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Dear Child Care Lead Agency Director:

This to inform you that the estimated Mandatory and Matchlng
child Care allocations we transmitted to you in our letter of
August 27, 1996 need to be adjusted. We recognize that changes
in funding levels could affect a State’s provision of child care
services. Thus, we apologize for this unfortunate situation. In
this letter, we explain how we have come to this conclusion,
attempt to describe the fiscal impact on affected States, ask
that you review the data to ensure that our corrections are’
complete, and describe our efforts to correct this situation.

In the process of finalizing Child Care maintenance-of-effort
(MOE) amounts, we determined that we erred in the method of:
calculating the Mandatory Cchild Care allocations for twenty-two
States. For sixteen of the twenty-two States, revisions are in
excess of a thousand dollars. Changes to Mandatory allocations
automatically result in changes to Matchlng child allocations and
. maintenance-of-effort (MOE) levels!'.

Explanation of why original allocations were incorrect

Revisions to the Mandatory Child Care allocations are necessary
because the expenditure amounts used for the At-Risk Child Care
(ARCC) program were. inaccurate. There are two primary reasons
that inaccurate ARCC data were used. First, according to the
statute, States are to receive the greatest‘of Federal payments

. for either the average ‘of FYs 1992-1994, for FY 1994, or for FY

' 1995. The orlglnal allocations contained in the letter of last
August were calculatéd by the Administration for Children and
Families (ACF) using the Federal share of expenditures claimed by
- States on the ACF-231 financial report for ARCC, AFDC/JOBS, -and
Trarisitional Child care. . Some States reported ARCC claims for
expenditures that exceeded the maximum grants to which they were
entitled. ACF does not make changes to financial reports

. submitted by States before entering the information into the
database. Any necessary corrections or adjustments, such as
excess claims, are made later as part of the payment process.
Therefore, although the excess claims were not eligible for
Federal reimbursement,; the State-submitted ARCC expendlture
claims were entered into the database that was’ later used to .

-~ calculate the Mandatory Child Care allocations. In generating = - .

n¢_the orlglnal Mandatcry allocatlons ACF used these data downloaded<~

C ’This 1etter ‘not only explaxns our reasons for recomputlng =

‘4fthe Handatory allocations but, as explalned more fully - later, . :

.. provides each 8tate the opportunzty to review the data that were
"used to determine the revised Mandatory allocations and. T
‘maintenance-of-effort levels. Thus, States should note that the
revised Mandatory allocations, the Matching allocations, and the
MOE levels are still prellminary. S , ,
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‘from the database for all three of the former child care
'programs. For States whose ARCC claims were ‘higher than the
maxinum grants, ACF inappropriately used the hlgher claimed
amounts instead of the-amounts paid up to the maximum grants. A
State’s ARCC maximum grant is the upper limit of the Federal
share of expenditures required to be paid under section 403, and
therefore inclusion of expenditure claims in excess of this
amount in’'the Mandatory Child Care allocations was inconsistent

- with the statutory formula. No such problem occurred in the
AFDC/JOBS Child Care program or the Transitional Child Care
program because there was no maximum grant amount. limltation 1n
either of those programs. :

Second, we ‘determined that for FYs 1994 and 1995, in limited
instances, data submitted on reports received by ACF before the
statutory "as-of" dates had not been entered into the database
used to make the calculations and, in some cases, data had been
entered incorrectly ‘into the database. .Furthermore, the original
allocations did not include."end-of-year'" adjustments for ARCC.
Attachment D contains a more: detailed description of these:

,errors. S ‘ o

A

.We rev15ed the Mandatory allocatlcns to correct for these
deficiencies.” In Attachment A, the column "New Standard
Mandatory Allocation" llStS the reV1sed Mandatory allocations
(which are prellmlnary) - : v S

act of an es o states‘

Based on our reyised‘calculations, Mandatory ‘allocations for

' sixteen States are affected in amounts that exceed a thousand
dollars. Of these, Mandatory allocations for fifteen States are
decreased; the allocation for 1 State increases slightly. 1In
eleven of the fifteen States, the amount of the reduction is less .
than 5 percent of the original allocation. However, in 4 States,
the Mandatory allocation reduction exceeds S percent. Attachment
A, column "Adjustment to Correct Mandatory Allocation" lists the
reductions/increases to the twenty-two affected states. The net
result was'a reduction of $18, 616 £39. P

Because the sum of. Handatory allocatlons for all States was
.- reduced by $18,616,539, all States will receive increases to
"~ their Matching . Child ‘Care allocations. oOur prellmlnary revisions
indicate that many States realize increases in the sum of the
Mandatory and Matchlng allocatlons.\ ‘ « AR
. _ : o 3
oA e dlso - reallze that because%Matchlng allocatlons increase: and
. Mandatory allocations decrease,’ States will: have to contrlbute a_
‘larger State share of :payments. Thls effect is somewhat | s
moderated, however, - ‘because MOE levels ‘decreased for most states.
‘Attachment B provides you with the revised MOE levels as compared
to the original MOE levels transmitted in our letter of August
27, 1996. These revised MOE levels are also preliminary. ;
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ACF Corrective ion

We do not intend to make these corrections in FY 1997. . This is
because we want States to verify the data which we used for the
revised calculations to help ensure that- they are correct.. As

- this entire process cannot be completed in time to adjust grants -

in FY 1997, FY 1998 Mandatory allocations will have to be
adjusted to correct for overpayments/underpayments in FY 1997.
States with FY 1997 allocations that were too high will have a
lower allocation in FY 1998 to reflect correct data. That:
allocation will be further reduced to recoup the amount of the
overpayment in FY 1997. We recognize that the impact on affected
States for FY 1998 is greater because of the adjustment for FY

.\ 1997. Legislative action would be regquired ‘to ameliorate the

‘disruption to child care services in the negatively affected

WStates. We welcome the opportunity to work with the Congress to
Jdevelop a cost neutral legislative solutlon._ .

:
i
{

Allocatlons for States that were underpald in FY 19987 will be

-higher in FY 1998 to reflect corrected data. Those ‘States, would

also receive a further increase to their allocations in FY: 1998
to correct for the underpayment for FY 1997. ,

}
Prellmlnary FY 1998 Mandatory allocations, which reflect the
changes made as a result of corrected data and to correct for
overpayments/underpayments for FY 1997, are listed in Attachment
A, column “Ad]usted** Mandatory Allocatlon for FY 98 Only "

After the allocatlons have been flnallzed ‘ACF will 1ssue . N
corrected FY 1998 allocations in quarterly grants based on States
estimates’ of need as reported on the financial report, "Child
Care and Development Fund ACF-696 Financial Report." (The ACF-
696 is pending clearance by the Office of Management and Budget.)
Thus, the recoupment of FY 1997 overpayments and the payment for
FY 1997 underpayments wlll be dlstrlbuted among four quarters in
FY 1998.

Attachment A also includes prellmlnary FY 1998 Matching Chlld
Care allocations ' in column “Revised FY 98 Matching Allocation"

- based .on corrected data and correcting for FY 1997 over-or-

underpayments, These amounts also reflect the increase in the FY

- 1998 appropriation for Mandatory and Matchlng Child care and the
use of FY 1996 Census data.

!

“ajIn developlng the: revlsed Handatory allocatlons, 4 ey the “New wfl”

‘Standard . Mandatory Allocation": for “each'™ State. oneﬂresult‘was
_that -State MOE levels were also rev1sed.,’A comparlson of ;the

‘original MOE levels contained in our letter of last. August and

- the .revised MOE levels is included as: Attachment B.- The revised - -

MOE levels, when finalized, will be in affect for FY¥Ys 1997
through 2002 as these are tha amounts stipulated under the
statute. o .
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Review of Back-up Data

At this time, we do not consider the "New Standard Mandatory -
Allocation"® amounts for each State to be final. We have

recomputed the Mandatory allocations so that ARCC payments. do not
exceed maximum grant levels. We have alsc made other corrections

to the data, to the extent that we could. However, to -avoid

future disruptions, we are asklng States to review the data we

used to determine the revised Mandatory allocations. Attachment

C contains three pages of back-up data. They represent the -
Federal payments made for each fiscal year, for F¥s 1992 through .-
FY 1995 which were included in our database. The tables show

that, for every State, the Mandatory allocations were based

either on FY 19384 or FY 1995 expenditure data for the threg
categories of child care, i.e. / AFDC/JOBS, Transitional, and At-
Risk Child Care (up to the max1mum grant amounts). . -

It is important that all States realize that Mandatory '
allocations must reflect no more than the "maximum grant' amounts
for ARCC. The "as-of" dates are also critical. For F¥s 1992
through 1994 the date of the financial reports must be no later
than April 28, 1995. . For FY 1995 data, the date of the financial
reports must be no. later than February 28, 1996. If you find
that your data on your financial reports do not agree with the
back-up data in Attachment C one reason may be that your reports
"were dated after the "as-of" dates in the statute. Reports dated
after the "as-of" dates must be excluded from the calculations.
However, if the data included in your financial reports, which
‘are dated on or before the "as-of" dates, are different than the
preliminary revised Mandatory allocations, you should notlfy the
ACF contacts (Attachment D) as soon as pOSSlble.

~ Attachment D describes the method,,dataJ and "as-of" dates that
- we used for making the calculations. Please review this
attachment carefully because all adjustments must be made 1n
accordance thh its instructions.

.~ We also request that you review the back-up data that support the
MOE levels (Attachment C). The MOE levels ar€ based on the State =

-~ share of expenditures for FY 1994 or FY 1995, whichever is’

‘ ”result 1n changes in ‘the Matchlng allocatlons for all States.m&

greater. We used the same data and "“as-of" dates that were used , .
in the FY 1994 and FY 1995 calculations for the Mandatory

allocations. . Thus, the FY 1994 and FY 1995 State share amounts.

should correspond to the Federal payments as. determined by uSLng-xr

the lnstructions in Attachment D. : ‘

|_\...--

. States should note that changes ‘to the Mandatory allocations will’

' If you believe that your Mandatory allocatlon or MOE level shoUld_‘V
- be revised based on your data and the instructions provided ln "
Attachment D, you must notify us of any changes by August 27,

1997. . (Attachment D identifies ACF staff you can contact!if you
have questions. ) Adhering to the date of August 27, 1997, 1is
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“necessary to allow us time to finallze the allocatlons and to
receive a correct ‘apporticnment for FY 1998 whzch in turn, will
permit us to 1ssue grants on October 1, 1997. ‘

Finally," Attachment E contalns a set ‘of questlons and answers
that may arise as a result of thls letter. .. - . ;

We apprec;ate your understandlng and cooperatlon 1n thlS effort
Thank you very. much. z

‘Sincerely, -

Norman L. Thompson ) R
_Dlrector P
~0ff1ce of Program Support o

" Attachment A - Summary of Changes ‘ ‘ R
 Attachment B - State Maintenance-of- Effort Levels _ L
Attachment C - Back-up Data L o
Attachment D - Methodology and "As—Of“ Dates }
Attachment E - - |

Questlons and answers . .
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PRELIMINARY

MIASSACHUSETTS |

MINNESOTA
AISSISSIPTE

WORTH CARGLINA
SORTH DAKOTA

BNNSVLYANIA
UERTD RICO
JHODE SLAND

'CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT FUND
MANDATORY AND MATCHING FY- (956 ALLOCATION *

»ﬁnmmwamm.

. INCLUDES FY-1997 ADJUSTMENTS ) e - WIIT
tA) (B ) [} (E) ) (1] %) [(21] (h S S LY iLs
INCORRELT ADIUSTMENT NEW ONE-TIME ADIUSTED ¢ PRELIMINARY WCREASE (¥ MNTCHING [WE TO REVISED o . NET DIFFERENCE |
FY v TO CQORRECY STANDARD AU USIMENT TO FANDATORY FY %3 GMNE TIME FY 1997 ADNUSTMENT FAL1os® mmz‘_nmb . : wgﬁmmz @nﬁ-m.&f ki
MANDATORY MANDATORY . MANBATOS Y RECOVEN FY 97 ALLOCATION MATCHING AND REVISED FY-i09%8 MATCHING TOTAL _FVSR YOTXL ANDT - of

ALLOCATION

ALLGCATION

ALLOCATION

OVEAPAYMENT

FOR EY 9B ONLY

ALLOTATION s*¢

MANDATORY ALLGCATIONS

ALLOCATHHS oo 4

ALLOCATION

SREVISED 70TAL

-} DIFFERENCE

14,640,107

4,014,814
16,511,797

8,193,156

55,006,804

863,74

6,440,707
3,584,811

6193136

24,668,368

37,702,158
FEYTTRT

16,441,707
154481}

36573639 .

5,290 16
14,668,168

317.702.49
§9,814,129
-$91.

4

12343083
1,210,460

1219842
22880

14,235,191

13,579,473

e 312
812,340
16,297 057,

9,384,014
uag.nw.n

1811878
11,006 29%

15,3128
£5038,007
il

17096343
CINEISIEY

4,834

1,858 342
1,082 742

171905

1352918
654,845 -
594,438 .

733,983

459,963
423,961
[BLUR]

127 443
499,318

¥.11).989
30852

3088.104
14,278,481

129387

2L

16.215,399
67,988,938

88,116,708,
Iy

i

28,119,603

35,85
8.7

INSIT.B2Y
HI1.830.067

$3.204.428
FRRREAIS

jeB.o34
1,192

; 7.0%

TOTAL

24,511,354 24,5035 24,510,551 13,463,070 16,163,953 s
181500 1815043 18180401 | 474,171 46,819 1,540 990 - 4,356,031 - 4,289,212 - - 4819 1.6%
LAY 858, Tee (18.616,562) 1.0, &390 118,614,562 1.161.817,978 £11,056 800 37233,104 £55,679.924  ROI049L500 LOIDAIS00 v

** ¥hia churt inchales the FY W incrouse i aasching funds ey opproguiad by Congress.

©, Toe slncetings bas ben updawd & reflect FY % Cvayws ' Buresy data ap dildres.

Shis chen it tased vo the sssneyplion Sat wjwusesi: sre vewded in EY 98 o torres ervws mne in FY 97, ’

* The colimo bheled “wijsied mundaton dbieaiise for FY 3 aply” achide de se sisaderd eliscsthon sod die sue-lime eorection of e ervur W FY 92 LTRSS RIS,

See attached mxmwwsmnwnuwom :mw@w:Wm.
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(A)

(B)

(c) -

(D)

(E)

(F)

(6)

e

‘ffnevxs1d Tota

Child Care Development Fund L
Mandatory and Matching FY 1898 Allocations
Includes FY 1997 Adjustments

Explanation of Chart ‘Headings

Incorrect FY 97 Mandatory Allocation - The original

Mandatory allocations that were transmitted in August'27,
1996 letters to Chlld Care Lead Agency Directors.

5d3ustmgnt to gorrea; Mandato;y Allocation - The reductlons

and increases to individual States resulting from .our'
revisions which used corrected data (includes corrections to
limit allocations to At-Risk maximum grant levels).

New Standard Mandatory Allocation - The Mandatory

allocations that were revised based on corrected data
(includes corrections made to limit allocations to At Risk
maximum grant levels). Column (A) - Column (B).

One-Time Adjustment to Recover FY 1997 Overgazments - The

~corrections to State allocations for FY 1938. in order to

collect for FY 1997 overpayments.

- Adjusted Mandatorv Allocation for FY 98 Only - The Mandatory.
‘allocations that are based on corrected data and theé one--

time adjustment for FY 1997. Column (A) - ((B) + (D)).

Preliminary FY 98 Matching Allocation - The amounts States
would have received in FY 1998 based on the increased
appropriation for FY 1998 and the use of FY 1996 Census Data
to determine allocations. They do not reflect the effect of
the revisions to the Mandatory allocations based on -
corrected data or the one-tlme adjustment for Fy 1997

Increase in gatchlng Due to One-Time FY 1997 Ad1ustment and
Revised FY 1998 Mandatory Allocations - The revised FY 1998
Matching allocations that rare due to the reductions in
Mandatory allocations based on corrected data ‘and the one-
time adjustment for FY 1997.,‘ .

’ggz;sed FY. ;998 Matchlng Allocgtlon*** - The sum of columns

(F) and (G).

3 . L - . . ,

-Allocat'on - The sum of columns (E) . and (H)

,rlor To al All catzon - The sum of columns (A) and (F)

-fﬂThese are the amounts-States would have:received in FY 1998 -
©..'had we not revised Mandatory allocations based on" corrected
.7, -data and made the one-tlme ad}ustment for FY 1997.
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"(L) % of Difference - column (K) ieprésented in percentag
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(K} . Net Difference for FY 98 - The differerice between CQlﬁmns‘
(I) and (J) for individual States. ’ o :

i

es.
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. UHILD CARE MAINTENANCE-OF-EFFORT LEVELS
‘ PRELIMINARY DIFFERENCE
, ORIGINAL REVISED 'ORIGINAL
JULY 25, 1997 MOE LEVELS| MOE LEVELS MINUS
. S - : g  REVISED

" ALABAMA 6,896,415 6,896,417 2
ALASKA 3,544,811 3,544,811 o :
ARIZONA - 10,065,324 10,032,936 (32,388)
ARKANSAS 1,886,541 1,886,543 C2
CALIFORNIA 92,945,659 85,593,217 |  (7,352,443)
COLORADO 8,985,899 | - 8,985,901 2
CONNECTICUT 18,738,357 18,738,358 1
DELAWARE ~ 5,179,351 5,179,328 26)
‘DISTRICT OF COL 4,720,514 | .. 4,566,972 (153,542)
FLORIDA 33,424,300 | - 33,415872 (8,428)
GEORGIA © 22,167,213 22,182,651 15,438
GUAM . -
HAWAII 5,220,634 4,971, 630 (249,004)
IDAHO 1,175,819 1,175,819 -
ILLINOIS 59,609,473 56,873,825 (2,735,648)
INDIANA 15,356,949 | 15,356,947 2)
fowa 5,299,427 15,078,586 (220,841
KANSAS 6,672,989 | 6,673,024 35
KENTUCKY 7,274,356 -7,274,537 181
LOUISIANA 5,219,484 | - 5,219,488 4
MAINE 1,928,151 1,749,818 (178,333)
MARYLAND 23,301,407 23,301,407 -
MASSACHUSETTS | 44,973,373 44,973,368 0
‘MICHIGAN 24,360,587 24,411,364 50,777
MINNESQTA 19,690,395 | 19,690,299 s |

. MISSISSIPPI 1,715,431. |~ 1,715,430 m}-
MISSOURI 16,548,755 16,548,755 - b
MONTANA 1,315,298 1,313,990 (1,308)
NEBRASKA 6,955,059 6,498,998 (456,061) |
NEVADA ; 2,580,422 | . 2,580,421 )
NEW HAMPSHIRE - 5,051,606 | 4,581,866 {469,740)
NEW JERSEY 31,662,653 | - 26,374,178 (5,288,479
NEW MEXICO " 3,034,328 2,895,259 (139,069)
NEW YORK 104,893,534 104,893,348 (186).
NORTH CAROLINA 37,978,185 37,927,282 (50,903)
NORTH DAKOTA | = 1,017,135 | 1,017,036 99)
OHIO , 45,628,354 | * 45,403,943 (224,411)

" OKLAHOMA 10,650,305 10,630,233 20,072)

. OREGON . 11,714,991 11,714,966 29
PENNSYLVANIA® 46,628,930 46,629,051 121
PUERTO RICO - S -

- RHODE ISLAND 5,321,126 15,321,126 -
SOUTH CAROLINA 4,087,361 - 4,085,269 2,092) | -
SOUTH DAKOTA | = = 802,897 | . 802,914 177

;TENNESSE:E 18 975 714 | . 18,975,782 68
TEXAS 34,681,426 | 34,681,421 ®

UTAH t4,474,928 | 4,474,923
VERMONT - 2,804,331 2,666,323 {138,008
VIRGIN ISLANDS S - - .
VIRGINIA . 21,328,766 21,328,762 @
WASHINGTON 38,768,113 38,707,605 {60,508)
WEST VIRGINIA 2,971,393 - 2,971,392 1
WISCONSIN 16,470,677 16,449,406 (21,271)
WYOMING 1,553,781 1,553,707 - (74)

TOTAL ‘908,252,925 890,516,491

(17,736,424)

P.18

Attachment B
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" "TDATA FOR REVISED CHILD CARE MANDATORY ALLOCATIONS - Attachment C, -1
PRELIMINARY = _| - , ‘ N . . S L
oy e AFDCTCC A-Risk Total AFDCTCC ACRISk | Tom AFDCITCC AURLE Y Total
i FY-1992 FY-i992 FY- 1992 FY-19) FY-1993 FY-1992 Y1999 FY-19% -
ALABAMA £,413,039 6,523,497 11,936,536 9,877,428 4,601,783 . 14,569,208 11,837,731 4,226,189 71 - 16,063,930
ALASKA 1,391,571 1,477,695 1,869,467 1,564,545 788,829 1,153,374 1,880,758 ~ 8584071 . T uT®i6
JARIZONA 6,048,198 $,210,1 (8 15,268,316 H,645,3% 4,612,992 13,268,376 14,019,494 ' 4,694,914 | 15,108,398
ARKANSAS 1,552,294 490,545 1,072,8%9 1,847,612 1,820,416 3,669,028 1,539,274 - 3,328,062 ¢ 1,867,336
CALIFORNIA 17,999,950 4 - 72,300,358 1 - 90,300,305 |- - 19,401,386-) - - 2, ITT;448- - 40,618,834+ I0,M2,Q7- 4 -~ 85,280,581 - -~ 85,593,218
COLORADOC. 2,961 836 3,768,704 7,730,546 X 4,179,147 3,577,923 £,744,785 " 4,081,715 9,506,500
CONNECTICUT 6,360,778 - 1,458,148 9,816,126 7,407,751 ) 485,244 10,892,995 10,633,128 4,873,662 15,208,790 -
DELAWARE - L9299 776,832 2,754,101 2,721,795 770,001 3,491,796 3,411,399 RLYURE 4,202,083
DIiSTRICT OF COL 3,131,654 594,308 3,729,991 3,102,420 647,5M 1,750,314 3,193,184 - 53941 23,730,198
FLORIDA - 16,582,053 19,820,622 36,391,875 19,948,565 13,632,218 33,577,793 22,024,372 . 13,901,803 35,928,175
[GEORGIA 16,858,318 4,008,012 24,904,330 15,184,627 4,954,659 10,139,286 33,906, 37 94,378 |- 34,600,718
GUAM - - . . - . - R ] -
HAWAN 200,316 896,267 1,096,583 213,64 1,085,685 1,309,299 1,651,421 71,560,033 - 3,211,454 .
(DAHO 64,751 170,987 1,285,739 1,146,961 1,347,574 2,494,535 1,429,072 1,438,506 2,867,579
ILLINOIS T 7,128,181 11,196,969 18,415,150 11,186,659 16,004, 492 28,193, 541 21,024,586 (3,426,268 35,482,804
INDIANA - 3,378,549 2,970 3,708,519 4,336,265 3,038,853 K ECETE 18,050,339 $,182,45) 20,232,791
HOWA 1,779,144 5,225,209 7,004,308 ,516,49% 3,025,818 $,742, 311 3,410,814 217685 | 6,597,667
KANSAS £,180,643 5,813,592 11,014,235 6,945,060 688,097 7,803,157 6,911,608 . 2,999,113 9,811,711
 [KENTUCKY 8,677,264 3,920,475 12,600,739 10,582,016 4,551,002 15,533,018 12,647,076 4,084,577 16,704,653
JLOVISIANA 6,834,377 - 6,634,377 8,993,042 - 8,993,042 10,560,252 T 10,660,252
MAINE 744,871 " 235,013 979,884 $33,904 1,791,291 2,725,195 1,254,702 1,335,153 1 2,569,858
MARYLAND 10,923,559 6,504,331 17,417,590 14,979,693 - 8,539,754 20,518,977 17,484,390 © 5,565,252 23,046,643
IMASSACHUSETTS 22,118,168 6,121,434 18,139,602 17,616,138 6,287,449 33,303,594 31,838,131 6,139,963 38,078,214
[sacHIGAN - 15,517,264 - 15,527,264 12,139,463 7,449,338 29,588,801 8,973,987 14,727,552 3,701,539
JaINNESOTA 11,344,056 5,245,168 16,559,124 13,674,093 5,428,536 19,301,129 16,575,250 5,358,597 11,933,847
|nISS1SSIPPY 2,482,218 - . 1,442,218 3,413,192 - 3,413,192 3,90,(13 141,906 4,073,029
HSSOURL 1,801,411 7,313,089 15,114,510 13,297,007 6,021,795 49,319,902 14,900,414 $,926,418 20,916,834
IMONTANA 2,105,807 3,559 2,109.398 1,820,464 262,196 2,011,760 2,105,953 168,698 1,971,651
NEBRASKA 6,463,603 3,206,314 9,669,917 8,056,313 1,957,640 10,043,953 8,665,189 1,920,049 10,594,538
NEVADA 813,126 894,358 1,711,557 1,011,449 1,B71,18) 2,683,602 951,671 - 3,406,799 - - 3,359,470
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,194,966 1,541,157 3,736,12) 2,437,624 1,290,444 3,727,468 3,052,842 1,260,806 4,313,650 -
NEW JERSEY 8,019,519 14,960, 143 12,999,962 8,989,378 6,299,429 17,157,807 10,612,004 8,270,876 1 18,893,940 -
NEW MEXICO 2,106,558 1,613,293 3,719,851 3,891,781 2,580,380 6,472,124 6,236,051 2,071,518 ° -8,407,587
NEW YORK . 46,675,128 19,930,396 66,605,624 56,144,814 - 19,681,450 75,826,304 44,091,987 19,646,993 . 63,738,970
NORTH CAROLINA - - 23,608,193 - 4,960,989 19,564,181 37,990,764 9,681,197 47,672,094 - £3,358,213 2,273,100 60,632,329
NORT DAKOTA 1,940,518 . 1,940,515 © 1,709,006 956,387 2,665,393 1,757,979 748,04 | - 2,506,001
OHIO 19,182,363 18,119,494 17,401,557 38,136,100 12,598,496 48,734,596 |- 44,547,600 - 17081 st uvas
OKLAHONMA 13,661,516 71,818,034 21,479,550 14,524,089 3,762,269 20,296,378 -17,758,192 3T L 10,492,667
OREGON 7,8M,237 $,029,527 11,860,764 8,909,100 3,353,505 12,262,605 14,939,279 3,355,618 | L 18,200,895
PENNSYLVANIA 15,768,150 15,614,804 41,384,954 24,954 559 12,681,147 37,635,840 32,618,309 12,501,961 - - 45,320,279
PUERTO RICO N I - - — ~ BSRESIP & n -
‘|RBODE 1SLAND 3,175,946 1,058,491 4,232,437 3,639,089 ° 1,046,000 4,685,069 4,870,350 847,069 - " 8,713,419
SOUTH CAROLINA 2,238,966 4,287,498 - 6,526,464 3,932,415 4,174,411 8,107,026 | 1,317,478 2,520,456 $,793,931
SOUTH DAKOTA - 1,107,884 175,601 1,260,458 1,316,714 363,008 1,584,732 1,227,81 490,071 : - 1,667,143 -
TENNESSER 13,237,308 . 13,137,308 20,039,726 44,269 20,083,998 30,214, 165 2,379,690 | 32,416,005
[TEXAS 31,208,300 15,443,918 44,612.128 33,547,031 28,156,656 59,803,687 40,148,706 14,581,014 ‘54,719,720
UTAH 7,718,301 . 655,358 8,373,886 8,812,000 3,450,658 12,271,657 - 9,768,931 2,815,517 |- 0 42,594,564
VERMONT 1,705,974 648,324 2,352, 40 1,981,105 659,187 . 1,639,292 3,308,044 636,844 “),944,885% -
VIRGDY ISLANDS . . : K - - i .. ) -
VIRGINIA 8,399,800 7,621,040 16,615,843 10,454,495 6,785,125 17,239,613 11,519,780 - S48,565 1 16,974,348 ¢
WASHINGTON 16,969,669 B,935,413 25,905,082 2,215,644 5,997,425 29,213,069 | 0,421,400 | 6037741 . 36,459,141
WWVEST VIRGINIA 3,218,504 - 3,218,524 4,726,054 2,038,313 - 6,764,367 %,144,677 1,800,604 1 7,144,281
WISCONSIN 1245187 | 7,816,412 18,074,538 19,655,312 $891,993 i 16,247,305 Tz,042,000 | S 819,483 47,911,531
WYOMING 2,068,75¢ 417,964 1,506,715 1,081,783 475,617 1,561,360 2,695,751 119,289 2,815,041
_TOTAL 417,960,508 | 330,455,189 768,415,797 | S63,047.974 841,657 935 EO0.695.9M | - ITTTTASA 4 . - 9IT.4Tr 09
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PRELIMINARY . . N ‘ 4 ) MAXIMOM o~ 7 0. .
TCLY 25, 1997 “Totsh Totad | Tadd | AFDCITCC, . AI-Risk Total TAVG 9194,

: FY-1992 “FY-1993 FY-1994 Avg. FY 924 FY-199% FY- 1998 FY-1995 1 FY M4ORYS -
ALABARA 11,936,536 14,569,208 16,063,930 - 14,139,891 12,021,999 4,419,708 16,441,707 | . 16,441,707 ] -
ALASKA 1,869,467 2,353,374 2,739,162 2,654,001 2,742, 189 - 502,621 3,544,841 - 3,544,811 /

ARIZONA 15,268,316 13,268, 37¢ 15,705,358 14,747,360 15,087,485 - 4,769,140 19,817,008 19,827,025 i
ARKANSAS 2,072,839 3,864,024 ...3,867,316 . 3,202,734 --~3,382, 833 |~ 0 LMNTSIT T T 5,300,283 ° YRR
CALIFORNIA 90,300,305 40,618,834 85,593,118 72,170,786 44,721,600 M,139,378 78,886,964 98,593,218 -]
COLORADO 7,730,540 9,571,912 9,604, 500 9,038,320 6,036,935 -4,136,818 10,173,800 10,173,800 | FY$5
CONNECTICUT 9,816,126 10,692,995 15,205,790 11,971,637 15,290,117 1,438,2M 18,738,187 15,739,357 | Fyes
DELAWARE 2,754,131 3,491,796 4,207,053 3,452,660 4,401,615 77715 £,179,3%0 5,179,330 | FY S
DISTRICT OF COL 2,719,992 2,750,314 3,730,195 3,736,804 .4,030, 116 526,754 4,566,974 - 4566918 | FY 95
FLORIDA 36,381,875 33,571,793 35,028.475 35,295,943 18,554,012 14,072,241 43,026,524 © 43,006,5M .| FY 95
GEORCGIA 4,506,330 3,139,288 M,800,T18 29,948,177 36,269,904 219,319 36,548,223 36,548,223 | FY 95
GUAM s - . - - - . R E
HAWAIL 1,008,583 1,309,299 3,44 1,871,445 3,638,058 1,333,578 4,971,833 4,971,633 ] FV95 -
IDAHO - 1,135,739 2,494,535 1,867,578 2,205,950 1,243,800 1,396,193 2,679,995 , L,B61,578:] FY o4
{LLINOIS 18,425,150 28,293,441 35,452,834 17,390,508 43,416,690 13,457,135 $6,873,825 56870,928 | FY 95 -
INDIANA 3,708,519 9,382,118 20,22, M8 11,097,810 21,149,498 5,033,501 26,181,999 26,181,999 | FY 9§
IOWA 7,004,323 5,742,311 6,597,667 6,444,787 " 5,394,051 310742 8,507,793 4,507,793 ¥Y9s -
KANSAS . A48 7,833,157 9,814,721 - 9,853,038 6,197,578 2,972,308 9,169,686 .81, M1 FY94
HEENTUCKY 12,600,739 15,533,018 16,701,653 14,945,137 12,523,559 4,114,996 16,638,855 16,701,653, § FY 94 °
[LOUISIANA - 4,604,377 - B,993,042 © 10,660,282 8,762,557 11,675,955 L 1B, 597 13,864,552 105648521 FY9s
PMAINE 279,834 2,715,195 2,559,855 2,098 341 1,700,798 1,317,800 " 3,018,%98 - 3,018,598 | FY s .
MARYLAND 11,417,590 20,518,977 23,045,642 20,331,170 17,739,610 5,561,797 13,301,407 DBAGL407 | “FY 95
MASSACHUSETTS ,28,239,60% 33,303,581 24,078,114 13,207,132 38,747,415 6,228,958 44,973,371 @BINID | FY 95 |
[pUCHIGAN 15,527,264 9,598,501 13,701,599 22,939,201 11,212,735 10,569,187 | 32,084,912 31,081,912 | FY9S
. IMINNESOTA 16,589,224 19,301,129 21,933,847 19,174,767 - 18,008,95) &, 385,590 13,367,542 13,367,543 | FV 95
INISSISSIPPT 1,442,225 3,413,192 4,073,029 3,309,402 4,091,977 1,200,239 6,293,116 ‘6,290,146 | FY 95 .
MISSOURL 15,114,510 19,318,902 10,916,834 18,450,082 18,774,700 5,893,868 24,668,568 24,608,568 ] FYPS |
NMONTANA 2,109,398 1,012,760 2,971,681 1,347,935 1,428,585 761,706 3,190,691 1,190,681 | FY 9§
NEBRASKA 9,669,917 10,043,953 10,599,638 10,102,836 7,908,342 1,594,162 9,802,504 405638 | FY-9s |
NEVADA . 1,711,581 2,580,602 2,359,410 18,17 1,228,908 1,344,817 . 1,580,422 CULLN0,471 ] FY9S
NEW HAMPSHIRE 3,736,110 1,727,468 4,313,650 3,918,747 3,322,728 . 1,159,145 4,581,870 ‘4,591,870 | FY 95
NEW JERSEY 32,999,962 17,287,807 18,683,940 19,723,963 18,010,689 8,363,459 - 18,374,178 26,374,478 1 FY 95
[NEW MEXICO 3,719,851 6,471,314 4,307,587 4,166,521 3,253,289 920,313 4,17),562 B.307457 | FYyed
NEW YORK 66,605,624 75,816,304 63,738,976 68,723,631 82,255,890 22,637,460 104,893,383 104,893,353 | FY 9§
NORTH CAROLINA 28,566, 191 47,672,991 60,632,32) '45,623,%29 62,2285 7,411,01) 69,619,228 ° 9,635,228 | FY 9
NORTI DAROTA 1,9M0,515 2,665,393 1,506,210 2,370,643 C 1,482,740 AT 1,158,120 °2,506021 | FY 94
Tompo - 37,401,857 43,734,596 £2,319,629 46,152,017 51,889,814 17,234,840 70,124,657 . T0,124,65T 1 FY9S
OKLAHOMA 21,479,550 20,286,378 21,492,667 21,086,198 21,171,800 3,738,178 24,905,979 WINI9. 1 FY9 .
OREGON . 11,860,764 12,261,608 18,790,898 14,471,421 16,048,445 3,360,348 19,468, 790 . 19,408,790 '] FY.9%
PENNSYLVANIA 41,384,954 37,435,846 45,320,276 41,447,003 42,851,991 12,434,813 §8,334,804 55,336,804 | FV 95
PUERTO RICO - s - . . . i . ; O
RHODE ESLAND 4,131,497 4,645,059 713,919 4,550,215 5,595,072 - 1,098,702 6,633,714 6,633,774 PY 95
SQUTH CAROLINA 6,526,464 8,107,026 £,793,931 4,809,150 5,408, 663 4,458,711 9,867,439 9,867,439 | FY9S -
SOUTH DAKOTA 1,280,485 1,584,132 1,667,142 1,510,776 1,065, 190 , 645,812 1,710,802 41108001 FY o8
FTENNESSER 13,237,308 20,083,995 31,416,008 16,912,436 15,340,988 2,361,240 37,702,188 . 31,702,188 -] -FY 95
ITEXAS 46,572,128 58, 503,687 53,729,710 53,401,878 41,998,166 17,248,663 X9, 444,119 59,844,120 .1 -Fyes .|
UTAH 8,373,856 11,172,857 11,591,564 11,079,369 . 9,891,747 2,817,108 12,398,852 12,591:568 | FY 9
VERMONT 2,152,300 1,639,291 3,944,598 2,978,926 1,591,646 . 627,591 3,219,271 - MRS | CFY 94 -
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - . . . P DN T e B
VIRGINIA 16,025,848 17,239,623 16,974,345 16,746,604 | 13,734,579 7,593,487 | 11,328,766 - 21,328,768 | . FY 95 <
WASHINGTON . 25,905,082 28,213,069 36,459, 141 30,528,764 | 38,766,100 6,117,344 -] 41,883,444 41,883,434 11 7 :
WEST VIRGINIA 3,215,524 6,764,367 7,148,181 5,709,724 6,966, 166 1,760,839 8,727,004 - 8,717,008 - |
WISCONSIN 18,071,569 16,847,305 | 17,971,532 17,530,135 18,719,765 . 780,586 1 24,511,351 | - - 24811358 ] “FY 95
WYOMING 2,508,715 2,567,360 2,815,041 1,629,708 2,047,929 - 52,872 - 1,630800 | C 28150417 FY'94 -
TOTAL 766,415,797 841,657,035 | 17474092 | B2 %515,008 Q02,936,848 |  TIVEILYI4 1, 166,460 04D
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NATA FOR REVISED M,-\lN'l'E.NAN(.’I‘IvOi"-Rl’l"ORT CALCULATIONS

Attachm

PRELIMINARY | TIrLE 1v-a AT-RISK TOTAL TITLEIV-A | AT-RISK TUTAL REVISED. ‘| FISCAL
LIULY 25, 1997 FY-1994 FY- 1994 FY-1994 FY-199% FY-1998 ©FY-199S 1. MOELEVEL'] “YEAR
ALABAMA -4,783,675 1,707,802 6,491,477 5,042,554 1,653,813 6,596,417 6,895,417
ALASKA 1,690,753 858,407 2,739,160 1,742,187 802,624 3,544,811 3,544,811
ARIZONA 5,657, 506 2,429,359 B. 126,594 7,619,816 2,413,300 10,632,830 10,002,936
ARKANSAS | S11978 LSS L s CRsad 0 L049,200 1,856,543 1,886,547 .
CALIFORNIA 30,342,636 $5,250,581 ssso,27 | 727,609 | 7 34159379 | 886 0 RES07 |
COLORADO 4,834,932 3,418,423 8,263,158 5,332,161 3,653,800 8,985,901 - 9,985,901
CONNECTICUT |~ 10,632,124 4,573,661 . 15,308,787 15,290,129 3,448,230 18,738,358 18,738,388}
DELAWAXE. 3,431,398 770,65 4,202,049 - 4,401,610 NS | 547905 517908
DISTRICT DF COL 3,193,283 s394 | . 3,730,194 4,040,214 826,758 4,566,972 - aSesym )
FLORIDA 18,180,758 1,473,012 29,654,670 12,454,184 10,931,719 33,415,871 CINAISETL ) FY B
GEORCIA 20,369,851 537,344 20,907,168 12,043,124 168,530 22,182,651 22,482,688 | FY!
GUAM - . - ‘ - . - L. :
HAWALI 1,648,773 - 1,560,031 3,208,504 1,638,058 1,303,575 4,971,630, 4,971,630 ] Y 9
IDAHO 85,975 89,544 1,175,819 536,541 $94,387 1,140,928 (075,819 | . FY ™
" ILLINGIS | 71,026,859 13,426,287 35,452,626 2,418,600 | 13,457,135 56,873,828 56,873,825 | . FY 95
INDIANA 8,654,709 2,980,005 14,634,938 13,404,566 2,952,381 15,355,947 15,056,047 | FY 95
owA 1,074,563 1,879,404 3,814,457 3,219,888 1,858,698 5,078,59¢ 507,58 | FY 95
- KANSAS 4,633,303 - 1,039,731 6,673,024 4,324,515 1,074,055 8,308,640 6,673,024 | FY 84
KENTUCKY 5,188,325 1,663,342 6,851,657 5,475,494 1,799,08) 7,279,537 72745 1 FY 98
LOUISIANA 3,845,485 . 3,848,465 4,395,562 823,926 219,458 5,219,489 | FY 95
MAINE 710,317 818,710 1,500,017 988,755 764,013 1,149,418 4,799,508 | Fy oS
MARYLAND 17,484,390 5,562,252 23,044,642 17,739,610 5,861,797 | . 13,301,407 23,301,407 | FY 95
MASSACHUSETTS 31,838,129 6,139,983 38,075,202 38,747,408 8,215,960 44,973,368 44973,368 | ¥y 95
- NICHIGAN " 6,822,101 11,99,02¢ 18,231,127 14,158,125 8,153,239 24,411,364 24,410,%4 | FY 98
MINNESOTA 1,753,360 1 4,426,704 18,204,073 15,474,944 4515355 | 19,690,209 19,600,209 |- Fv 9%
MUSSISSIPP LBy | 1sea G092, 511 1,388,258 nAn 1,715,400 171543
MISSOUR 9,729,024 | 386,69 | T 12,576,613 12,594,8% 3,953,565 16,549,785 " 16,548,788
MONTANA 98,501 31,99 1,210,651 999,996 313,094 1,313,999 1,313,990 |- FY
NEBRASKA 5,315,854 1 183,447 6,498,998 | 5184990 1,241,868 4,426,858 6,458,008 L FY 94
NEVADA 930,925 9o | 2,100,288 1,238,904 1,391,517 2,580,421 1,550.421°] ‘Fvos
NEW HAMPSHIRE . 3,052,839 1,260,808 4,303,647 S Aanmt 1,259,148 | 4,581,888 4,581,666 -} " FY 95
NEW JERSEY 10,612,084 6,271,876 18,663,940 " 18,040,699 18,300,489 | 26,374,178 26,374,178
NEW MEXICO 2,173,839 711,920 2,895,259 1,204,002 335,059 1,599,061 1,898,259 .
NEW YORK 4,091,987 19,646,98) 63,738,970 82,255,586 22,637,462 | 104,893,048 104,893,048 | ..
NORTH CAROLINA | - 29,492,712 - 3,880,7T7 32,375,499 13,885,640 so41,68 | ° 3790728 RrR ok N
NORTH DAKOTA 713,523 303,563 1,017,036 660,951 AN, 578 998,526 1,017,036
Omo 18,761,655 4,974,556 BI48 43.240,625 | - 1,163,018 | 48,403,943 45,603,943 -
OKLAHOMA 7,470,348 1,570,670 9,041,027 9,031,968 198,265 1 mewan |- “ 10,630,233
OREGON 9,107,088 1,043,774 11,150,859 9,696,848 1.028.2m8 | 11,713,968 1,714,966 4
PENNSYLVANIA. 17,277,653 10,394,211 37,668,864 36,108,564 10,520,187 | . 96,629,051 46,629,051 /] FY 95
PUERTO RICO . - - - o C- -y
RHODE 1ISLAND 4,175,718 718,363 - 4,901,001 4,487,953 833,173 £321,126 521,426 |.. FY.98
SOUTH CARQLINA 1,331,861 1,018,487 1,357,349 L3832 1,840,948 4,085,269 40852690 | 'FY 98
SOUTH DAKOTA 38,499 193,124 ™, € 499,933 301,981 801,914 so3,914 1 Fyes
" TENNESSEE 14,791,628 1,066,395 | 15,889,010, 17,787,055 1,188,427 18,975,782 18,975,782 ¥V 98
TEXAS 22,398,561 8,197,912 35,533,483 | 24,685,203 - 9,996,218 34,681,421 34,690,420 | FY.95
"UTAN 3,369, 148 974,813 4,343,961 3,458,189 1,016,734 4,574,91) 444,90 | Y 9
VERMONT 1,233,740 432,589 2,666,323 1,687,254 404,202 2,071,848 1,600,323 | VY84
VIRGIN ISLANDS - . . . - - - N
VIRGINIA 11,539,775 5,434,562 16,974,337 13,736,578 7,592,167 2,329,761 21,018,762 ] °F
WASHINGTON 15,565,252 5,093,797 3,759,009 1,054,714 5,652,891 33,707,608 " 38,707,605 .} -
WEST VIRGINIA LTINS §77,693 3,194,489 1,371,857 $99,538 1,971,392 T oasnae )
WISCONSIV 1,937,693 1,810,807 11,748,500 12,504,404 LE85,002 15,445, S 16,449,306 .
WYORIING §,097,531 376,556 1,474,2(8 1,209,472 344,228 1,553,707 XL IS
TOTALY, 490 €T7. D55 233 &1 K30 ey Mo O LER YAE SRD 200 1067 § U 1409 o Kra atu S A
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Attachment D ‘
CALCULATION oF MANDATORY CHILD CARE ALLOCATIONS

Mandatory Child Care allocations were computed based on amounts
"required to be paid" to States for various fiscal years. ' These
amounts consisted of claims by States for Federal reimbursement
of expenditures for the AFDC/JOBS Child Care, Transitional child
Care, and At-Risk Child Care (ARCC) expendltures

Grant Calculatlgn

The Mandatory Child ‘Care amount for each State is the greatest
of: : «

(A) the average of FY 1992 1994 payments‘
(B) FY 13994 payments,
(C) FY 1995 payments.

(A) PY 1992-1994 Payments:

In calculating payment amounts for each fiscal year, ACF followed
the statutory language in sections 418(a) (1) and 403(a)(1)(C)(IV)
~and- (D) (1) (I), (D) (ii) and (D) (iii) (III). Section 403(a) (1) (C)
‘defines the Federal share of expenditures "required to be paid"
to States. ACF calculated FY 1992-1994 average payments using
the Federal share of expenditures for AFDC/JOBS Child Care: and
Transitional Child Care. For the ARCC program, our inltlal
allocations also reflected the Federal share of the expendltures
as reported by States. However, the revised allocations are
based on the Federal share of ARCC expenditures only up to the
_State’s maximum grant for each fiscal year. S

(B) - FY 1994 and FY 1995 Payments: - - ?1

FY 1994 and FY 1995 payments were calculated u51ng the same
methodology described above.

The attached page to Attachment D lists each State’s maxzmum
grant for F¥s 1992 through 1995. S

‘Data Sources ' S |

In_computing the Mahdatory.allooations; ke‘used,dataéthat‘éere in.

SN The term "payments" wlll be;usedhto-mean amounts that wouldf*‘
have been “required to be paid"™ to the' 'State baged on the’: S
financial reéports at that point-in- time.. Howeveér, ACF nmay. not

- have actually paid these amounts ‘to a ‘State due to- possible’ :

' deferrals and disallowances against claimed expenditures.:
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ACF'’s automated Management Informatlon System (MIS). The data,
entered into the MIS by ACF staff, were taken from the ACF-231
"ajid to Families With Dependent Chlldren Program Financial
Report," as required by the statute.  The ACF~231 is a financial
report filed quarterly by States.? The Federal share of
expenditures reflect the amount of Federal reimbursement claimed
. by States and reported on the ACF-231. . For AFDC/JOBS and
Transitional Child Care, amounts also include any expenditures
made by States in prior fiscal years that were not prev1ously
claimed. As open-ended entitlements, and with a prov131on
permlttlng States to file claims up to two years after the
gquarter in which the expenditure was made, it was ACF’s practice
to use current fiscal year’s funds to pay prior year claims.  In
_ the initial and revised Mandatory Child Care allocations, each
fiscal year’s data for AFDC/JOBS and Transitional Child care
included Federal payments made for these prior year claims..

Under the ARCC program, States were limited in their use of
current year funds to pay for prior year expenditures because of
the carryover feature of that program. To allow for carryovar
we required that States report by May 1 of the following fiscal
year expenditures that should be paid with prior year funds.

" Claims made to meet this deadline are referred to as "end-of-
year" adjustments. The original calculations for each year did
not include these adjustments because the data taken from ACF’s
MIS for those calculations did not include "“end-of-year"
adjustments. The revised calculations include ‘them.

. Below, we explain what»data was missing in those calculétipns.
ARCC End-of-Year Adjustments

For the ARCC program, in order to determlne the amounts that
-could be carried forward from one fiscal year to the next (i.e.,
to determine the maximum grant for the next fiscal year) and to
finalize payments for the prior fiscal year, States were required
to submit claims for expenditures no later than May 1 following
the end of the first fiscal year. Claims made to meet the May 1
deadline were filed as "prior year claims" on the &CF 231
submitted for the current fiscal year. Thus, if an 1ncrea51ng
" claim (increasing adjustment) were made for expendltures for a
prior fiscal year on the current year‘’s report, ACF paid those
claims with prior fiscal year funds if States had not exhausted’
the maximum grant amount for the prior year. If States had no
funds available from the prior year, ACF. paid those clalms us;ng
the current year’s maximum grant, provided these claims‘were’ -

~,.:;1¢d‘py“the Mayr;vdeadllne. (A discu551on of ‘the- May 1 deadllné DS

. 2The ACF-231 was used- for all- three chlld care programs for ‘
- F¥s 1992 through 1995. Beglnnlnq with FY 1996, ‘a new ACF~- 233 was e
used for the ARCC program ;
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- appears later in this document).

States could also submit decreasing claims (decreasing
adjustments). A decreasing adjustment results in a reduction in
the Federal payments made. These adjustments are made. £to correct
prior claims. , ' S -
We refer to this operation as "maklng end-o f-year adjustments."

As stated previously, errors occurred because the data taken from
the MIS and used for the original calculations did not include
these adjustments for each fiscal year. The revised Mandatory
Child Care allocations include the "end-of-year' adjustments for
each fiscal year, subject to the "as-of" dates, as explained
below.

AQgtes

Section 403(a)(1)(D) of the statute prOV1des cutoff or “aséof"
dates, of the financial data to be used by ACF in computlng
Mandatory Child care allocations. They are:

FYs 1992 - 1994 - april 28, 1995
FY 1995 ... February 28,.1996

- These "as-of" dates correspond to the dates of the tables ACF
provided Congressional Research Service as they analy2ed
Mandatory Child Care allocations under the various versions of
the welfare reform bill. Since States have eight gquarters! to
‘revise their financial reports and/or submit late claimg .for -
.AFDC/JOBS and Transitional child Care, the financial information
reported by States to ACF is frequently revised. Because of the
*as of" dates of the data written into the legislation, the
Mandatory Child Care allocations do not change if a State :
submitted financial reports after the “as-of' dates.. In order to’
calculate the Mandatory Child Care allocations, ACF used L
expendlture data generated from the MIS as of the dates ln “the
statute. - A ‘

The back-up data in Attachment C contain data that were. contained-- -
in the ACF-231 flnanc1al report dated or received by ACF by the
dates above. ,

eFor ARCC, States should note the followmng

. For each fiscal year, States were requlred to submit - :
 increasing and-decreasing claims by May 1 ‘of -the followlng

fiscal year to determire; maximum. .grant .amounts. for -the" next

- fiscal- year-and-toifinalize”payments for the prior. flscar '

j~year.~ The May 1- deadline’ for FYs 1992 and 1993 payments

“used in the calculation:is- unaffected by the Aprll 28,-1995

requlrement in the:statute.: However, for FY 1994, the May 1-

- 'deadline is superseded by the &prll 28, 1995 deadlxneiln the

-
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statute. For FY 1995 payments used in the calculation, the

May 1 deadline was superseded by the February 28, 1996

deadline in the statute.’ : | ‘
"End- of-year" adjustment claims, both 1ncrea91ng and decreasing,
are subject to the April 28, 1995 and February 28, 1996 dates.
The following examples explaln how the revised Handatory ’
allocations were affected by these dates. Please note that’
“submitting or filing a claim" is synonymous with submitting the

- ACF-231 financial report. : \
Example 1 for Increasing Clalms (or Adjustments) for Rev1sed
Mandatory Allocations: ,

Scenario A - If a State submitted an increasing claim’ for a
. prior fiscal year, e.g., on April 20, 1995 it submitted an
increasing claim for FY 1994, payment was made with FY 1994
funds if the State had FY 1994 funds available, i.e., it had
not already been paid up to its maximum grant 1evel " This
payment met the "as-of" date of April 28, 1995 so it was
included in the calculatlon as'.a FY 1994 payment. | §

Scenario B - If, in this same example, ‘the State had already
received Federal payments up to its FY 1994 maximum grant
level, ACF paid the claim.with FY 1995 funds, provided the
claim met the two year timely filing limit. Because this
claim was submitted on a report dated or received prior to
February 28, 1996, it met the FY 1995 "as-~of" date and thus
was included in the FY 1995 payments for the calculatlon.

Scenario C - If this same clalm for FY 1994 had been
submitted after the May 1, 1995 deadline but before February
28, 1996, the payment was not made with FY 1994 funds, even

if the State had not reached its maximum grant level for FY
'1994. If the State resubmltted a claim for these ;
expenditures for FY 1995, FY 1995 funds were used to pay the
claim, provided the claim met the two year timely filing

limit. This claim, paid with FY 1995 funds, was included as
~a FY 1995 payment in the calculatlon.A ' : . -
Examnple 2 for DecreaSLng Clains (or Adjustments) for Revised
Mandatory Allocations - (States were required, without
deadline, to submit decrea31ng claims for incorrect payments such
as child care overpayments. However, if the decreasing .clain- had‘
not been submitted by May 1 of the follow1ng fiscal year, ! ..
although the Federal payments made for that fiscal year would ¢
. have been.reduced, the" State ‘would riot’ have beén permitted:t
'E~that adjustment to carry over funds to the next flscal year. g

Scenarlo A - If a State submltted a decrea81ng claim- for a’
- prior fiscal yeatr, e.g., on April 20, 1995, it submitted a ; -
- decreasing claim for FY 1994, FY 1994 paYments were reduced.‘

4
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This decreasing claim was taken intc account to finaiize FY
1994 payments and may have permitted a State to carry
forward funds for FY 1995. Because it met the "as-of" date
of April 28, 1995, it was used in the calculation for FY
1994 payments. : ; '

8cenarlo B - If this same decreasxng claim for FY 1994 was
dated or submitted on April 30, 1995, it was used to
finalize FY 1994 payments and may have resulted in a carry
over to FY 1995.  However, it was not used in the
calculation for FY 1994 payments because it was dated or
received after the "as-of" date cf April 28, 1995., o
(ACF pcllc1es and procedures for paylng ARCC clalms were
contained in Actlon Transmittal CC-ACF-AT~93-2, dated February 5,
1995 ). : [

In reviewing the original Mandatory allocations, we detected some
discrepancies between the data from the MIS and the data ‘
contained on the ACF-231 financial reports in grant: flles.
Because the ultimate source of data must be the ACF-231,

required by statute, the Mandatory allocations were increqsed or
decreased, based on expenditure data on the ACF~231. f

Revisions to expenditure reports filed by States after the "as-
of" dates do not affect the grant computation formula. I
Similarly, any ‘deferrals or disallowances taken by ACF against
reported expenditures do not affect a State's Handatory Chlld
Care allocatlon

State MOFE Levels
State MOE levels represent the State share of payments made for
FY 1994 or FY 1995, whichever was greater. We used the same data
sources and "as-of" dates used in the Mandatory allocations for
‘determining these levels. State MOE levels have been revised as
a result of the changes to the Mandatory allocations and, in some
-instances, as a result of our review of ACF-231 financial '

reports. States should also review the back-up data in
Attachment C for determxnlng MOE levels.

ACF Co tacts
-Jogeph. Lonergan. and Bob Walters of ‘ACF’s Office of Program

T"Support are available to answer any questions you may have and to"A

“ . provide you with additional information if needed. . They w111
;work with you to finalize the- Mandatory allocations and‘MOE ;
levels.: Mr.- Lonergan-can-be reached<on- (202)  401-6603; Mr.,. e *fw
zwalters can be reached on (202) 205 4618.' You must contact them v
s by ‘August 27, 1997. T : ‘
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‘FYsz . FYe3. FY 94 FY 95

STATE MAX GRANT MAX GRANT MAX GRANT MAX GRANT
ALABAMA 7,873,648 4,681,783 4,625,507 - 4,978,261
ALASKA : 1,615,810 847,233 903,270 858,575
AMERICAN SAMOA 149,152 - 147,670 . 144,919 . 143,232
ARIZONA : 9,210,118 -~ 4,623,799 4,708,783 4,769,140

- ARKANSAS 5,804,486 5,157,938 3,626,835 - 3,065,157
CALIFORNIA 73,183,767 37,895,518 55,250,579 39,048,236
COLORADO 8,103,810 - 4,320,081 . 4,061,715 . 4,137,017
CONNECTICUT ‘ 3,455,348 3,485,244 4,573,862 " 3,448,230
DELAWARE : 776,832 - 770155 171,617 777,801
DIST. OF COL. 1,354,794 T 847,894 536,943 - 526,758
FLORIDA 22,214,622 13,832,228 13,303.804 14,072,213
GEORGIA . 8,209.188 7,885,700 10,960,229 15,080,219
GUAM 410,168 - 406,094 " 398,529 393,888
HAWAI 2,722,018 1,786,635 1,318,040 1,333,575
IDAHO : 2,784,166 2,524,452 1,438,507 - 1,396,183
ILLINOIS - 26,326,663 16,006,882 13,428,268 13,457,135

~ INDIANA 13,075,832 12,690,447 9,801,278 7,432,674

_lowa 5487,279 3,225,815 3,176,853 . 3113742
KANSAS . 5,869,342 © 3,051,511 © 5,162,425 | 2,972,308
KENTUCKY - 8,588,652 . 4,551,002 4,108,845 . 4,142,395

- LOUISIANA 11,807,842 11,423,408 - 10,827,213 . 10,757,380
MAINE 2,734,448 2,516,715 - 1,335183 1,317,800

~ MARYLAND ' 5,363,247 - 5,539,284 5,562,252 5,561,797
MASSACHUSETTS 6,121,434 8,287,443 . 8,239,983 . 6,225,960
MICHIGAN _ 21,996,876 122,139,520 . 14,727,552 10,869,187
MINNESOTA 10,490,336 5,426,536 5,358,597 5,358,580
MISSISSIPPI 8,910,696 6,750,042 6,503,994 6,280,891
MISSOURI - 7,313,089 © 6,021,795 . 5,926,418 5,893,889
MONTANA - 2,013,548 1,154,460 1,761,383 © 1,191,482
NEBRASKA 3,352,352 1,957,640 = 1,929.249 1,894,162
NEVADA ' 2,610,154 . 1,898,492 1,533,983 . 1,712,802
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,507,851 1,290,444 1,260,808 . 1,259,148

- NEW JERSEY - . 16,580,698 . . 8,299,429 8,271,876 - 8,363,489
NEW MEXICO . 4,238,334 2,580,343 2,071,535 2,087,381
NEW YORK 19,930,396 19,699,186 19,646,833 19,728,105
NORTH CAROLINA '~ 85,188,615 9,881,297 7.274,110 - 7,411,014
NORTH DAKOTA 167795 . 1615894 \ 748,042 735.380
OHIO 24,782,150 - 12,598,496 12,333,962 17,234,844
OKLAHOMA 7,818,034 3.762,289 . 3,733,875 . 3,738179
OREGON . 5,029,527 3.353,508 3,351,616 3,360,346
PENNSYLVANIA - 25,616,804 12,681,287 12,501,981 12,484,814
PUERTO RICO . 10,801,068 10,693,759 10,494,567 © 10,372,405 o
RHODE ISLAND 2,112,982 1,046,000 = 1.040,801 1,237,067 -
SOUTH CAROLINA 8,588,652 4174411 4796764 5716004
SOUTH DAKOTA ' 1,818,942 1,642,086 1,423,295 T 1,347,639
TENNESSEE . . 11,186,378 11,022,204 10,785,690 8,662,282
TEXAS 40,178,017 30,058,603 22,556,425 . 30,808,028
UTAH 3,744,328 5,208,242 © 2,825,828 2,817,105
VERMONT . - 646,324 658,187 636,844 . 627.591.
VIRGIN ISLANDS 372,880 . . 369,176 362,299 - 358,081,
VIRGINIA -;.,: 13,535.516° - 6,963,039 7,327,918 8,507,681 -
WASHINGTON - . ;" .8935413 . . 5897425 . 6,037.741. - - 8,117,384

- WEST VlRG!NlA ST, .4002,238 000 3,830,123 . 1,801,604 | . 1,760,839 . "

-+ WISCONSIN .. '9,518,005 - - 5891993 5829483 - ‘5,781,588 P
‘ _ew*rommcs . :-,; i: S 1287780 0 79‘8 2%30'_‘ C _719.¢77"~ . 's8ag72 o
. ,TOTAL 522,998,777 383489 094*% - 3852 33769& N 343 319,912

" THESE AMOUNTS REFLECT STATES TOTAL AUTHORIZATlONS FOR THE AT RISK" I
PROGRAM FOR THE INDICATED YEAR. CALCULATIONS IN OTHER CHARTS REFLECT
WHAT WAS ACTUALLY PAID TO STATES FORA GIVEN YEAR FOR THE AT- RISK
PROGRAM

i
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Attachment' E

Child care Allocation Adjustments
Questions and Answers

Q. Why dld lt take ACF so long to notify States of these changes°

A. PRWORA 15 a w1de ~-ranging, complex piece of leglslatlon. We
have had to implement many provisions, affecting several
programs, including the child care programs. Implementation of
the TANF program itself required significant time and resources.
As you Know, even though PRWORA was signed on August 22, 1996,
Mandatory and Matching Child Care grants had to be issued by
October 1, 1996 to enable States to sustain their child care
programs.v We then focused on other necessary implementation
steps for TANF, child care, the child support enforcement
program, and other funding initiatives while still managing a
wide variety of other Federal grant programs. Unfortunately,
these subsequent implementation activities worked against our

early detection .and resolution of the problems, and our

notlflcatlon to you.

Q. Will we be glven sufficient time to review our. financial
reports to ensure that we are gettlng correct amounts?

A. As our letter indicates, you w111 have 3 weeks from the date

‘of the letter to notify us of any problems and to submit the

documentation to verify your position. We think this is
sufficient time for you to detect any problems and for us to make
necessary adjustments to your allocations and the allocations for
other States by the beglnnlng of FY 1998. :

we expect that you will have many questlons. We encourage you. to
call the ACF contacts before August 25, 1997 so that we. can .
guickly resolve any problems. .

Q. Will there be any changes to the current requirements of the
Mandatory and Matching Child Care Funds as a result of these
changes in FY 1998 and beyond? ,

A. Thera will be no changes to the requirements of the Mandatory
and Matching Child Care Funds. For example, the 5 percent,limit.

- on administrative costs, the 4 percent requirement on quality

activities, and the obligation and liquidation requlrements are-

-in effect on the adjusted amounts as 1f these rev151ons had not D
*,;occurred..‘x‘_, . : A o

Q ‘'Will. the" admlnlstrat1Ve cost and\quallty requxrements be based

"-on the amounts we actually receive in FY 1998, i. e., the amounts

'based on corrected data and: corrections for FY 1997

overpayments/underpayments°
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A. Yes. The statute provides that these requirements apply to .
the amounts available to the;States for the fiscal year. ,

Q. How will the reallocatlon of Matchlng Child Care funds be
affected by the reductions in Mandatory allocations?’

A.vReallocation'should not be affected. After FY 1997 has ended
and States have reported any amounts of Matching Child Care funds
that they have not obligated, those funds will be redlstrlbuted
to States that apply for them. .

Q. Wlll our grants for October 1 1997 be delayed bécause:of
these problenzs7 : - A e

A. Sub]ect to apportlonment from OMB ACF plans to issue
Mandatory and Matching Child care grants on October 1, 1997.
Under current policy, States can receive no more than 35 percent
of their Mandatory allecations and 35 percent of their Matchlng
allocations for the first quarter of FY 1998.

St

¢ TOTAL P.21:
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~ Facsimile from: o
' ‘ - CHILD CARE BUREAU :
'Administration on Children, Yowh and Families

' ' HHH Building, Room 320 F

200 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20201
Phone: 202.690.6782
Fax 202.690.5600

Date: _

From: ‘:So L om L° 'ﬂ,j

Fax: 202. 690 5600
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ATTACHMENT

Background Information |
The following background information may be helpful in understanding the current
situation. i The Mandatory CC allocations are based on historical Federal expenditures
for AFDC/‘JOBS Child Care. Transitional Child Care and At-Risk Child Care. As
shown in the section above entitled “Current Law,” States are 1o receiveé an amount
equal to Lhe greatest of three amounts. The three amounts are the Fedetal child care
‘payments for either the average of FYs 1992-1994, for FY 1994 or for FY 1995.
The statute provides that ACF use the "total amount required to be paid to.the State,”
as reported on the ACF-231 (the AFDC and child care financial report). For the
‘average of FYs 1992-1994 and FY 1994, ACF must use data submitted. by April 25,
199S: for FY 1995, they must use data submitted by February 28, 1996. :

Here is an explanation of how the use of the inappropriate data was 1dent1ﬁed and
why mappropnate data was used in the first place. Since enaciment of” PRWORA last
August, ACF has been reviewing its files to ensure that allocation amounts for TANF
and childicare are accurate. Initial TANF and child care allocations were based on
State- reported claims data in ACF's Management Information System (MIS)'as of
April 28,1995 for FYs 1992-1994 and February 28, 1996 for FY 1995. Data in the
MIS change continually as States submit revised expenditure reports (i.e.. claims).
addition, ithe MIS data base was not designed to produce the kind of data needed for
TANF and Child Care allocations. Validating the MIS data against paper records and
PRWORA Tequiremerts is a time-consuming, labor-intensive process. Because the
funding for TANF is far greater than that for Child Care, ACF validated TANF data ‘
first ACF has just reccnt y completed its validation of Child Care data.

% R'ev;sxorts to thc Mandatory CC allocations are necessary because the expenditure
ammourits 'used for the At-Risk Child Care (ARCC) program were inaccurate. (The
expenduure amounts used for AFDC/JOBS and Transitional Child Care were
validated as dccurate.) There are two primary reasons that inaccurate At- RlSk Chlld
Care ‘data was used:

First, the aliocations used amounts claimed for ARCC for some States claims
exceeded amounts to which States were entitled (i.e.. the "amount required to

~ be paid"). The standard operating procedure for ARCC claims was to enter the
actual amount of the State's claim into the MIS data base. However. if the .
amount claimed was higher than the State’s maximum ARCC entitlement, then:
the MIS system just used the maximum amount. ACF downlozded, from the:
MIS claim data for all three of the prior Title [V-A child care programs.

- This dawa was used to generate child care allocations for the new program
For some unknown reason, in the ARCC program a number of Statcs reported
claims greatly in excess of the maximum amounts they were entltled to
_receive. For States whose claims were higher than the maximum in the ARCC
program. ACF inappropriately used the higher claimed amounts instead of the
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maximums As amounts in excess of States” ARCC allocations are not

amounts required to be paid,” their inclusion in PRWORA child care
al]ocanons was inappropriate. No such problem occurred in the AFDC/JOBS
Chl]d care program or the transitional child care program since there was no
maxnmum grant amount limitation in either of these programs.

'

Second, data that a few States had submitted timely had not been included in
the Management Information System (MIS) database or had been included
incorrectly in the MIS. : :

TOTAL P.@3



