$23 

'(6,195 

61.58% 

~152 

$9 
$384 
!61 
$93 

$411 

$2.2 
$61 
fJ5 
39 

'SO 

Sl34 
$25 

. $26 
$J 

$128 
$274 

SJ2 
S171 
$10 

SIO,480 

38.41"1. 

26.43% 
33,)1% 
26.111% 
33.61% 
J8."4.fl'~ 

18.91% 
39.j6% 

.25.33% 
2'7.61% 
2.'1.06% 

31.S9% 
23.26% 
34.40% 
24.95% 

41.23% 
18.81% 
21.06% 
33.78% 
30.12.% 

38.42% 

($51) 

($3) 
($128) 
{S20) 
($31) 

($131) 

($7) 
($20) 
($12) 
($3) 

($27) 

(S?8) 
($&)'. ($!» 
(iO) 

. 	(~3) . 
($91) .. 
($11) 
(557) 
($» 

;I 
 (.$3,493) 


• Estimate!> based'on 8 ~ of Effort Provision Ihal would require states to maintain welfare speodiilg at 75 pen:Cllt GfFY 1994 levels. 
IS) II Includes Ill!: fullowing programs: MDe bellefits. adn:iinistrntiM, FAMJS, Emergency Ass.istmoe, JOBS. 108S cbild care, At*Risk child care, &:.... 

Tl'MSitionaJ dlild CaR. Data for ca!culatioos were provided by d:Je Office ofFlDanciaJ ~tanagc:ment, Adminb1r.!lioll fur Chililre;o Ilfld Fmnilies, 

http:J8."4.fl
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GRANTS CO NOT RE.SPOND TO CHANGiNG STATE NEEoS OVER TlME 

SlIe.CteCllndlcltCifl of Changing 'Need, 

;..,.., S-Y.81 ...~r CII.... I",.yUr Cha~I. In cIIa .. plll ClUIng_in CIl.lId••n III 
CIIoInjJ. 11'1 Al'I:IC CllIICI,." Child t>....1'ty 

N'ClC bIIaNIt!&l'", Aeo.M~1I PoplllalOll ' ""'·""11Cia.load (1111111l1l'i unatl) 'FoOcI8'IIIl'IIpl lund.r II) DOlllp.red \0 

'tt~M 19112.114 1M... (1) '19010110 o\os
1""" ' 

iii.?... -21 ,,'to 

5.2"" 1'.2,-. i7.21j(, I 18,..... 0.2'!1i 

~,K' 2U~ 1IS.0~ 10.21£ 


-2.4'" 9.2'16 4.5" 
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.... 
Federaf Expenditures (budget authority) lSI 

-JOBS Child Care $570 $666 ·$734 $784 $829 $869 $911 

Transitional Child Cafe .$161 $199 $22.0 $234 $248 $260 $272 

At-Risk Child Care $276 $357 $300 $300 $300 $300 $300. 


SUBTOTAL $1,007 $1,222 $1,254 $1;318 $1,377 $1,429 $1,483 
-,-.~ 

Q 
DTotal Child Care Costs Above 


Current Law (Federal & State) as Required in 

Senate Republican Leadership Plan 

(See HHS ana'ysis 8n/95, p: 3, line 8) NA NA $0' $200 . $600 $1,100 $4,200 


Child Care Funding: 

Child Care Costs.in 

S*!mate Republican Leadership Plan 

Plus Feder'al Baseline Expenditures NA NA $1,254 $1,516 . $1,977 . $2,529 $5,683 


Note: Eslimatesof total child care costs above current law assume thai states maintain their projected level of effort: Five Year 

Projected State Share of Child Care Expenditures under current law are as follows: Total 


1996 - 00 
State Expendit.ures (budget aulhority) 

, JOBS Child.Care $413 $482 $532 $566 $600 $629 $660 
Transitional Child Care $117 $144 $159· $169' . $180 $188 $197 . 

LlAt-Risk Child Care .. $200 $259 .$.217 $217 $217 $217 $217 ....SUBT.OTAL $729 . ,$885 $906 $954 $997 $1,035: $1,074 lSI 

.... " OJ 

.8)~· 


http:Costs.in


CURRENT 'LAWCCOBG BASELINE $693. $935 $963 $992. $1,02.1 $1.052 $1,084 $1,116 $1,149 ~~ii~~tulJ :sl 

G1 
D 

r 

"1J 



$4.3 I $4.4 $4.0 II $11.9 H $20.3 II :::: 
Costs 

Total Child $1.2 $1.5 $2.0 $2.6 $5.1 $6.0 $5.4· II $12.9 iN $14.3 

.Care Costs 
 . 

Total Gro .. C"," $2.7 $3.0 . $4.0 $5.2 S10.0 S10A $9.4 .. S24.; ~. $4H ~. ~I 
Total Costs as a 
Percent of the Total 16% 187' 24% 31 % . I 6a% I 62% . I 56% 
Block Grant 

",- " 

BastJine ChUd Care 
Expenditures Cor $1.3 $1.3 I $1.4 I $1.5 I $1.5. I- $1.6 A .S1.7 \I $6.9 n $10.2 
AFDC 

Baseline JOBS 
Expenditures I $1.5 , $1.5 I $1,5 r" $1.5 ,- ,$1.5 I' $1.-6 $1.6 It $7.5 \I $10.7 
ror AFDC 
teclplenls 

Work Costs Above 
Current Law . I SO , $0 ,- SO.5 I $1.l I $2.1 I $2.8 r $2.4 II -$4.4'~9.5 

. ChlEd Care costS 

Above Current Law I $0 I $0.2 1 $0.6 t $1.1 I $4.2 I $4.4 , $3.7 Ii ~1~14,2_ 

Reduction In 


. Funding In (he 


.Tem~rary 'I ($1.1~ \- ($1.8) I. ($2.3) \'. ($2.9) \. ($3.6) I ($4.3) I·' ($5.1) 1\'( ($11.7) \I ($11.2) 

FamlJy Assistance " . . ,-----

BJock Grant. " . 1] 


compar~a~ ,'1 ,I I I f:L... ,I ~. 1 --' ,"~~-:;.;~. ~ 
..... 

NOle: Baseline projlC/iGlUtiiual o:jfeildituru ulilftrcurrent taw. To/ais tMy /WI add due t~ ro~ing. ESlimates Gre combinedfederal tlJU1 slate COSIS. 

OJ 
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Table 1 
en on States to M,eet The Work Participation Requirements in Fiscal Year 2000 

of the Senate Republican Leadership Plan ; 

Participate in 
Work Un~er the 

Senate R~piJblican 
leadership Plan 

Number Qf 
Leavers. Combiners 

, and Sanctioners 


That Count 

Towards Participation 


in FY 2000 . 

umber 
Required to actually 

Participate in Won: 

Program Under the 

Senate Republican 


Leadership Plan 

in FY 2000 


Number 

Participating 


In JOBS 

for 20 hours 


Percent Increase 
Required (0 M@et 
the Participatior, , 
Rate Under the, 


Senate Repub!ican 

Le<ldersnip Plan 


\ 


may riot add to the total due to territories and rounding," 
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Table 2, 
The Additional Cost of the Work\ Program and Associated Child Care 


Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan 

(Assuming the National Average Cost Per Work Participant 


and Associated Child Care Slot in FY 2000) 


Addltlonal Cost 
For Related 
Child Care 

in the FY 2000 
Senate Republican 

Leadgrshlp Plan 

Operating Cost of tne 
Work Program Plus 
Relattld Cnlld Cars 

in the FY 2000 
Senate Republican 

Leadsrsnlp'Plan 

Operating Cost 

of the Work Program 

& Related Child Care 


in the FY 2000 , 
as a Percent of the 

Bloc.k Grant 

Oporating C~$t of the 

Work Program Plus 

Related Child Care 


FY 1996 • 2002 

Senate Republiean 


Leadership Plan 


are ba>ed on national averages, This analysis assumes 
in (he worX program for [hose combining worX and 

leaving welfare for wOrk. Likewise. ine analysis 
eare for those leaving welfare for Y;J0ri<: and those sanct~oned, 
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Table] 

. The AdditioDal Number of Cbildren ReIlDiriDg Cb,ild Cine 

Under tbe SeDale RepublicllD Leadersbip PlaD: FisC:l'I.l Year 20'00 


..,"­
Notes: ­
I. The ftUll>~ or,ehildn:n teC<!lvillg AFtX:.nOBS child c:on: ill FY 1994 was estimaled IiUliI 
FY 1993 mtc'RpilrIaI dam. A1iiba:m:l h.3d'llOl reported FY 1993 A.ftlICIJOBS child ~ <=eload 
&lll in till1C for !his _ysis. . 
2, The in= in Illmlbl:r ofchildml r;ccdi!'lc child C3l'!I in e.;u;h :st:>k .n! determined usiuC a 
naliOllii avenge: of ~c:ip;llltl timlIy sID: and a.I1ariOllal 2V!!:ll1gC pc::rt:mt:a£t at p:artidpanu \IIho 
lI.U eb.il~ care p:sld fOt b7 1ba rcd.c:ral p=""t, , 
3. N"";bers ""')' !lot add ~,IO rounding. ' " 

E51imat.!d Number of IncrU.sc ill PCI'Q:IIQge
rll_ilIStait NUlliber ofOIiIdtell R,ccc:MaC 

AFDCJJOBS IWated 0Iild1"!lft Nc:cdillC OaiWI"CIIN~ 
Cl1ildCan' AFocIJOBS Rela~ AFDCIJOBS J:ldatat 

OUldCa",FY 1994 ChildOln: 
. , fY 1"4 - FY 1000 fY I"'· FY 2000 . 

NIt Ni.iALABAMA 
890 246%Al.ASM 

LAJUZCNA 5640 2S0% 
ljl%, 5.050iAIUCANSAS 1.440 

lSO,aSiO a94%1U40 •CII.LlI'OR:IV. 

6.'2S0 167%3.7S0Icot..OlV\OO . 
CONNECTICUT 10890 1146%9S0 

1.170 2.020 173% 
24() 6.040 2S17%.~~ 

44.1 SO 261 'Yo16.940 

25,09019.640GEOI\.GIA 12l!''' 
4,4l0HAWAII 680 651% 

11.3%10310IDAHO 
1;890 39,220 497%ILLlNOlS lIE:: 

119""<'INDIANA II sse n 
(; 150 171%IOWA 3620 

20';'15.480 3.160KIVISAS 
11.880 334%lKENTUCKY 3.560 
15,480 ~27%LOUISIANA " 7JO 
3.980 110%3.630MAINE 

16()O1.16.j30100300,MARYLAND 
9.670 22090 228%MASSAO:IUSETIS 

31,(51) 191%16.2S1OiMlCHIGAN 
2060/,6.190 12.noM:IN'NESOTA 
440'"48.190MISSISSIPPI ISbO 

237"1.MISSOl..l1!.i 3.110 19..230 
1.160MONTN'lA 

-4%1000NEBRASKA ~Oll 
159% 

1.140 228%NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE ' 12%1.6102,240 

11.620 21.930 189%NEWJER.SEY 
200-;.HSONEWMEXlCO 2.970 

84.40041.100 20~%l'fliW roru:: 
$6%14.120NORTH CAROLINA :Z~.l80 

1,050 SO%l.S60'NORTH DAJ<.01A ., 
147%37.14025.190OHIO 
116%8.170 10130OKlAHOMA 
1&0/,6.010 4.110IttOOI'l 

160%40.950tJ>ENNSYLVANlA 2S.6~O 94,..RRODE ISlAND 4.ISO 3900 
'. 

2,420 8.090 ~:4%SOUlH CNWUNA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 14%JB7D 260 

,149%13 650 20.290~S& 
S8J1O Il3fYt.5 \80 IEXAS 

'" (620) -11%IuTAH '.490 
2,1.30 117%VER.."iONT I ' 2,450 

VIRGINIA 2.400 13.810 518% 
96')<;,WASHINGTON U.850 IS,240 

5610USO 359".4v.'EST vtRV1NlA 
1760 41%WISCONSIN I· , 1&.990 

1%160WYOMING 2.'290 
00 

2040
;'OTAL 408,130 r S14,660 '\ 

http:MISSOl..l1
http:IncrU.sc
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Tables 1·3' 

Burden on States to Meet th~ Participation Requirements in Fiscal Year 
Republican Leadership ,Plan 

shows how difficult it will be for states to' 'fulfill the Senate Republican 
Plan's work requirements. The Plan would reqUires over 2.3 million' 

to participate in work in FY 2000. AccOrding to the Plan, however, mO,se , 
unsubsidized work with welfare, those who ,are sanctioned, and those who 

for employment would count towards each state's panicipation rate. I 

including these individuals, stares would have to place 1.3 million reci~ients 
the year 2000. This represents an increase of almost 900,OOO"reCipienti-'­

or an ilicrease of 222 percent. 

states would have a particularly difficult time meeting the work requirements of 
. In twenry-eight states, the number of individuals that would have to be in 

.activities by the year 2000, would be more than oiple (an increase of over 200%) 
of individuals currently participating in JOBS for more than 20 hours a 

Many of these states would have an even more difficult challenge. California. 
and Texas, for eXaII}.ple,are'among the states that ~oti1d have toachieve levels 

:lCllDatllOn that are five times greater than their current numbers of people in JOBS 

Republican Leadership Plan will leave states. with soine difficult choices. 
theory the plan imposes very tough work requirements on recipients, states' 

fact, have to choose between Cutting benefits to needy families and children, 
substantially more of their own ftuids on the work Ptogr~, or failing to 

with minimum participation levels and taking a 5 percent peIialty. 

1, (Q some extenl, unde~states the difficulty states would have in meeting the 
,requirements ,of the Plan. While column four shows the number of recipients 
'4"'_'~"" in JOBS for 20 hours or more a week in 1994, most of the JOBS 

shown' in this column are in activities that would not count toward 
-'IJ"~"'''' under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan, e.g. education or tritining. 

in 1994, there was less than 200;000 JOBS participants whose activities would, 
the Leadership Plan, counr towards participation. Thus the burden on" states 
be.greate~ than Table 1 suggests. , . 

also assumes that states will successfully be able to encourage more 

to combine work and welfare., Only 4 % of the adulr caseload combined 


and welfare (or 20 hours a week or more in 1994 (over 158,000 recipients). This 

's more than doubles, the 1994 rate of combiners to analysis 9% of the projected 


:......,"....~'''CLU or 400,000 recipients. 
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The,Additional Cost of the Work'Program and Associated. Child Care 

S~nate Republican Leadership Plan 


2 illustrates how much states would have to, increase spending to comply, with the 

,. requirements of the Senate Republican Lead~rship Plan. States would be required 

'spend almost $6.9 billion more in Fiscal Yeat 2000 for work and related child care 


they spent in 1994 under current law. Over $4.1 billion, or 60 percent of this 

!lcre~ase in state costs, would result [;rom additional child care' costs. alone. 


meet the new reqUirements, states~ over the seven ye~s between FY1996 and 

2002, would have to spend nearly $24 billion more rhan what they would,be 

ect~d to spend over the same time period. . 


estimated total cost of the work program and related child care would comprise 58 
of the block grant. This would l~ave states with insufficient funds remaining to 

ide cash assistance (0 needy families and their children. For some, states the . 
of Block ,Grant funds spent on work and child care would be much higher ~ 

states would have to spend more than 90 percent of their block grant funds on 
services to meet the new work. requirements. In order to do this, they would 
to greatly reduce benefits, deny eligibility to large. nUihbers of families or spend 

....L.L.:...........,v.y more iri state funds, ' ' 


:.gtunatles of State costs for work and related child care services were developed by , 

the national 'average per participant cost for these services to the number,of 


ODS 'est:iri1ated to be required to be in the work program for each state under the' 

Republican Leadership Plan . 


. The Additional Nwnber of Children Requiring Child Care Under th~ Senate ' 
Leadership Pian: Fiscal Year 2000 ' .. 

3 shows the increase in ni.lrilber of children requiring child care due to work 
:,eQl.llI1::me:nts under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan in Fiscal Year 2000. 

all states, 834,660 more children will need child care as a result of the plan's 
work requirements, a 204 percent increase overtbe number of children 

AFDC/JOBS related child'care UDder Current law. . 

Senate Republican LeaderShip Plan does not provide any additional funding to " ' 
the child care needs of these children. As a portion of the Temporary. Assistance 
Grant, the plan freezes funding for AFDC/JOBS related child care at Fiscal Year 

9941evels. 
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esti.rilates of numbers of children requiring child care in Fiscal Year 2000 
.. u.u..u...... by applying a national average. for participant family size and a 

'. percentage of panicipants who use child care paid for by the federal 
. to Fiscal Year 2000 estimated numbers of WORK participanrs and AFDe 
'combining work and ~elfare in each state. In Table 3, these .nUmbers were 
. to estinlates of the number of children receiving child care rhrough the 

program in Fiscal Year 1994 in each state. 

does not rake . into conSideration the child care needs of individuals at risk 
welfare dependent or of foriner welfare recipients who have become . 

but whose income remains below the poveny line. Both of these groups 
care assistance under current law. . 

TOTAL P.18 
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l:HILD CARE-MEDICAID SWAP ISSUES AND ANALYSIS 

The auac.hed documents show the annlysis of the cost of a Child Care-Medicaid Swap. 

The child care numbers shown represent the total federal and state cosl uf provldingchild 
care [0 AFDC recipients and workins poor. non-AFDC families (includill!(TCC fam11les) 
who are helow 100 percent and 130 percent of poverty respectively. Since stateS will pay for 
me entire coSt of child care (if they choose to cover these entirc populations), the 11Ct new 
expc:mlilures for states are the new costs of these programs :md the previous federal costs of 
current Jl1w. . 

We also im.:luuc uur analysis of (I) the new costs to Medicaid of the "Work First" proposal, 
(2) Medicaicl issues surrounding the Child Care-Medicaid SWAP, and (3) possible groups of 
childrcll cuvc:rc:u by Medicaid who~e t'ederal COSts would be included in the SWAI'. These 
costS can be matchc:cl against the child care numbers in the first table. 



COMBINED JiEDERAL AND STATE conn CARE COSTS FOR"l\(EDICAID~ClDLD CARE SWAP 
. (Dollars iII Billions) 

Coverage or All Children of Working Parents Below IOD% Of Poverty 

Current Law Current Law 

Total Co~ State Federa1 Net New 


of Child Care Expendilllre5 E!CpCnditures Expenditures 

<(I) (2) (3) (l )-(2)-(3) 

1996 4.3 0.9 2.2 1.1 
4.4 0.9 2.3 1.2.'97 

1998 5.0 1.0 2.4 ].6 
. 1.01999 6.2 2.6 2.6 

2000 7.7 1.1 2.S 4.( 

5 l'EAR TOTAL 1.7.5 S.D 1l.9 11),6 

II. If5lates. coyer all chilli alreo 

Coverage Of All Cbildrell .. WorkiDg Parents Below .3D" or PoYeI1y 

CWTeDlLaw Current Law Net New-
Tal Cost Slate Federal Net New State 

(}(CUd Care 
(1) 

ExpenditUres 
(2) 

ExpeoditPres 
(3) 

Expenditures 
(1)..(2)-(3) 

HxpeaditurteS/a 
(1)-(2) 

"" 0 

"" "" ~ 
en 

1996 
1997 
1M 

6.3 
6.5 
7.2 

0.9 
0.9 
1.0 

2.2 
2.3 
2<4 

3.1 
3.3 
3.8 

5.3 
5.6 
6.2 

0> 
W 
en 
-' 
t 

1m 8.4 1.0 2.6 4.8 7.4 
2GOlt 10.0 1.1 2.5 6.4 8.9 

5 YEAR I'OTAL 38.3 5.. U.9 21.4 33.3 
m 
0"1 . 
0) 

...::I 

2. II'states mvel." aD dIiId care. .t>­

~ 
W 
-' 

'"' 
w 
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WELFARE PROPOSAL & MEDICAID 

COSTS TO MEDICAID 
There are two potential effeets of this proposal on Medicaid: (1) the increaseu costs due to the 
"Medicaid & Child Care Swap", and (2) the increased cost due to th~ addition of the second year of 
Medicaid Tr::msition benefit. Note that there mlly also be cost implications of changes in eligibility 
that result from increased state fle'<ibility in eligibility determination. 

1. 	 The "Medicaid &. Child Care Swap" 
The proposal !iluggests that the federal government relieve some stllte Medicaid spending in 
order to offset the increftsed state costs of child care. This may be done in several ways, 
including: (l) federalization of the costs of some eligibility group; or (2) a change in the 
FMAP. 

Federalizing the costS of certain groups: 

One wily to relieve states' Medicaid spending is to have the tederal government asS\llJle ail of' 

the costs, anu pOLc:ntially the administration, of Medicaid for certain eligibility groups. 

Groups whose expenditures might be federalized include: 


° 	 AfDC children; 
o NOIl·cash children;

° AfDC adults; 

o 	 Disabled children 

The D.ttD.ched table shows the Administration baseline c::stiml:l.les for the states' share of the 
expenditures for these groups. 

Change in the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP): . 
An alternative way to relieve states' Medicaid spending is to decrease the percentage of total . 
Medic:1id expenditures that the states pay. This could be done by upwardly adjusting the 
FMAP for all states by the percentage thllt corresponds to the aggregate estimate of .states' 
increase in child care costs. Alternatively, the FMAP can be Ildjustcd on a statc-by-state basis 
to reneet each state's demonstrated costs or commitment to ohild care. 

2. 	 Second Year of Medicaid Transition Benefit: 
The Deal welfare .reform proposal included an extension of the Medicaid transition benefit· for 
persons leaving welfare foT, work. cao estimated that the. federal and state ~ost of this benefit 
is approximately $4 hillion between 1997 and ~OOO .. about $2.3 billion in federal costs. 

Howe\'er. Ihis estimate does not apply to thi.~ propOSAl for two main reasons. First, the 
propusal liUI.I;)l;CSlS that the second year of the transition benefit wHl have a ~liding-seale 
financial contribution from the recipient. Thls' would lessen the costs. Second, given the 
proposal's incentives to encourage people to work. the CBO's participation rate assumption 
may be low, which v.;ould increase the benefil'S1,;(;I:il. 
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MEDICAID ISSUES 

1. 	 Inability to Target States Providiag the Moat Child Care 
If the Swap is accomplished by fcdcralization of costs for certain Medicaitl populations, it will 
be difficult to match increased child carc costs and the Mcdicaid costs state..by-state. Stales 
have different eligibility standards for most populations, and oftcnuse options available in 
Medicaid to cover additional groups. For example, in 1993, Rhode Island paid over 5375 per 
1,000 children for children's Medicaid, while Utah and MOlitI.In.Q paid lcss than. 5120 in 
children's Medicaid per 1,000 ehildren in those states. States also will have different abilities· 
and interest in expanding child care. These variations will make it difficult to target the 
Medicaid relief to the !;tates who are providing the most ehild care. 

A general chanae in the FMAP wnuld also be affected by cross-state variation. If, for 
instance. the FMAP were increased acTOss·the.board by 2 percentage points to account for the 
incre~se. in state child care costs, states with large Medicaid programs or with high. FMAPs 
will benefiL must This benefit wlll not necessarily be tied tn the states· increased child care 
spending. 

One option for improving the tCU"geting of the FMAP increases is to link each state's increase 
in FMAP to its demonstrated cosLs ur commitment 10 child care. However, this is a more 
visible approach to using Medicwd Lo pay for child care, and may be more vulnerable to 
political criticism. . 

2. 	 Potentially Large Increase io Federal Medl~ald Co.ts 
Under 0 SWill', 100% ofthe costs for a certain population 2lCcpaid for by theic:dc:rw 
government. This erea.tes GIl incentive for states to try to CAtegorize a.s llumy recipients as 
possible in this sroup. For exo.mplc, if the federal government usumedfull financial· . 
responsibility for non-cash kids, stQ\es mlly ~atcgoriZQ kids who are ourrently eligible through 
AFDC as non-cash, thus relieving them of the stflte share of their Medicaid cpsts. Since there 

'is significant overlap in some of the eligibility categories -- pOrucularly for children -- this . 
cost shift to the federal government is likely to oocur. 

AdditiClnaHy,' Medicaid is a hish-growth program; child oare •• and most welfare programs •• 
are low-grnwth programs. This makes most Swap proposals unbalanced in terms of 
expenditures over time. For instance. if a'Swap were proposed that balanced in 1997, the 
higher rate of growth in Medicaid expenditures would cause the federal government to pay 
more than the states would pay fnr child care in 2000. Similarly. if the Swap balanced in the 
year 2000. then it is likely that in 1996, states would be spending more on child care than 
they would have been spending on Medicaid. hut in the year 2005 states would be spending 
less on child care than they would have been spendini on Medicmd. . 

Given the (:um:nt pressure to limit Mca.lil':i:iid cxpc:ndiLurell, im:!uding the possibility of a cap 
on .the growth of federal Medicaid payments to sta.tcs. Medicaid is an unlikely v~hiclc LO 

provide additional funds to statcs. Even if Medicaid is not capped by the Republicans in this 
Congress, pressure to reduce fcdcro.l Medicaid costs will continue. 
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,Exe~ption Policy 

Exemptions from .the time limit and theparricipation requirement are aHowed fartha'se 
individual~ who: are incapacitated' (not including ~uh~[ance ahu.~r.!i); aTe enrnlled in 
~uh.stance abuse trearment programs (at sta[e option); are in the third trimester of pregnancy; 
have given birth, in the past six months to the first child born while receiving AFDC (12 
months in WRA). or in the pasi four months for subsequent children:, are caring for disabled 
dependents: are under 18 (19 at state oprlon) and attend. fUlHime.an elementary. second.ary 
or vocational ~t:hool. TheTyear clock does nor run for individuals on assistance who work 
lilorc Lhrul 2.5 houl's per week. (we: wuuld prefer 20 hours pel' week), alLhuughlhc!ic 
individuals coullt towards the panicipation requirement. 

Hardship exceptions to the 5 year time limit may be granted to families living in arl:as with 
unemployment ex.ceeding 7.5 percent and for children Hving with relatives other than a 
child's parent. An additional 10 percent of thecaseload that reaches 5 year time limit may 
also be granted a hardship exception. 

http:fUlHime.an
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DRAFT, 

The Honora,bl e Naney' Landon l<.Bllebaum. Chal.r 
commi t t,f;lA on Labor and Human Resources 
Unit~d StatM~ SAnate 
W••hingtnn~D.C. 20510 

Dear Madam Chairman: 

this letter~xpres8eli the Admin; lIIIt.ration' s views on R·the Child 
Ca.r6 and. OQvelopment Block Grant Amendmp.nt. 9 ~~t of 1.995" t"eh.t. ~'(,)~l 
h:lY$ sponsored with 5enator C:oat:s. 

Child care is ~n important issue for American families that has k 
dietinguiDh~d bipQ~t1g~n hictory in your Committee ana in the 
Congl:eel3. As you have so often Gltrooood, ohllcl oar" i", orit.ical 
Lv ud.lliollS of working pa.rent::. and their children l (lS well ella to 
",lave" f&f(liliC=$ who are trying to move trom d.ependcr.cc to 
indeplo#mlf.;HH.;t!r and gain III p~l"'manent foothold in the labor market. 

The Admirlit>L.t.-d.ll".In applauds your leader5hip in reauthorizing tne 
Child Care and Developmt.::.uL Brock Grant (CCDBG) . Since it. 
enactment in 19~O 1 this landmark plu~.t.am hi:tc£j weu Lhe ~enl..~.;;>;j,t-='a.lit 
or teder~l ettort.5t.o ensuI't~ LhE;:l i;lVdllal>iliLy of ltffrn:da.blet, 
qu~lity child car'e tor low income working families. It is a 
flexi.ble program that maximizes parental choice' by ensuring . 
tami.J.:Les the full range of opti.ons for the sate care ot t.heir 
ch11dre~. More than 750 / 000 cn1ldren currently rece1ve ch:Lld 
care a.ssistal1ce under the CCDBG. 

Tne Administ.ration is eapecially pleased th.t·y~ur l.egifJlation
builds upon this highly successful child care program. Your 
effoI'ts to consolidate the CCDBa with the State Dependent Care 
planninq and Development Gr.ants and the Child Development
Associate Credential {CDA). program is an ircrportant step toward 
the seamless child care system that is so vital to our children 
a.nd f,andlies. Your end.orsement of stats standards forp%'evention 
and control of infectious disease. building and premises safety,
and minimum health and safe.ty training confirms, the CCDBG's 
c.~ar4?fl.l1 1y crafted balance bet-ween state flexi.bi!.ity and the 
national inter~~'tt iT'! nhi Idren' s, safety and healthy development. 

The Adminiet.ration aleo appreci3.t:es your eomm:i.tml::mt: t:o tthFi ~~D'aG 
:by ~oQ:\J,thC'>ri.1II:in':1 it at $1 bil.lion for fiscal YElar 1996 i and ~ueh 
OUf\\~ a8 may b. nee.aaary through fiscal year '000. AR you know, 
however I the nefilid for ohild ea:e a,8Ii1i.,tanee areatly exceeds t.h~ 
federal rCSO\.l.rct!:lo tohst. a.re curr4nt:.ly provided. ~hroughout the 
country, long waiting liat. are t.he n'!>rm as low lncome parents 
seek the child earo aaai3tismce that 1. the; keybo work, gelf­
~u[rlc1~neYI ana froedom from welfore. 

http:curr4nt:.ly
http:c.~ar4?fl.l1
http:plu~.t.am
http:Developmt.::.uL
http:Admirlit>L.t.-d.ll".In
http:d.ependcr.cc
http:Amendmp.nt
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Wbil@ we applaud the program oon,olldation included· In your bill, 
the Administration stror191y oppoa•• ConC}l"e.s1onal efforts in '. 
other area. to rapeal ••••nt!al child care provram8.and, cu.t back 
on critical 1nv••tments•. The House welfare rafora ))111 CRR 4), . 
fol' ex.."le .. redllcesa facle.ral funciinfJ for ob11ct aare by $1.,
billion ~- or 15 percent -- over the next five yeart, _04 oft.rs 
no guarantee that thia leval of support will actually be . 
approprlate4. In the year 2000, over 320,000 child care alote 
wou14 ~ lo.t unGAr the HOURe bill -- even tbQUgb r ••l welfare 
reform will requ1re IIOre chIld carB, not 18... In ackUt1on, tbe 
propo••l. W\de:L- oonai48l'ation in tho Sena'te 'inane" eoait:t:ee cuts 
evan furtbu -- repealIng the Chl1<1 care provraa. that now .arye 
110%. than 640 f 000 ebildren in.' familieg .truw1inq t.o ,.ava from '. 
welfare to work or at riak of welfare 4opa,ndenoy•. Th... are 
oounteZ'proc!\lotive po11ciea th.t will jeopardi.e the ••tat.)'· at ou.:t: . 
children, doom our chances to truly reform weltar., and pit . 
welfare families a~aln.t workln9 famili.. in the oompetition for, 
even IIOre 11111't.ed reaourcea. 

Me atronqlyur;. YOU .•nd your QOlleaguea in the Sonata to resist· 
mae.ive out»aoxa in ohild oar•••~Yio... A~. minimum -~ ~ed.cal 
support for chil.d care must be maintained at current levels, ariel 
no pilrent mw.t be rfiqu1rec;1 to partiGipat..'in work .o~lviti•• or 
an1ed cae •••i8tance if cb11d car. 1s not aval1aJ:>le. FUrther. 
thee. lnvest&entw ~t be 4edicated to Obild care a~ guaran~Q 
to tbe atatea in order to ens.ble parents to work ancl to ensure 
children's Ba~e ana healthy ~svelopment. 

Q1IA1;Ltx 0' Gh1l,d gare 

The Aam1nilitration applatlQs yo~r'effortli to eruiuz-e bfaalth a.nQ. 
safety and quality ••rvio•• for ohildren. w. are particularly
pl....e1 t.o ••• tlta't you lIa1n't.1l1neCl the grlt..1ecal h_lt.1L .,,\1 ••t.",,)' 
standards and that you required comprehensive chIld care resource 
andref.rz.-&l- both 80 important. to enaur1nq parontal CllOloe ot 
quality .erv1cea. We a1ao applaud your ettort. to iwproye and 
expand the tribal provisions. 

As you kno'W'f the CCDBO ••t-••14.'lor quality and eupply'haa . 
allowed Ita,te. to (i.vote 25 peroant of tbair ~lOck ;rant' funa 
for activities that make an important difference to Children 
around the oountry. The GAO, tot"' example, reported that this 
funding vas the principal source for quality iwprovesent, in 
family day care homes, and many states have invested these funds 
in r ••ource and referral n.twor~8 and to1mprova tra1nlnv an4 
.on1~or1n9 activit1... W. are, tberefore, extremely concerned 
that your bill would reduce the CCD8G ••t-••lde tor quality
improvements and supply buildinq act1v1e1ea to 7 peroent of the 
.tat•• ' alloc:ation.' W. do not believe this is wi.e policy, and 
faar tbat it would jeopardize important .ffgrt. to iapt"ove tl\e 
q\&ality of Child care ••rvice. for our nation's children. We urge 
you to maintain the otlrr~n~ CCDBG set aside for qu.li~y .no 
aupply aotiviti••• 
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SimplifieatiQD and CQ9.dinatlonpfthe Child ,Care SY8tem 

We o.pplaud your efforts to enGurc Q oimplifio4 3nd coordinwtcd 
child care system by including provisions ehae require all 
federal funding to meet the provisions of CCDBG. As you know, the 
Admini.t:a:ation has taken "everal steps to moyo in th.::l.t d1rootj.on 
by coneolid~ting the operations of the child care programs into a 
single administrative unit and by moving towards more wiiform a.nd 

'ilexible .egulations across programs. 

The Adrninistratioll app:r'eci'ates your fh;m commitment to child care 

eervic"l11 twd looks fOl:'ward to working with the COt'I\mittee on t.he 

pilFlAage of a. bipartisan bill that promotes work: for famili.es and 

safe and healthy development for chil.dren. 


The Office, of Ma,nagement and ~udget advileiil' that the.e is no 
objection too the tr~nam:i tt .... l ()f this letter to the Congress. 

Donna E. Sh.l.ala 

.' 

http:famili.es
http:d1rootj.on
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The Honorable Nancy Landon Kaasabaum g Chair DRAFT 
committee On Labor an4 Human Reaourcaa 
Un1ted 8~ate. Senate 
W.ahin9ton, D.C. 2051D 

Dear Madam Chairman. 

Thi. letter 8xPre•••• tha Ac5mlniltJ:'ation'. ,vieva on "Th. Child. 
care an4 Development 8100k Grant Amendment. Act ot legS Il that you
have spon.ored with 

•
Slft.tors Xenna4y, Coat! and'poa~. ~ 

Child cara i8.an important 111u. tor Amorican faIll11i •• that hal a 
diltingui.hed biparti,an hi.tory in your Committ•• and in, the 
conqr.... Ae you have &0 oft.n ctr••eed, child oare 18 cr1~1cal 
to ail1ion. of worldn; parents and their c:aildren, as wall .a to 
tho•• familie.'who ara try!n, to Bove trom dependenoe to 
1n4.p.n4ene., and ;aina permanent foothold in the labor market. 

, 

The Ac1minl.tration applaud. your 16adershil~ in raauthor1ein; the 
Child eare and Development Block Grant (CCIJBG) U! t ~Rarti"D ~ 

)IJDner.' Sinoe ita enactment in18~O, this landmar pt'o;ram has 
»een the centerpiece of tederal .rforts to ensure the 
availabilitI' of afforcla~l., quality chiles .,ara tor low incOlD. 
worldftlJ fa'll 11... %~ i. II. flexibla progratlt 'that maximize. 
parental choice by ensuring tamili.. the full range ot option.
tor ~•••ta oa~. ot cheir children. More than ,750,000 children 
ourrently receive child care a.siatance under'the CCDBG. 

the Adminiatration is a.peeially pleased that your legislation
bu1l4. \apcm 1mi. h19blf 8uoceSsful Child oair. prcqram. You&" 
efforts to consolidate the CCDSC with the I:tat. Dependent ear. 
Pla"ftift9 an4 Development Grant. and the eh~,14 Dev.lopment
A••octate Credential CCDA) proqram are an J.mportan't step t.oward 
the ••llm1••• child c;;are .yate" that i. eo "\j'ital to 01.lr children 
an4 faaiU.... Your endors.ment cf .tate at,andaZ'4. for prevention
and c:ontrol ot 1nrect1o\UI ai••aee, buildin'2' ancS pZ'em1••• eafety ~ 
and minimum health and,8afety,tra1nin« conti~.tho CCDBG8. 
oaret",,11y cratteCl balance }),tw.en at.ate flexibility aM the 
national int,relt 1n Clhl1eSran'. safaty and h .. "lt.hy cSevelop1llent .. 

Child Carl Be.curCl.s 

~h.Admini.tration allc a~pr.o1ata. your co~!t••nt to the CCDDO 

~ reauthor1&1ng it at $1 Qillion for fl.ealye.r 199&, and luch
.WIl.....y be nlo•••ary th:rouqh fllcal yea:1!"2ooo. A. you know, 

boveVer, the need tor ohileS c.r. a••i.tenee ;reatly axoeed. the 

tederal re.ource. that are currently pJ"ovid,acS. Throu.,hout the 
country, lon; wa1tin9 liat. are the nora •• low 1ngom~ parent• 
••ek the ohild care a••istanoe that i. ~h. ltey to work, e"lf- ,
sUfr1ciency, and independence trom welfare. 
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While w. applaud. the program consolidatioll 11"1a1ud.d in fOUZ' bill, ' 

the A_in.1.~rat.lon Itrongly oppose. CongrElliilsional effort. in 

other ar... ~o rapeal child oar. pro;rams end cut baok on 

oritical 1nv••bt.a:nt.a.· The liou.e weltar. I'.term bill (JUt 4) I tor 

exampl., reduoes rect.ral funclinQ for chile!: care by." 0 6 J:.illion _ . 


. .. or le percent ...- over the next five y.a~'., and ottars no 

. ;uara1"lt.. that thi. level of support wIll actually be 
appropriated. In the year 2000, over 320,000 child oara elpts

woul4 be lost under the Bousa bill -- ever.. thou9h wo~k-bAB.d 

weIfar. r.form will require more ohild. aax., Innot 1.... 
addition, the propoaal undaZ' ccn.14.ra~io~ in the s.n.~. rln~no. 

Co..lt~•• includ., .ajor redUctions in child oar••- repealin9 

the child care pro~a•• that now ••rv••o~.than e40,000 children 

in famili.. trylft9~o mova trom welfare to work or At rl.k ot 

welfare dependency..Th••• pollei•• may j.opar~iz. ~••atety~
o~.--j 

. OU~ children, wo~k agalnlt effort. to truly reform welfare, and ~ 
require .tat.•• to'ohooae b.tw••ft aot'vinc,J welfare fam1lie& and. 
wo~kin9 tam1U.e.. , . 

We atroft;ly urge you and. your .colleagu., in the senate to rej.ct

major redu~tin. in ohild ~are ••rv1oe.. Federal lupport fer 

child car.~'" .lR~ should ba ••intained~ .....nt 

l''7'.~ an "bi14 o&zoe .houl" be provided 10 tha.t people who are 

Z'ell'l1r ij, t.o work can do 10. In aClcUt10n, ,r••ourael should. be 

d.eclicatact. .pacifioally to cb.!14 oa1·. and t:ae1r ava11al:>11ity 
fJUat-ant••d 1:0 the atate. 1n order to .nabla ,parents to work and 

to l"'lIure ohi14r-.n" .afe end hla.1t11)" d.eVelopment. . 


Quality of &.bile! (J.,r. 

Tho A4alftiect'atlon applau4. your efforts tIl ,ansure health and 

••rety and quality 8ervic•• for children. We ara partioularly

pl•••ed to .••• that you ma1n~ained ~h. cr1~:1cal health and safety

.tan4arcll anCS that you required comprahen.;lVI .child care resouroo 


·.net ..ef.rral" both import.ant to ensu.ring' plirental ohoice of 

quality ••rvic... W. allo applaud your 8f:~ort. to im»rova And 


• 

.~ana ~b. ~r!~al prOv1sions . 

Simplificatiop and Coor4inltion ot the Child Car. SYstem 

we applaud your etfort. to en.ure a a1Dp11f'i.Cl and c'oorcUnatad 
ahilc:l care sy.tem by 1nal~d.1nO' prov~.lonc t:ba.....eql.l1Z'o all 

I. 

http:a1Dp11f'i.Cl
http:No,OOl.P.02
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faderal fundin; to •••t the prov11ione of CCDBG. A. yQ~ k~ow, 
the Ad.min1.trat1on hal taken .,vlral stapa to lIlOVI in that 
diraction ~y eonloli4atinq the operation. of.~h. ohi14 care 
program. into a sin'll. adminiltrativa unit an4 by moving towar~s 
aora uniform .n~ fl.xi~le reoulationa across program•• 

Th. Administration appreciate. your firm ooam1ban1:. t.o ch1leS car• 
••rvlee. anS looks torward te verkin; with the comm1tt., on thl 
p.8.a;8 ot • ~1parti.an bjl1that Fomotas work tor: tamili•• and 
.at. and healthy dlvelop1lant tor children. . . 

The Office of Management an4 Bu4;et advi.e. that ther, 1, no 
objection to the tran.m!ttal ot t.bia l.t.t.~ to the Con9~" •• 

A. 1.11111ar l,tter alao waa eent toSana1:.or :KannecSy, the Ranking' .~'A,)
Minority Mamber of your Gomm1ttaa. . ;.J 

Sincerely, . 

Donna E. Shalala 

........ ~ _ ••• # HI 


" . 

http:toSana1:.or
http:1parti.an
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.. 
r"f. Se:C.flUAIt'" 0' Htiu..Ttt AND "UM~N SE.IlVICH ­

",AS"ING,rON. D,C; 2~'OI 

"." .' 

The'Hono~.:lblC'.Willi.)m F. Coodltns 
,'ChaIrman' ", 
, 'Commluee on (conomie and EducalionaLOpportunities 
, House of Representatives 
Washington/D. C.20~,~ 5 

This letter : expresses , the Administration's views on [he Chairm'an's, mark' (or child care 
consolidation and the repeal of several child' welfare prog(am~:u,nder consideration by the -: 
C~mmirtp.~on Fr.tmomir. ~nd FdUC.iltion~1 Opl"nrrunities. ' 

" ' 
, The Administration believes tha~ both child care and child welfare are imporlant issues for 
~meriCan ,families, and both issues have a distinguished bipartisan history in' t~e Congress, 
and in this Committee. Child car~ is' of sigoificance to miIJions or working parents and (heir 
children, as well as to those ramilies who are trying 10 gain a' roothold in the labor market. 
Child we'f.lrp"ervirp'~;t~si~t ,millions of our trio~r vulnp.rablp.chlldrp.n and' (amilip.s in fhi~, 

, ,Nation' ~aeh, year; often in ti;"es offrisis. ' , ', " 

The' Administration looks fo~ward 'lo\vorklng cooperatively with (he 'Congress to pass, 
bipartisan child care legislation and to reform and strengrhen the'child welfare system. The 
Administration hasi however, serious 'concerns thaI' a num~er. of the features of the 
Ch.lirm.ln'~ mark "",!ould undermine the value£ of work and fa'mily 10' which we are 311 

, commined, and might undermine the, economic independence q{ families a,,'d the safety and' 
weU.beingcif children, 

, "r 
..~.. 

" ,. 

The Administration believes that quality child care is an important component of a welfare 
refo"" stratesy that Ii truly about work. Succes,iulchlld car. policy promotes the economIC, 
inde~d~nce of Faniillesand Chi'ldren's healthy development; prc>vides parents,with real, 
choices among quality alternatives for children of all 'ages; a~d e"coura8~s continuity oleare ' 
for. the chi'd. 'regardless :of change, i,n. the pa'rp.nr'to; p.m~loymp.nt. ' ' 

last year, 11", Pr~l:ihJ¥l\l,,,,ubrniU~d a uolcJ wel(itl~ lefol'l'n bill, the Work and Re§ponsibili'ty .' 
Act' of 1994,' which embodied these values, It continued the assurance of child care as 
families move toward self-sufficiency. and made'important new investments in child care 
(or ~mkiri~ PO[')I fitl1'lllip.( At th~ !'.c.ine time, it extended health, safety, and q'ualit~· 
pro"isions 10 all the major federal child care programs. 

~! • 

These important supports that enable parents to work and to ensure .child ten's safe and 
healthy,development appear to be missing from rheChairman'smark before you. 1herefore. 

. , ~.' 

, " 
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the AcJmjnjstr~tionh~s a number of con~erns; 
, I",' ~ '" 

. 0 	 The propor.ed legislation provides no assurance ,()f child care, to, AfDC 
recipien(s who work or are preparln. to work '-even it a' star~ r~qu,ires them 
to partidparQ in work or (raining. We should and must requIre ail parents [0 

become active arid productive workers. And at the same Lime, we should 
auj" them i", Iheir, e(fort~' ta r.~rP, fnr, th~ir r:hi Idrnn ',n thJf (hei( children '.1r6 

, not'left nome alone or in 'unsafe' sit~ations. .' ' . 
• ,'- .' 	 • I • 

o 	 The ,propo~ed legislation may require ,states to' choose, between "serving 
f~milie> making the lransilion from welfare [9 ~ark and working families that 
np.p!rf r:h~I,rl r"~A ~«ic:t~f'\r:p"tt'l kAAP thAm,f,om'falli~eonto welfare. ~ith a t::ClP 

on total funding for child care far, below projected spending under current 
law, afld no separate guaranteed ~ourceol child care aniSLance for welfare 
recip!enls. The, legislarloncould conceivably. reduce 'aSS'jSlance by limiting 
availability lO only approximately 200,000, of [he million ch ildren of hard 
working Am!erican families by FY 2000 currentlv receiving feci"eral child care 
support The'Adminislratfon ~el.ieves that we should supporCworking families 

. and that families shouid ,not have to go on, v.I~lfarC, to receive child C,)rc 

d~~i~ldllt:e., MoreuveJ'~ as demon5u'a~ed by the' ':Naiver 'applicAlions the 
[)epanment ,has received; slates which are committed, to makmg AFDC' 

, recipients ,work view child care as an indispensable tool in their efforts. 
,"",'. 	 '. .;' . . ,. 

o 	 The prop~5ed legislation rcpc~'I$ provj~IoM for children's he.ihh' 3nd u.f~ty , 
eonlOlir'lcd in tne Child C3~eand Development Block ,Grant. 'These provisions' .' 

'were passed wilh bipartisan support' In Congress and sIgned into law by , 
President Bush after an eX,tenslve national debate: They ,r~present a carefully 
crafled balan~ebetween state tlexibility and the national interest In children's 
safety and healthy developmant.Theprovisions do not 5pecify any standard~ 

, ",Uhp. fMpr~1 level hUT in,rp.ad rp.ql.lire that states. have such slandards in three 
areas: control of Infecllo!-,s dlseases,phy~it:dl prt!l1Ibe~ ;drely, 61Uj JJrovider , 

: (raining. A study releaSed"Jn t~e last few weeks reported'that ,most child care 
Is far from adequate:and that 40 percent o( [nfaril-loutJl~r; <':~fllter~ fJluvi'dt: poor 
quaHt}f care. We ,believe that the proposed leei'lation ("()lIld inr.rpA~e ri~k!; to 
cnildten',s basic health an4:safety.· r '. ' 

o 	 ,The proposed legrstation',also repeals the provision' in the' Child Care and 
DevelopmentBIOc:;K Crant (hat provides resources for qutllity C.lrc, ;]!; well abo 
early childhOOd. bfl'f"r@-~r.hool Anti afrer-school programs. This provision has 
been'in~trum~ntal in ensuring that parents ,have choices arnong quality 
dll~r"dtjve~ fOI thei" children. States nave used these resource» 10 build tno 
supply of Qu;dity care~ provide critical' consu~ereducatjont(') parents," 

, improvolice!"ingand moni(oring~ and jnc~ea!>p.'rhl? tr~ining ~n('1 ,upports to 
child car~ l1rnviders, Thp. r~p~al of, [his provision raises con'cern5. 

r " 
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Th~ 'A•.hll;III<;I, ",iii:", '1I,"If'nl"to; ''''1'1 ",pr'll'onc:h ,to 'child eare, ,that genuinely 'supports woik' for" 
parents, and safety and healthy development for children. Such an approach wou Id 'assume 

, I,;hilll c..cu'~ fUI (~milie~ moviflg [owafdseli'su(ficiency and expand child care opporrunilies 
, (or working' families who wa:nt 'to avoid' welfare'dependency. We believe',lha! cnsurillg 

quality chojc~s for parents: and providing tor continuity of services ~or:children and families, 
should be ;u; e1E!ment of such a propos_I. " ' 

" ,. . ' . . 

!;bils;l Welfare. 

Children ,become' par[ of the dllid welfare' sys[em, beeau;e, [!:ley have been abused or 
np,glp.rtp.n or are in danRer of abuse or negleO:. The A.dministration has serious concerns, 
elCpressed ih rhe letter to Ways and Means Subcommittee Chairman'Clay Shaw and Ranking, 

, Member Harold, Ford IDst wcoic,.:aboUf, the proposed, block grant approach tf) chilli " 
"protection. There is UflieUlimOlJ!:o d¥'4::e;nel~l'that thesystemfo,rserving abused and neglected" , 
children and their families is seriously ove~burdened and 4nab1e&o respomJ adt!Qu6L~ly to . 
the needs of children ~oday. The block grant approach potentially endangers the safety of 
these children by reducing funds for services and (or fOSler ar.d adoptive home'S. eliminating 
. critic.!I.' protectiont: for their well-being, and potentiallv nalting, I"rngrp.,~ in' c;r"rp.!>' .hat are 

, moving forward on the reio,rms lhat.uc nceded in this ,ys~em.. ' " ' 
. '... 

, The proposed 'Iegislati'on'cansol id~tes existing programs into ,a' blockgranr with npnii~al , 
,federal overSight and teducesresou'rces significantly from th,e current services baseline.' The 
Administration hall seriouJ cone,erns lboutthe~e prO,vjskm~. Fir!lit ,rhe proposed leiislation , 
,cap' ,pending.forchi,ld protection .at $5.6 billi~ti Ip.~~ than projected baseline,s~endif'\g'over ",' 
S years~Thls cut could, fcr(.;e ~ti:ll~ It) gAmble with chUdren'.s well-being •• choosi'ng 
whether to: leave maltreatment reports uninvestlgated, leave children in unsaf~ homes wirh , 

. mlnunal services, cut payments to foster, parents" or elimir1i:ll~prc:vcnli(;)n, Second, the 
, propcHed legi5lati~n vlrtLI~IIVf:lliminittp,.. federal monitoring and accountability mechanisms 
and also eliminates federal support for "research, trair'ling" technical aSSistance, and 
d~mO[1~Lrdlion projects, It would bevlrtlJally impossible for the Federrll Gove,rnmentto 
as,ure lhesafety of children or help states improve 'their systems., ' " " 

. ."' " ,. " . . t' 

The Ch:airma-n'S markrppeillCi thp Abandoned"lnfarlts Assistance Act. the Child Abus~' 
·Prevention andTr~almen! Act the Adoption Opportunities, Program, th~ CrisisN'urserie) 

. ACt"th~ Mb~ing O'lfldren's Assistance Act and the Femilv ,Support Ccntcr~ prosram under 
the Stewart'~. McKinney ,Homel'ess Assistance ~Ad. The activities authorized under these 
programs. would be permiued but riotrequi~ed under lh,e'Chlld Protection F<lnrlc nra'm 

')Jpprnvoo by the Ways and Mea"" Subcom~it,t.ee on Human Resources. 
'''I • ,"', ' 

'naddition to, general concerns 'oboul the block granring of Chil~:prorectlon (.,II le'I ... , the 
Administration hasseverafspecifi<: concerns abour the proposed repeal of programs within 
the, jurisdiction ofYOllr (.nmmjup.~. '. , , ' ' 

, ' 
", 

'/' 

, , 
", .'. N 
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0' 	 The proposed legislation repeals the Adoption Opportunitie,S prog~am and eliminates 
rhc Adoption As~i5tilncc prosrolm, leaving It up [0 states whelher lh~y c:..11 .fFord [he 
subsidies thatenable manY-,special needs·c.hildren to rind permanent homes. These 
repeals eQuid slow the prog'ress·that hasbeen made on adoptions since 1988: . 	 . '. '. 

o· 	 The legislation repeals tne Abandoned Infants program, whi~h wasestablisned to 
,...pond to the continuing crises of I\ln~ rind cr.lck, coca.ine. ihe£e crises have 
disproponionate effects on' families and child w~llare sys[ems in selected urban areas.. 

, 	 , 

o 	 The proposed legislation eliminates all direct federal SUf?porl tor non-profit agencies, 
communjtv·ba~d organizarions. a(1d public-private partnerships, slJch as Children's 
Trutt Fund,••11 ""till .a£ all oatmarlcAn ~upp.ort rorpreven'liorf of r.hilrl ~hlll:;p' ~nrl 
negle~L 	 . . , I 

The Administration 1$ committed to ImprOving [he child welfare system. The sys[em fJ\USl 
ensure the safety of children and strengthen the capacity-at' parenls to nurture healthy' 
t"hilrlrpn . r.ivp.n rhfll r:ritir:nl nature of these services, the AdminiSlrarion suPPOrlS an 
clpproac.h to change thaI provides ~lates andc6mmunities with flexibility to develop services ­
that are iespontive to 'the· needs ·of their citizens. bur within the context of a natIonal 
rtamewQrk that fUd.imdifllll ill· c.:omllllu',ent· to· federal r~io~tces,. and strong,' effective 
protections for children and families. 

In summary, the i\dministration looks forward to working with the Committee in a bipartisan 
(ashioD to. prom()t~,twokey goals: work for families and safety and h~ahhy' development for 
children. 'But we are concerned that the proposed legislation does not move toward thQs;e 
goals. It does nothing to provide chald care that would move families from welfare to work, 
and it risks movinl families who are now working back onto welfare as [hey lose child care 
assistance. It w~akens protections forchlld~en/s safety In chIld care, and gambles with their 
well-being if they o'lrc ubu~cd or neStected. :It neither holds state bureal'l.-r~cies ac(t)unli'"lp 
nor cushion. "t~te taxp~yers aeaiMt r~r.e\O!'ion or growina family needs. We believelher~ 
are alternatlve approach.es [0 reform that achieve our mutual gUclb ii'l fa,. morecoflstructive, 

. ,and 'accountable ways. 	 . . 

The Offi,cc, of Management and Budget adviUts tlutthere is nl) l)bje('tinn to 'hp. transmittal.' 
(')f this report to Congress. 	 . 

A similar IE!tteralso was sent to Repre~ntativeWilliam Clay and ·members of the Committee 
on Er.:onolT1il.: dlld Educational Opportuni~ies. : ' . 

Sincerely. 
, , . 

~~ C<Yl ~ 
. Q~ (C5U~'

, 
Donna E. Shalala 

.'" } " 
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The Honorable; William Clay , ' 

Ranking Member \ , ' 

Com(Tlittee on'l:conomlc·and t:.ducatlonal OPPOrHJnities 

Hou!;e of.RepreSp.n[d(iv~~ , , 

'Washington, D.C 205,15 


, " 
, Dear Mr. Clay: 

, " 

This tetter expresses the Administration's views on the Chairman's rharkfor child"care 
consolidation and the repeal of several child, welfare programs under consideration by the' 
Commluee on Economic and Educational Opportu,,'ltip.s" ' 

The Administration believe!; that both child <':du:!ctnd child ~elfill~e are j;'nport~nt 'issues for, 
American families, an'd both issues have a distir'!guish~dbipartisan history in [h~ Congress 
and intnis Committee. Child care is of significance to millions of working parents and their 
Chlldran, a£ well-.as to those families. who 'WiII ~rylngft') gain;a foothold in the labor market 
Child walfare &ervics, asej't millions of our mott vulnerable chilclr4?n and f.;\milif!'(,' in thk ' 
N.::sliull ~cldl yeelr; o(tefl 'in i,mes of crisis. ' ' 

.' .. ' . . ' . 

the AdministratIOn looks (o,rward to working cooperallvely "'ith the Congress to' pass 
hifl",rtic;;lO t:hilrl t.ar~ legislation and to reform and strengthen the child welfare system; The 
Administration has, however, serious concerns that a number of the features of the 

,Chairman'f mark would undermine the values of worl< Clnd family to whith we. a;e all. 

committed, and might undermine the economic independenceoffamilies'and the safety and 
'Wellab"in~ of children.,! ' 

-" ­Child Care 

The Administration believes that quality child ca~e is an important comp~nent of a welfare 
rcto{m ':;rrCltcgy that I~'troly about work, Successful child care policy promote. the economk 
jnde,pendenc~ oHarnlllt$ and cnildren's healthy developmenti provides parents with real 
cholces,among quality alternatives for chi Idien ofall age~; and encourages conrinuiry of care 
{or. the child, regardless of cnansc-., in thQ parent'i omploymel"lt.

. " . 

Lar.t year, rhe 'Pre~!d~n' \lJbmiffrui it holrl welfare reform bill. the Work and Re!ip~f\~iuiJil'i " 
Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It continued the assurance of child cateas ' 
famiiies move toward self~suffiderlcy, and made' importi",r new investments in' child care 
(Of workIng ,poor familiei. ' At ~he' urne limf':. it f!:dendEl!cl' health. safety, and quality 

'provisions to all the major federal child care' programs. " 
, , 

Thesfl! important supporcs',thatenable paren~$ .0 work arid'to ensure ct)ildren'ssafe and 

, healthy development appearlo be missing from the Cnairman~s mark before you, 'I here(pre. 


" ' 

." i 
> I " , 

, , , 

, I , 
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'the Administration' has a number ofconcerns: '" 

o 	 ,The proposed legislation provides no assur~nce of, child care 10 ,~FDC 
, recipients whp work 01 are preparing 10 wur k .;.. even i ( ci $cate ,requIres Ihem 
, to participate in work or traini,rag. We~houidand must require all parents to ,~ 

become active and productive workers:. And.at the ,9Same, time, we should . 
"'~I*.r. th~m in 'thdr C'!ffonr. ro care'fonhQir children so that their children are 

, not left home alone,'or in unsafe sit~ations: ' .. . .. ' . 
' ' 

, , , 

o the proposed' legislation may require 5tateS'to,chOO~C, between serving' 
families'making the transition lrom w~lfareto work and working famHies,that 
need child c.are a;siJrancl!?, to l(f~p'p rhem from falling onto welfare. With a cap 
on rotal funding for child 'care ,f;ubelow projected sPending under current 
law, and ,no separate gu~ranteed sourceo£; chUd care.l$~ist31'C~ for welfare 
redpients, the legislation' could conceivably. reduce a))istcll'ce: by limiting 
availability to only approximately 2UU,OOO of (he million' children of hard 
workin~ American families bv FY'2000 currently rece,iving federal ,child c~re 
support. The Administration believes that we should support working families 
and, tnat families 'should not have'to go 0'1, 'welfare ,to' recelve chjl~ care 
assistance. ,'Mor~()ver, as demon,trated by the waiver appl ications the 
LJepartmenr has received,: stales which are "com'mlueu10 makiolSAFOC 
recipients work view child care 'as an indispensable tool in their efforts. ' 

. 	 . , . , 

, 0' ., The proposed Icgislatiol"'l repeal; provisiions' .lor children '§;'health and ~afp.ty ,. 
'contained In the Child Cafe andD9veiopment Sloc,le Crant. Thp.sp. ~rnvilti()ns 
were passed with blpanlsaf'i SUPPOrlin' Congr4!~~ iinu si~f1eu into law by 
President Bu~h after an extensive national debate. They repre~nta carefully 
crafled balance between state fleXibility and the'na(lonallntere~t If\' children's 
safety and h.althy development. The PrQvi"ihns rlo nnt ~()~c:ify any standard:; 

, ';It the fP.dp.r~IIAV.! bui instead reQuire thai. states have such standards in three, 
areas: control' of in(e<':liou~ t1i~eases, physical premises lU!l(ety, and provider 
training.A,stOdyreleaseclin the'last fewweeh reported that most 'child care 
Is far from adequate and that ~o percent ofinfant-toddler centers provide poor . 

, quality care. ,We believe that thp.l'rn,.,n~p.d legislation could Increase ri~ksto 
. children's basic health and safety.' . ' 

o 	 The proposed legisl'ation :,also repea,ls the provisiorl in the Child" Care' and' 
Development. Slod< Grant that provido~ re~ources tor quality care, as well as ' 
early childnOQd;bp.fnre.c;chool and afler-School programs',' This provision nas 
been' instrum~rllalin ensuring, tha[ parents: have choic;es. arnong quality 
alt(:!rndlive~ fo'; th~irehj\dren. Sti!l.tes, have used those rc~ource!. to build the· 
supply of quality care,· provide' critical consumer education ,to parents, 
improve licensing, and m()nito,rine~ ;md inr.re:ase th~ training and supports· (0 
child care provid@rs.' The' repea.l of this provision raises. concerns. I, 

" " ..' 	 . . 

01 
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I he: I\dmlni~tr.ltiof'l .supporrs a~ .lpprOClch to child care'rnat genuInely supports work for', 
parents. and safety ,and healthy development for children. Such an approach would assume 
child care for families moving toward self·sufrlclen(:y and ex'pand chIld care opportunltles 
for working'famiUes .who want to avoid . welfare dependency. We believe' (h,at ensuring .. ' 

. quality choices'for parents. and providing fOt continuity of servh:es··for:children' arld familIes, 
~ 

shc~'cI be A':' ,element c(lych • propos'.L ' 
, ,I ' , • • ',( 

, , 
Child WeUare 

, Children become part of the child.'welfare system beca~~~: they have been abused or 

ne61"c.t~ or:af" in d~neer of ~bll~q~r n(oe'Al"f. ThAAnminil:.fr:uinn, n""~Arjow: l':()n~Arl"'l'. 


, expressed in th~ letter Co Ways and'Means' Subcommittee Cha.irman CJay Shaw and Ranking 

,Mt!"IU~~ Harold Ford' last wt!ek, dU(Jul' ll'lC;: proposed block grant approach 10' c:hild, 

, protection'. I here IS unanimous agreement that the system tor ~erving abused and neglecled ' 


children and their families ,is seriously overburdened a,nd unable to re~p6I"1d:adequately to' 

'thpo n~Ptic:, nf 'rhiJrlrFln tndi'4y TnII' hlnt'k it;!nf .;lnnfl)~~h r')ot~ntiall~' p.nrlangp.r~ rhp. ~afety of 

these children by reducing funds, for services and for foster arld adoptjve home's, eliminating 

ci'itical proteciions for' their well-being', and potentially hatring progress in states that are 

moving (iJrwdru uri th" rt!f?rrns thdl drt! nt!tKJ~u if! lhis sysrem. ' 


.',.J', 

The proposed legislation consolidates exisling pr08ram'sinto a ,block grant with nomi~ai 

federal ove,rsight and reduc~s resources' sign ificantly from th'e current services baseline. The 

Administra1ion has serious concerns about the~e ptovi'sion~.. F!rst; the p~oposed Icgisl"-leion 

capsspen,dingJor child prote~tion &r$5.6 billion less [hen projected ba5cl.nc~p(mdins over 


, 5 years: This cut CQuid torce states to gamble with ch,ildren's well·b'eing-~ cho,?sihg 

, whetherto; leave maltreatment repottsuninvestigared. leave children in unsafe homes with 

minimal services, cut ,payments, to foster parents, or eliminate prevention. Second, (he 
propOsed legislation virtually eliminates faderal monitoring and accoun~.lbjlity mecha.nisms ' 
and aleC) eliminates federal sUllporr for re'earch. tr~ininB, rP,l'h'nicAI ~(,(,i"r;:mr:p.,'· ;tnrt 
'demonstration projects. It ~ould be vinually impossible fot t.he Federal GO\lern~ent~o 
assure'the safetvof children or heJp states 

' 
improve their $ystems.. 

The Chairman·,·~ark repeals' the 'Abindoned Infant' A~'i'tanceAct •. the Child Abi,~~ 

Prevention, and Treatme~tAct, the Adoption Opportunities program, the Crisis Nurseries 

Act. the Missing Children's Assistance ~Cl, and the Family Sl.j'~~orl Ct!II,Ler::. IJIUt:;IClIH ul'Ider 


the Stewart B. McKinoey Homeless :Assistance Ac(. The activities authorized under these 

piograms would be ,pc!l'mitted but~ot requi~ under, .~he Child Protection Block Crant 

approved by the Way, and Maal'lC SlJbcommittee on HumAn Re$OIJrr.p,s' 


In' 'addition ro.general concern5 aboutltl~ LI~;k gian,til~g of child.prot~tiol~ funds, the, 

Administration has several 5peeiflc concerns. abQut the proposed repeal of prograrrts witnin 

rhe juri5diction of .your Committee.-· ' ' " , 


, ' 
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o 	 'The proposed legislation repeals the Adoption OppO"utiities program and elimin.ates 
the Adoption AGlii&tnncc progroltTI, IC\lving'it up 10 ~~ates'wl)ether they can afford thee ' 
subsidies that enable many special needs chilaren to,find'permanenthomos, These' 

: repeals could slow the progress that has. beel1 made 
r 

on adoptions since 1,9ts8.' '. , 

o 	 The legislation repeals th~ Abandoned InfanlS program, whi<;h was' est~bJjr.hedto 
'respond 	to the continui')8 (.fill-ita; of AIDS ,and ~racli cocaine. n ..... cri.r.ofdS hav'e 

di$propo~jonate effects on families and child welfare systems in. selec'ted urban areas, 
, 	 ." .; , . ' / . 

o 	 The prOposed .legislation eliminates all direct f~deral support for n9n-p.rofj~~genCies, 
communi'ty·based organizations and public-private partnerships. sU,ch as ChUdren'> 
'Trud J:urid£. U ....,.11 A' ... 11 (!~,'m:\rJt~ c;urrorf f(')f prAVI\t'\fionhf c:hild ab\J'I:A .o:lnd 

. n~lect; . 0" . • 	 ' 

Ihe AdministratIon :is committed fO imprOVIng the child welfare system. the system must 

ensure the safety of children andstrengtn@n the capacity of parents tonurlure healthy 

rhilt1,~" (';ivpn lhp t'(itir~i' " ..fmp l"If fh~ <.prvirPoCi.,thp. Atiminietr.... tion ~tlonnrt~ ,lin 


, approach to change thatprovides states and communities with flexibility to 'develop servjce5 

.. tba.t ,are responsive to the needs of their citizens/but within the contel(t of ,a nalional 

framework, thar maintains, a, commitmentlO (WI.h:rdl r~rl:~>ldutJ ~lfOn~, ~rr~LLiv.t:! 
protections for children and families. .. 

In suriunary, the Adrtiinistration looks fOIWard to working with the COl11.mittee"iri a bipartisan 
fashion to promote two key g~als: work for families and safety and healthy'deve1opment for 

'. children. But. we are 'concerned that the proposed Icgislati~n cloeG not move to~wrd these" 
goals. It does-nothing to provide child carethac would move familIes fromwelfare to work, . 
and it risks mavins families who are now working back onto welfare as they lose child care 

, assistance. It weakens protections' for children's safety in child care, and gambles with the.r 
well-b~i~8 if they, arc abused'or neglected. It neirhcr hold5~st~te bure3UCraci~$ accountable 
nor cushions state taxpayers againstrece$$;on Of 'growine family ne~ds. We bl?lievp. rhp"" 
irf! alternatlve'approaches to reform that acnleveou1 mutual goa.ls In far more,consrructive 

~ 'and accountahleways. ',' . " ,. '.' ,. "', '. . ,'.,." ' 

The Office of ManagGM&nt andSudget advis~'s that there if. no objection to' the transmittal 
of .this report to Congress. . 	 , , 

, A ~imilar retter al'so, was ·sent to Chairm~n-Williaril.,F,,:Goodling .and members of the 
" COfnmitlee oil Ec~n91:nic .and Educational Opportutiities. ' . 

. Silll:.e,e1y, 

~7~ 
- 'OonnaE. Shalala, . 

.. , 

, " 
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REDUCED FEDERAL CJDLD CARE ASSISTANCE FOR STATES 
AND CBlLDREN IN FY zooo . 

This table shows FY 2000 losses· in t\mdiDg ami in'DWDbers of children receiving fedei'al assistm:e 
,UDder the new. ch.Ud care block J[IDl. . 

FUNDING LOSS 
. I. 

. . . . . .•.. 
The funding loss is the diffcreoce between the FY2000block gtaDl disttibution a.od the expected ~ 
2000 funding level UDder CUl'l1:Dt law. FY 2000 funds IR distributed accord.iDg the, propottioD of.::,' 
fedemI child cue fuDds received in FY 1994. as is proposed in,the clmft EBO bill. . 

REDUCTION iN CIDLDREN RECEIVING FEDBRAL cmr,P CARE ASSISTANCE 

The reduction in cbUdnm is derived from the Slate'S fnodina loSs aDd. the uational average'child c:.are 
fimdiDg per child. Ave.rage filMing per chi.Id. was calculated by dividing the total federal child cam 
fundi. in FY 1993 by:tbe total DlIII1her'of"chlldlen served through federal child care programs in 
that year. This JDIIDber is . DOt .a full-time.equivalcmt cost. It does DOt coDtaiD. state or parent 
conbibuticms 10 the cost of cue. The FY 1993 funding per cbild wu iDfIated. to' Fy 2000 accord.iDg 
to the HHS baseliDc. 

. , 
, 
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IlEDVCID FEDERAL am..D CAlt1t ASSISTANCE lOR SlA'IBS AND CIDLDRIN IN FYZOOO 
, . '.' '. .'. LOSS 61 fEDifit(i;· BEDucnoN IN OIILDREN 

, . CHILD CAltB A8SI'AHCI . UCBMNG FEDEIW. 
,.OM BLOCIC GRANT CIDLD CAltB ASS!S'I'ANCE 

~ 'lU '.970 
.ALASICA. U.5 flO 
ARIZONA 110.3, I;HCI 
A.RICANSAS 14.' . Z,.MO 
CALDOKHIA 19.1 , 33.131 

1'.3 i,COUJRADO 3". 
CONNBCl'lCU'1' 17.0 : 4.na 
DELAWARE au; 1.170 
ulSmlcror COl.IiMaIA ".. ' 1.110 

SU• ., : ILOIUDA 15.850 " 
GBOJ.GIA .Dl.a ll.oao 

,HAWAII ~AO 1.230 '! " .. ,
IDAIIO SZA ',.GO 
IlLINOIS IDol: ,13.QO' 
INJ)IAHA 1123, '.DO' 
IOWA. 14.8 z•• 
EAH&\S IU, . 3,J.50 , 
DHnJCKY sao"" ',540 

, LOlIISIAHA $113' ""0MAJNB S1.( 1,238 
r.wtYLAND IU.l ',ISO 
MASSAarusEn'S SI6'), 10._ 
MlCBlCAN 115.:1, ',.180 
r.IINNBSOI'A SU.I ',ISO 
MbSISSfri U..6 .,8701.­lGSSOURI 112.fI 
MONI'AHA SL9 1.170 
NIi.4sn. Sf.O 3.DIO 

, NEVADA IU 1~1701_
HEW JIAMPSIIIIt,I ~ SZ.I 
NBWJBIUIEY 

'6 

S10.5 ,,-
NBWMmCO 1S.3 3,%70 

')EW'YDU'. 137.0 2.U3O 
NORm CAIlOUNA SJ7.' 11.-,.NORm DAJrO'I'A ILl ' 
omo 'SZI.f 11,130 
OKL\llOMA tlU '1'1' 
OUGOH .... S.GO . 
PDU':fSYl.V~ 01.2 lA,.930 
PVD.TOIUCO S1.' ' .,7.50 
R8oD& IS'LAHD . 11.1 1...,. , 
SOUI1I CAJlC)UN.\ S1.f •..,0 
SOUl'll D.UOT'A Sl.5 t30 
,~. \ sw 10..­
"I'J:X:AB ~A Z7,DO 
urAl[ ".8 4.'"'\UMONI' 11.1 . ,.- ,,.,.,.
Wl~ SlU 

. , WASIIINQI'OH . $1';4 .,'.UO 
WlBl'VJI.GINIA -. M.5 z.-..WISCONSIM 

' 

'10.1 ' u:so 
wr~, ILA 
'I'IUBIS . IliA 1I,.3S0 
TBRRrrORIIS 13.1 1"'10 
ALL Bl'A'l'IS 317,.,,11.1 
Pac:eIIt lei....... JA"~
. 
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Nota: 
I. ThIs CbOd Care Block GI1U1t Ireeres tuadIDa at Ole FYI9M Inels estimated In CDO'. ba8eUDe. 
2. The IlI1111bcn almre are BBS estlDI.... bued 011 IIueIID.e "Iura t'nIai the PnsIdeaI'.l'Yl996 hudget acept tar . 

the Natlye Bawallaa '_By Ceaten estimate wbldlil frau the CDO bueItae. . 

~ 3. CBO edl.malel were baed OD Jaauary 1995 C80 BueI'ne fIIuns. 111., estimate Rft ,tar laftllP 

01 '1.7h GI'. 15 pereeatndUdhm ID spmdiDa. TIaeIe dUrer from DDS estimates due to basellae dUl'erenas•. 


4.SaYinp projected by tlIe £EO committee ..6ased OD COO b ....._...... . 
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Child Care Standards in 'Welfare Reform.--Talking Points 

o 	 One major principle guiding the development of the child 
care provisions of the welfare reform proposal is to 
simplify and make consistent the Federal requirements 
governing the Federal child care programs. States should be 
able to operate a seamless child care system that is 
administratively simpler and ensures that children and their 
parents are not forced to move from provider to provider as 
the source of subsidy changes. ' ' 

o 	 ',Currently, the IV-A child care programs and the Child Care 
and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) program have different 
Federal requirements related to the standards child care 
providers must meet. In both cases, States are given the 
flexibility to establish standards; CCDBG specifies certain 
basic health and safety issues for which the States must 
have standards (in the areas of building and physical 
premises safety, minimum health and safety training 

, appropriate to the provider setting, and the prevention and 
control of infec,tious diseases--including immunization). 

o 	 We propose to make the standards for the programs the same 
by, making the 'rV-A standards consistent' with the CCOBG 
standards. In addition, we would add one new issue (access 
to toxic substances and weapons) and establish a uniform 
immunization requirement. 

o 	 We sele.cted this approach because we feel that it reflects 
another guiding principle of the welfare reform proposal: 
to assure that children are cared for in healthy and safe 
environments. We believe the CCDBG standards, together with 
the two new standards, are truly the minimal requirements 
that can provide such an assurance. 

o 	 Many States obviously agree since they are already using the 
same standards for IV-A child care and CCOBG child care. At 
least 26 States state explicitly in their IV-A plans that 
they use CCOBG standards; many more cite their State 
standards which would meet the CCDBG requirements. ' 

o 	 In all cases except immunization, States would continue to' 
establish their own standards; as a result, this change 
should not have a significant effect on many States. We do 
not believe immunization should vary from State to State. 

o 	 We continue to support strongly parental choice and propose 
to add requirements for: assuring parental choice of 
providers, providing to parents information on options for 
care and payment of child care, and establishing a system 
for parental complaints. 



--

Child CareCo~ Models for AFDC Families 

Children Children Average 


On Needing , Hourly 
< 

Age of Child AFDC Care Cost of Care " Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
<Under 1, 465,2~1 . 178;656 /-'$iS7--\ .. $364,637,288 $364,637,288 $364,637,288 

1 Year 1,080,885 553A13 .: '$1.62 i $1,165,488,031 . $1,165.488.031 . $1,165,488,031
\ 1

2 Years 756.620 387,389 \ $1.66 i $835,985,859 I $835,985,859 $835,985,859 

3 Years '709,!)25 363,328 ,j $1.88 ! $2,614,651,860 ,. $1,766.696,284 $1,766,696,284 

4 Years 667,329 < 341,672 : $.1~88' I $2,508,797,332 I ,$1,713,769,020 , $1,713,769,020 

5 Years 639,132 327,236, ' i ' $1.53 \ $1,016,~,724 ' $365,522,147 . $365,522,147 
, ." 

< 

6to 12 3,477,630 1,780,547' $1.66 $4,316,044,861 $4',316,044,861 $1,034,497,551 

Total 7,796,471 3,932,241 $1.69 $12,821 :998,955 $10,528,143,490 $7,246,596,180 

Prepared by Angela Duran, ASPE, 690:6613 

, , 

'. 

'.' . 
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'f. I 

Total Costs for Combinations of Models"" 

Model 1 Model 2 'Model 3 
Part-Time Part-Time Part-Time 

Children Under 3 ,Children Under 6 . ! All . 
AFDC . '/'$1"2,821,998',955" ')$10,528,143,490 

' 
,$7,246,596,180 

_. __ .:.... n_ ~. ... ~._.~,._" .....'.~.,~ _._.... _. _ ..,_:.,,~_~ .w~~·': 

, ' 

. Up to 100% , '$17,862,117,51 a $15,568,262,053 $,2;286,714,743 
- Head Start $4,334,456,000 $4,334,456,000 , $4,334,456,000 

- Federal CC ' $1,638,711,000 $1,638,711,000 $1,638,711,000 
.... ''-State CC $2,377,809,913 $2,377,809,913 $2,377,809,913 
"CCo-paU , 30.34~2,~'. ~ 

New CC Needed $11,682,666,257 '$9,388,810,792 '(-$6,107]'63,48?-==:~ ~~:" .. 
---":--.-.-.~,----:-'- . 

Up to 200% $32,417,509,555 $30,123,654,091, ~6,842,106,781 
.. Head Start $4,334,456,000 $4,334,456,000 $4,334,456,000 . 

- .Federal CC .' $1,638,711 ;000 : $1,638,711,000 . $1,638,711,000 
. -State CC ' .$2,377,809;913 $2,377,809,913 ' $2,377,809,913 

. y--: Co::pay~ .:~: $2,162,930,348 . $2,1'62,930,348 . $2,162;930,348 . ' 
"'-_.-----~~ •. .•.• . • .'~ ~-.- ...-•.••• , •. ~ _.-_. -.~-" .•I"".' 

New CC Needed $26,238,058.294 $23,944,202,830 ::'-'$20,662,655,520 ::,~-.-..­
."'-----_......__._- ... _,.--'..­

." 

Prepared by j\ngela Duran, ASPE, 690-6613 
. ; 

'1 

. >.' 

I 

. 
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CHILD CARE COST MODELS FOR AFDCFAMILIES 

Children Dn AFDC - Numbers are a mDnthly average frDm April 1992 to. March 1993.. Age 
cohDrtS were figured using an average Df the cDhDrt propDrtiDns fDr FY '1990 and FY 1991. 
Numbers fDr CDhDrtS befDre FY 1990 inaccurately classified SDme children under 1 as unknDwn, 
and cDhDrt breakdDwns are nDt yet available fDr mDre recent years. SDurce:, OFA. 

Children Needing Care - FDr each CDhDrt, we assumed 20% wDuld nDt be participating because 
the families wDuld be in the first six mDnths Df their AFDC spell. Twenty percent, Df the 

,remaining children wDuld have parents who. wDuld be exempted fDr health or disability reasons. 
And finally, Df thDse left, 20 % wDuld nDt use the care. TherefDre, Dnly 51.2 %, Df AFDC 
children wDuld need care. FDr children under 1, the propDrtiDn wDuld be even IDwer'because 
25% Df the children in thatcDhDrt wDuld be 3 mDnths Dr YDunger; therefDre" their mothers 
wDuld be exempted. Only 38.4 % Df children under 1 wDuld need care., 

Average HDurly CDst Df Care - The hDurly costs are parental fees. Fees fDr regulated center,. 
based and hDme-based care were taken frDm A Profile Df Child Care Settings. In-hDme care 
rates were taken from The National Child Care Survey, and unregulated care rates wer~' taken 
from the Child Care and DevelDpment BIDCk Grant State repDrt~. The rates fDr these types Df 
care .were weighted by the usage patterns fDund in The Demand and Supply Df Child Care in 
1990. ' 

;', . 

MDdel.l - MDthers with children under the age,Df 3WDUId be expected to' participate part-ti~e. 
',All Dther mDthers wDuld 'participate full-time. 

, • Part-time is 25 hours per ,week, and full-time is 50 hDursper week. 
. . 	 " 

• 	 Assumes 821,000 3 and 4 year Dlds wDuld receive Head Start (123,000 full day, full 
year, and' 698,000 part day, part year). ThOse numbers were proportiDnately split 
between the nDn-AFDC children under pDverty, AFDC children whDse mDthers are 

,participating and thDse who. are nDt. Children in Head Start receive child care to' bring 
them up to. full-time care. ,The remaining children WDuid receive full-time child care. 
The full-day, full year CDSt fDr Head, Start' is $8799, and the part-day, part-year CDSt is 
$4282. 

• 	 Assumes all 5 year olds receive ~ hours Df kindergarten' per day. Actual rate is ,80%, 
but we cDuld nDt figure hDW many children are enrDlled in public pre-school so. the 20% 
ShDUld make up fDr, if nDt DvercDmpensate fDr, what we left out. In additiDn, 5 year 
Dlds wDuld need 14 weeks Df full-time care fDr summer and vacatiDns(50 hDurs per 
week) and 38 weeks Df part-time care during the SChDDI year (35 hDurs per week). ',..,," 

• 	 Assumes, schooL-age children are in SChDDl6 hDurs per day. In additiDn, they wDuld need -­
14 \\'eeks Df full-time child care (50 hDurS) and 38 weeks' of part-time care (20 hDurs per 
week). ". 



~ 	 " 

Mode\'2 -, Mothers with children under the, age of 6 would only be expected to participate full-
time. All other mothers would participate full-time. ' ' 

• 	 Part-time is 25 hours per week, and fulHim,e is 50 hours per, week. 

• 	' Assumes 821,000 3 and 4 year olds would receive Head Start (123,000 full day, full 
year, and 698,000 part day, part year)." 'Those numbers were proportionately ,split 
between' the 'non-AFDC children under poverty, AFDC ch~ldrenwhose mothers are 
participating, and those who are not. Children in Head Start receive child care to bring 
them up to part-time care. The-remaining children would receive part-time child care. 
The full-day, full year cost for Head Start is $8799, and the part-day, part-year cost is 
$4282. 

• 	 Assumes all 5 year olds' receive 3 hours of kindergarten per day.' Actual rate is 80%, 
" but we could not figure how many children are enrolled in public pre-school so the 20% 

should 'make up for, if not overcompensate for, what we left out. In addition, 5 year 
olds would need 14 weeks of part-time care for summer and vacations (25 hours, per 
,week) and 38 weeks of part-time care during the school year (10 hours per week)~ 

,

• Assumes 'school-age children ate in school 6 hours per day. In addition, they would need 
'" 	 14 weeks of full-time child care (50 hours) and 38 weeks of part-time care (20 hdurs per 

week). 

Model 	3~ All mothers with children under 13 would participate part-time. 

• 	 Part-time is 25 ,hours per week~ 

• 	 'Assumes, 821.000 3 and 4year oids wOQld receive Head Start (123,000 full day, fuil 
year" and 698,000 part day, part year). Those numbers were proportionately split 
'between the non-AFDC children, under po~erty, AFDC children whose mothers are 
participating and those who are not. Children in Head Start receive child care to bring 
them up to pari-time care. ' The remaining children would receive part-time child care, 

, The full-day, 	full year CO$t Jor Head Start is $8799, and the part-day, part-year cost is 
$4282. 

• 	 Assumes all 5 year olds receive 3 hours of kindergarten' per day. Actual rate is 80%, 
but we coulq not ,figure how many children are enrol1ed in public pre-school so the 20% 
should make up for, 'if not overcompensate for, what we left out. In addition, 5 year 
olds would need 14 weeks of part-time care for summer and vacations (25 hours per 

, week) and 38 weeks of part-time care during the school 'year (10 hours per week). 
t 	 • " , ," • , ' , • 

• 	 Assumes school-age children are in school 6 hours per day. In addition, they would need 
,14 weeks ,of part-time child care for summer and vacations (25 ho~rs). ' - ­

, . 	 '. 





December ] 7, 1993 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Deputy Assistant to the President 

for Domestic Policy 
The White House 

\Old Executive Office Building, t/216 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

As the Administration formulates its welfare reform proposal, we believe that the 
following principles should guide the development of all related child care provisions. It is 
critical that the needs of young children to grow, thrive: and have early childhood experiences 
that wiil enable them to enter school ready to succeed not be overlooked in any effort to 
encourage their parents to move into employment and toward eventual self-sufficiency. 

• 	 First and fOl'emost, all federal child C~lre assistance must ensure the full and 
healthy development of children, regardless of whether that assistance is provided 
through welfa.'e-related child care programs, Head ~tart, or other federal or state 
child care programs, 

• 	 Families receiving AFDC should have child care of sufficient quality both to enable 
parents to work (or to receive the edlication or training they need to obtain work) and 
to provide their children with a high quality early childhood development experience. 

• 	 In order to be able to retain their jobs and improve their earnings, families who leave 
AFDC for work should receive subsidies for quality child care as long as their income 
is not sufficient to enable them to pay the full cost. 

• 	 Families should not have to go on AFDC in order to get the child care assistance they 
need to get and keep jobs. . 

• 	 Child care provided with federal funds should be required to meet health and safety 
standards that protect children and promote their full a!ld healthy development. 

• 	 Low-income families should have access to quality child care services. Appropriate 
reimbursement policies and payment mechanisms should be used to ensure a range of 
high quality options for parents. 



Mr. Bruce Reed 	 December 17, 1993 

• 	 Parents participating in education, employment and training should be fully informed 
about available child care options, the availability of child care subsidies, and the role 
of child care in addressing their children's developmental needs. 

• 	 Additional funds must be made av~ilable to improve the quality of and address the 
gaps in the supply of child care in order to meet the needs of low income children and 
families. 

• 	 Welfare recipients should be offered a.choice of training'for a variety of careers, I 
including child care. Those who demonstrate aptitude: for and interest in child care as ~ 
a career should be appropriately .trained. 

Each of these issues is critical if. we are to ensure that all of our children can grow to 
be productive and contributing members of our society. We would welcome the opportunity 
to discuss these isslles with you as you continue your work on the Administration's welfare 
reform plan. 

Sincerely, 

American Public Health Association 
Association of Junior Leagues 
Center for Career Development in Early Care and Education· 
Center on Effective Services for Children 
Center for Law and Social Policy 
Child Care Action Campaign 
Child Care Law Center 
Child Welfare League of America 
Children's Defense Fund 
The Children's Foundation 
Early Childhood Policy Research 
Ecumenical Child Care Network 
Family Foclls 
National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies 
National Association for the Education of Young Children 
National Black Child Development Institute 

continued ... 
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National Center for the Early Childhood Work Force 
National Center for Children in Poverty 
National Ecoi10mic Development and Law Center 
National Head Start Association 

National Women's Law Center 

Parent Action 

Quality 2000 

School Age Child Care Project 

USA Child Care ' 

Young Women's Christian Association of the USA 

ZERO TO THREE/National Center for Clinical' Infant Programs 


cc: Mary 10 Bane 
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r*) '. ,CHILD CARE ISSUES 
'. 	'. 

" ·:,PROGRAMISSUES - HOW MUCH CmLD CARE? 
, , 

, <-~','. 1) Entitlement;' . .,.. ,.... , 
. Should the program be' an entitlement, as in the current AFOC child care 

:, " ',' .. ' :' ,', 'program? If yes, would this be an open-ended entitlement? Depending on the 
'.. " " " ,answer to issue #2, this could be quite costly, considering the number of AFOC " 

,:: :·'families. Si'n.,.\U!..l ...."r.~~~~ (!2t..k(.c... ,~k) '. . , 
, " ~~u .::,. p;..rn:--'~ J.j.,,, ,.6 '~L ~&~ +.. ~ ~olR. "",-}.L; '. 

2) Funding./Match. ~,)"':!-ti CW"'<., "::-':+- ~Ck~ti-'""'¥'-h.~ co..n... ~tl,> bt.\1-t--.Ct J,~.s t t.. J .' 
.' Will we require States to fund some portion of the increase for child care? If yes, :.I.).,Iei:J-P­
., how will we assure that States commit sufficient funds to support the welfare-to- ~" J,.;IL.....,. 

work program? Currently, many States do not draw down what would appear to ~~~J., 
", 	 be an adequate' level o~funding i.n the title'IV-A programs, presumably ~~cause J/4~/'k"'/: 

they cannot come up WIth matchmg funds, among other reasons. In additIon, c""..,., ,..,{..I',.,sr. , 
failure to provide child care for a potential JOBS participant has a positive, not a /_,k ... riot. 
negative, effect (the recipient isn't in the participation rate denominator.) Can we ' 

, expect States to ''voluntarily'' contribute additional funds for child care? An, . 
al~ernative ~ight be an incentive to fund a sufficient level of child care. sWt j~~(~ . ' 

. 3) Buying out existing ~rograms - . .'.,: ' '. ... . O:f:J/~';;,~~ , . 
. . When . Federal expenditures for child care increased recently, some States :- u",.. ~% 

. decreased State expenditures, rather than increase overall funding for low income 
.' 	families. Are we willing to invest a substantial amount of resources assuring that 

increased funding buys more child care, or should we accept the fact that some . I r 
portion of the increase will buyout existing State .f~nding?,. . . a..,d-t:lt;;:ff:~~ 

'4) Equity'. , . . ..' . , ,...,..... ',. Gelh '. '/>t..•J iV!e-!.!1CWI. c-s/-J 
. Will any increase in child care funding be limited to families associated with 0'\ sqI~~ 
welfare or will it be extended to the non-AFOC working poor? Limiting any d 1/""'. f;,..)& 

'" . increase to welfare families may threaten the increase. However, increasing t:.Ft;lA.'~;; . 
'.' ,funding for non-AFOe families will reduce' the number of AFOC families who -~./...StwT",.. " 

. can be included (assuming a limited pot of money.) ~~ 
" ' 	 ~s vhi:.k '.

". , 5) Exemptions.. .' , ' ' . 
. . ' If there is neither sufficient funding for or supply of infant and toddler care, for 

example, should we, as a general policy, not require participation of mothers with 
, young children? Should we allow States to make such decisions (therefore 

" ,', ..encouraging States to exempt significant portions of the welfare population)? 
Should we make the program sensitive to either individual or community child 
care needs, or should we follow the suggestion that AFOC recipients should be 
expected to do as working parents often do - make their own arrangements., ' 

, "' ~..' , 

http:bt.\1-t--.Ct
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ADMINISTRATION· 
'~ .' 

6) Targeting related programs - . ,.!'. ' 

Other sources of child care or child ccitre-like services are available (e.g., Head .: 
'. ,.:·.'~Start). Should we require those programs to incl~dtia certain percentage of 

AFDC families? Should we require AFDC parents to avail themselves of such . 
'. . services, if available? ,: . ' '." ' ," ., . 

';, 
i " • 

7) FlexibilitY' ~ , ,i.. . . >,' ", . . ;,:,;. 
" . 

,. Should eligibility criteria, target population(s), definitions, requirements . 
,.. (licensing/monitoring), etc., be left to States or specified at the Federal level? Are 

.we willing to accept the fact that there may be some States that do very little in : 
, the area of child care?' , .. : .. ,

,.' 
, ',', ,"'. '., , "., . ~ 

'. ", 'r 
.8) Quality/Adequacy' of Child Ca~ ~. ,', ' ",.," 


It seems unavoidable that we consider the issue of the adequacy of the care that . 

we fund. Should we' take a position that increases costs, decreases slots, and limits .' 

availability of care, or should we leave such decisions to States? Should we set 

minimum requirements and, in effect, establish Federal standards for child care? 


" , 

';. '~::::~. ,.Should we encourage, rather than require, quality? ' 

..,' 

9) Number of Programs - . ,.' 
There are currently four major Federal programs which pay for child care for low , , 
income families and a number of other programs that provide similar serVices "'" . 
and/or which overlap these child care programs. Are we wil1ing to take on issue& 

,of congressional committee jurisdiction to simplify program administration? 
. 1; of:'·" '. . . . ,:,.., .. '. . . : ': '.' 

, ,}' ~. '; I" , • i ,~. ~, .. ',', ".' j 

'. '. 'r'.10) Subsidy Level - . ' 
What's an appropriate child care subsidy level?. Should we allow State's to decide 
to spread resources thinly, or should we mandate something about a child care 
subsidy bringing people up to, say, the' poverty level?:, 

. '. ';": ,',; ,,_., '.:" • I.' 

.' '.' '" 

'GENERAL APPROACH'",. ',' ': :'.:, 

'," " ",,' 11) Human 'Capital vs. Wo'rkForce Attachment . ".> . 

;' ..... ,.... '. ", Is there an analogy between the approach we seem to be takirigwith the general . . ", 
, program (work force attachment) and the approach· that we should take With child ' 
, care (as in a market-driven approach)? Inconsistency might be problematic? 

:,'. ' 

,~ :" , , 12) Keep it simple, stupid ,'. 
, , - . 

We keep hearing this, and it seems like sound advice. ' Using welfare reform to 
drive significant changes to the child care "system" may backfire. A better 

, approach might be a separate, concerted effort to satisfy the child care community " 
that works, in coordination with, but apart from welfare reform. 

, ' .' 

" . 
, , 
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3. Maintain and qradually expand the ehild eare and 
Development Block Grant. states will have 'considerably more 
flexibility in the use of eenBG dollars for quality and supply
buildiDg. states would Dot be permitted to 'use CCDBG funds to pay
for care guaranteed UDder the AFDC child care and TCe programs.
Efforts will be made to ensure greater consistency across 
programs in such areas as standards, Sliding fee scales and 
payment rates along with more coordinated planninq# reportinq and 
proqram administration. 

ISSUES AND DISCUSSION 

The following specific issues have been raised regarding the 
plan for child. care assistance. Issues are presented as 
questions, followed by a proposal and brief discussion. 

1. Definition of the chil~ care guarantee 

Issues: 

o How do the periods covered in current law fit with the 
transitional assistance/JOBS and WORK periOds suggested in the 
overall welfare plan? (For example, vould TCC begin after JOBS or 
after WORK?) 

o How do we ensure that the states actually make child care 
available to those covered under the child care guarantee? 

o What happens When states do not provide adequate resources 
to fulfil,l the individual child care guarantees? 

Proposal: Individuals will ~e entitled to cbild care 
assistance under circumst~nces and tor periods no less than those 
covered in current law. 

Discussion: Current law states that the State agency must 
guarantee child care for children if it is determined naeessary
for individuals who are working or who are participating in 
education and training programs (including, but not limited to 
JOBS program activities), provided the state approves the 
o~nt""A""~I'\'" I"t't'" .... 't'"!lII;?I~?I .... 1"\....,..,.......~'" ::!Inri rio+-o.......... .: .. .,..,. ............ .:,...,.;i.;."..I,.;i ...... , ~ ... 
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satisfactorilyparticipatinq in the activity. 

A family that loses AFDC due to increased hours of, or 
income from, employment or because of loss of the earnings
disregard is eligible for the child oare transition, provided the 
family has received AFOC in at least three of the six months 

------------- --._­

immediately preceding the month it became ineliqible for AFDC and 
has a dependent child (or a child who was considered dependent ir 
the child were needy). A family is eligible for transitional 
child care for twelve months after the last month for which the 
family was eliqible for AFDC. 

The proposal will reaffirm the individual guarantee to child 
care assistance as a prerequisite to parti~ipation and for a 
transitional period of at least one year. The proposal is to 
ensure that the current guarantees fit with the periods for 
transitional assistance and post transitional assistance that 
will emerge in the overall welfare reform package. 

rn addition, if we want to assure high levels of 
participation p we must consider ways to encourage states to 
provide adequate resources to build supply and provide the 
necessary assistance. If this does not occur, we can e~ect that 
states will continue the current praotice of usinq the lack of 
child care funding as "good cause" for no1: ·part:icipa1:ing. This 
will become much more of an issue as we require higher levels of 
participation, partioularly from families with younger children. 
We cannot expeot people to partiCipate in 1:raining, education of 
work unless the guarantee to child care assistance is provided. 

2. .state Match 

Zssue: What match rate should be used for child care 
a:ssistance? 

Proposal: 

option r- rmprove the state match rate for AFDC Child care 
and Toe to FXAP plus 8. Eliminate the match for the At-Risk 
proqram. 

OR 
option 11- Improve the State match rates for all child care 

assistauce programs to allow increased federal assistaDcG 



3 

Discussion: currently, the entitlement programs use FMAP and 
the CCDBG has no state match. There appears to be general 
consensus in the overall welfare reform package to improve the 
state match (e.q.FMAP plus 8). There is less consensus on whether 
this should be the match for all child care, or if a better match 
rate shou1d be used. 

Given prior experience, it is clear that the states may not 
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invest in child care unless there is a dramatic increase in 

federal support. without such support, we run the risk of 

wholesale "exemptions" to participation- if, parents cannot be 

quaranteed child care. Furthermore, we 9'rea~ly undermine the 

lIm.ake work pay" principle if we do not make significant progress 

in expanding investments in child care for the working poor. 


Issue: How can we facilitate the state':s ability to acoess 

federal ohild oare dollars? 


, Proposal: Assure that states caD use state p~e-k, local 

dollars and private sector child care fUD4s for low-income 

families to draw doWll federal child care resources. Consider 

allowinq states to submit plans OD the use of other funds that 


, promote quality and comprehensive services ,in child care to be 

used as the match. 


Discussion: Although states are currently able to use state 

prek dollars, local and private funds to d~aw down federal child 

care dollars, such an approach has not been encouraged or 

procedures simplified. More than 30 states now have state 

preschool programs. such investments in early childhood proqrams 

should be encouraged. 


Furthermore, we should continue to encourage local and 
private investments in child care. However, private funds should, 
only be used to match federal dollars when the funds will be used 
for eligible children without special stipulations made by the 
donor. (For example a company could not aqree to donate child 
care funds only if their employees are quaranteed certain low~ 
income child care slots from the state). 

3. PavmentRates 

Issue: How should payment rates be es~ablished? How can we 
~alance ,a parent's ability to access safe and stable care and the 
states ability to guarantee child care? 

Proposal; Payments for child care would be set at an amount 
that is the lesser of the actual cost ot care or at the looal 
market rate (as determined in accordance with regulations 
estab1ished by the Secretary). states would ~e allowed FFP it 
they reimburse above the local market rate to secure quality 
eara .. 

The following options should be considered to ensure 

adequate payment rates: 
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o Include a provision ~ha~ 8~a~e8 could DO~ lower 

current rates to oontrol costs. 


o Include a provision which says that within ~wo Y6ars. of 

enactment, States would Dot he allowed to establish a statewide 

limit on payment which is less thaD the local market rate. 


Discpssion: currently, rates are established as follows: 

The IVA program allows states to make payment for the cost of 

care in an amount that is lesser of: 


o the actual cost of care, and 
o the dollar amount of the disregard (curren~ly 


$175/month, $200/month for children under aqe 2) or a higher 

amount established by the state. . 


However, FFP is not available for child care costs which 
are greater than the applicable local market rate (as determined 
by the Secretary--currently set at the 75th percentile of local 
market rate). . ' 

The At Risk proqram follows the same rules, except it does 

not mandata that the payment can be set at the disregard rate. 


The CCDBG program states that payment rates must be 

sufficient to ensure equal access for eligible children to 

comparable child care services in the state'or substate to 

children whose parents are not eligible. 


Our approach 1s to encourage states to set consistent rates 

aoross the various child care programs in order to ensure that 

all low-income parents have equal access to the same type of 

care, regardless of the funding stream. Furthermore, we hope to 

strike a balance between the needs of parents for decent care, 

and the limited resources available in states. -


Althouqh our current policies imply that rates should be at 
the 75th percentile, according to the statute, states are allowed 
to establish a statewide limit that can be no lower than the 
disre~ard. studies indicate that low reimbursement rates have a 
ne9at~ve impact on both the supply of care and the availability
of safe and stable care for children. This is particularly
significant since these are the same children who are eli9ible 
for Head Start, and therefore are in need of services that 
promote school readiness. 
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currently we have very little firm data on what the states 
are actually paying (as a percentage of the market). However, 
during recent program reviews, most stat.es :incUcat.ed that they. 
are paying at the 75th percentile, howeve~ ACF staff question the 
reliability of this data and suspect. that rates are lower. 

We do know that most states are reimbursing care above t.he 
disregard level and have made progress in moving towards the 75th 
percentile. However, all states have not reached this goal.
Furthermore, the pendinq welfare reform proposals could have the 
effect of significantly lowering rates (and affecting parental 
access to adequate care) if statewide limit.~ are lowered. 

4. Payment Mechanism 

Issue: Should we continue to allow states to use the 
disregard as a sole method of payment for workinq AFDC !amilies? 

Proposal: St.atea could continue t.o use the disregard as a 
mechanism for payment, however, parents would ~e offered a second 
option and would bave access to tbe same level of assistance as 
provided under otber metbods of payment. ! 

Discussion: According to current law, a state agency may: 

o 	Provide care directly, 
o 	Arrange for care through providers by 

purchase of service contracts or vouchers, 
o 	provide cash or vouchers in advance to the 

families, 
o 	reimburse a family, or 
o 	adopt other arrangements t.he agency 

deems appropriate. (This would include the disregard) 

As part of the provision that allOWS states to make other 
arranqements it deems appropriate, most states use the disregard 
as a method of payment.. Some states use the disregard as the sole 
method of providing care for AFDC families who are working. 
There is considerable question as to whether this allows AFDC 
working families equal access to care that they would have 
received through direct assistance. 

4. Eligibilitv for ~he At Risk Program 

Issue: Should low-income parents in training or education be 
eligible for the At-Risk Program? 

PrCDosal: states oanallow low-income parents in training or 

6 
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in education to be eliqible tor the At-Risk program if the states 
ae~er.mine tbat such assistance vill reduce the likelihood of 
becoming eligible for APDC. 

Discussion: CUrrent law restricts the At-Risk program to 

working parents. If we are trying to encourage people to pursue 

continued education and trying to avoid welfare, we need to 

ensure that child care is provided. Furthermore, under the 

current system, when working parents are involved in training,

the state must use two different funding sources to cover child 

care. For example, a state may use At-Risk child care to cover 

the work hours, but would have to find a second source (perhaps 

CCDBG) to cover the hours in training. This causes an undue 

burden on the states. 


s. Linkages to Head St.art and other·programs 

Issue: How can we ensure linkages between child care and Head 
Start and other early childhood programs? 

Proposal: Add a provision to encourage 8ta~ea to use a 
portion of theirtitla IV-A chil4 care funds to provide contracts 
and qrants to purchase extended day services and to guarantee 
continuity of care for children 4urinq the program year. 

Disoussion: OVer the past few years ACF has attempted to 
enoourage "wrap around" policies Which promote the use of :IVA and 
TCC child care for families using Head start and other programs. 
Many programs have been discouraged from accessing these funds 
due to policies that restrict reiDbursement to attendance, do not 
allow continuity of care as parents go in an out of programs or 
in and out of job search, and limit reimbursement rates. 

6. Standards 

Issue: How can we help ensure health and safety standards for 
children in child care. 

proposal: Child care provided under the- IV-A programs must 
meet the health and safety requirements established in CCDBG. In 
add!tion, considerat.ion should be g'iven to zeqi1irin'g parents with 
children under six to show evidence to the provider that tbeir 
child is immunized. -

Discussign: CUrrently, the IV-A proqrams will reimburse 

states only for those programs that meet applicable standards of 

state and local law. The states' application of any 
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additional health and safety standards adopted by CCOBG is 
optional in IV-A child care4 These include: 

o the prevention and control of infectious diseases 
(including immunizations) 

o building and physical premises safety: and 

o minimum health and sa£etytraininq appropriate to the 
provider setting_ 

We propose to require states to extend the health and safety
provisions in CCDBG to IV-A child care. This is particularly
important since children in families receiving public assistance 
may be in the most need for health and safety protections. In 
addition, consideration should be given to the proposal that all 
child care providers require up-to-date immunizations 'for 
children under age 6. Such a requirement is a basic puDlic health 
protection long recognized by public schools for school age
children. 

1. Enhancing licensing. monitoring andflther program improvements 

Issue: How can va encourage better licensing, monitoring and 
other program improvements? 

Proposals: Reauthorize the licensing, monitorinq uel 
improvement grants at $25 million for FY 95, growinq to $50 
million by 1999. eonsl4er allowing _ fede~41 ma~eh ror 
administrative costs incurred ror 1icensing, aonitorlnq,
reoruitment ana training. 

Discussion: There are few if any incentives for states to 
improve licensing, monitoring and other aspects of title XV-A 
child care. Although there is a discretionary grant program 
authorized at $50 million, the $13 million that was spent on this· 
program in 1991 (and strongly. supported by the states) was ... 
eliminated in 1992. Furthermore, states are currently not 
allowed a federal match for expenses for licensing, monitoring
and recruitment and training. 

8. Coordinated planning. administration and reporting 

rssue: How can we promote coordinated planning, administration 
and reporting across programs? 

8 
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Proposal: Allow states ~o select a laa4ageney that can 
administer all child oare funding streams; require one state plan 
acrose programs aDa facilitate consistent repor~iDg aD4 
automation. 

Discussion: Currently there is little oonsistency in planning t 

reporting and administration across child care programs in many 
states, although states are encouraged to coordinate programs and 
d~scribe how they coordinate. The CCOBG an4 IV-A programs require
plans and reporting. However, the requirement for a IV-A State 
child care p1an is established by requlati~n and is currently
tied to the JOBS plan. Furthermore, although the state can choose 
the lead agency for CCDBG, it must use the welfare agency to 
administer IV-A child care. Such inconsistency across programs
does litte to encourage a coordinated system. 

9. Demonstrations 

Issue: What type of demonstrations could help improve services 
and inform future policy decisions? 

" Proposat: Establish demonstration programs that would 
encourage states to improve and expand thequalit1 of infant ear. 
and wou14 provide support for BHS to launcb otber projects ~o 
help improve aDd coordinate child care services. 

oisgussion: currently there are no" resources and limited 
program capacity for HHS to fund programs of national 
significance, evaluation or technical assistance throuqh the 
title IVA child care programs. As child care continues to qrov, 
the importance of promoting assessment and demonstration to 
improve the child care system and-to inform policy becomes 
.particularly important. . 

10. other important issues tor consideration 
" . 

o Should a refundable tax credit be part ot an overall child 

care packa9'e? 


o Should performance measures be established for child care? 

Should better match rates be tied to performance measures? 
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