‘V, NATIONAL
dWOMEN'S
LAW CENTER

EXPANDING THE POSSIBILITIES

SEPTEMBER 2006

STATE CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE POLICIES 2006:
GAPS REMAIN, WITH NEW CHALLENGES AHEAD

by
Karen Schulman, Senior Policy Analyst
Helen Blank, Director of Leadership and Public Policy

Parents need child care to get and keep a job and support their families and children
need good-quality care to further their learning and development. Strong early care
and education experiences are particularly important for low-income children, who
are at greatest risk of starting school behind other children.! Yet child care is costly—
center-based care for one child can average $3,000 to $13,000 a year, depending on
where the family lives and the age of the child.> Help with these high child care costs
is essential for low-income families trying to make ends meet and ensure their children
are in good child care. Unfortunately, many low-income families are unable to receive
the child care assistance they need.

This analysis of trends in four major aspects of state child care assistance policies
provides a mixed picture. Some states showed improvements in certain areas between
2005 and 2006, but most states did not make up ground lost on many policies since
2001. In one important area—reimbursement rates for child care providers—states
were significantly behind where they were in both 2005 and 2001.

* Between 2005 and 2006, two-thirds of the states increased their income
eligibility limits sufficiently to keep pace with or surpass inflation, as measured
against the increase in the federal poverty level during this time period.
However, between 2001 and 20006, less than one-third of the states increased
their income eligibility limits sufficiently to keep pace with or surpass inflation,
as measured against the increase in the federal poverty level during this time

period.

* Eighteen states had waiting lists or frozen intake for child care assistance in
2006—slightly fewer than in 2005 (twenty states) or in 2001 (twenty-two
states).

* In over two-thirds of the states, families receiving child care assistance paid
the same or a lower percentage of their income in copayments in 2006 than in
2005. Yet in over one-third to one-half of the states, depending on the family’s
income, copayments in 2006 were higher as a percentage of income than in

2001.

* Only nine states had adequate reimbursement rates for providers who serve
families receiving child care assistance in 2006. This was a decrease from
the number of states paying adequate rates in 2005 (thirteen states), and a
substantial decrease from the number of states in 2001 (twenty-two states).
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NEW WELFARE WORK REQUIREMENTS WILL INCREASE CHILD CARE NEEDS

States will face significant new child care challenges in the coming years as a result of more stringent work
requirements for families receiving welfare. These requirements, which were adopted in 2006 as part of the
reauthorization of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program in the Deficit Reduction
Act,’ will significantly expand the demand for child care help as many more parents are required to enter the
workforce.* Yet the additional child care funding provided by Congress falls $11 billion short of the estimated
amount that would be needed to meet this new demand for child care help and other work-related supports and
sustain existing services.” Regulations for the new TANF requirements issued by the Department of Health and
Human Services only add to the pressure on states, as these regulations strictly limit the types of work activities
that can count toward meeting the work participation requirements.

The data in this report are based on state policies as of early 2006, and therefore do not reflect any changes

that states may make in their child care assistance programs in response to the new welfare work requirements.
Requirements to increase the number of TANF families participating in work activities may pressure states to
focus more on providing child care assistance to families receiving TANE depriving other low-income families
of the child care help they need to work and remain independent of TANE As states direct a greater portion of
their child care resources to helping more TANF families, they may restrict eligibility for families not receiving
TANE maintain low provider reimbursement rates, and/or increase parent copayments. For a better outcome,
states—recognizing the importance of good-quality child care to children’s healthy development and parents’
ability to work—should instead increase their child care investments and improve their policies to ensure more
families have access to child care assistance.
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METHODOLOGY

The National Women’s Law Center asked state child care administrators from all fifty states and the District
of Columbia (counted as a state in this report) to complete a survey of their policies in four key areas as of
February 2006. Center staff contacted states with follow-up questions if further clarification was necessary.
This data collection took place during the spring and summer of 2006. The 2005 data used in this report for
comparison purposes were collected by the Center using a similar process in 2005, and reported in the Center’s
September 2005 publication, Child Care Assistance Policies 2005: States Fail to Make Up Lost Ground, Families
Continue to Lack Critical Supports. The 2001 data used in this report were originally reported in the Children’s
Defense Fund’s 2002 publication, State Developments in Child Care, Early Education and School-Age Care 2001.
The data, which were collected by the Children’s Defense Fund through surveys and interviews with state child
care administrators and advocates, represent policies in effect as of June 1, 2001, unless otherwise indicated.
The Center uses 2001 as a basis for comparison because it was just after the peak of TANF funding for child care
in FY 2000 and just prior to the peak of CCDBG funding in FY 2002.

The Center collected data on four policy areas—income eligibility limits, waiting lists, parent copayments, and
reimbursement rates—because they are key determinants of whether low-income families can receive help and
the type of help they can receive. Income eligibility limits reveal how generous a state is in making families
eligible for help,'® and waiting lists reveal whether families eligible for assistance actually receive it. Parent
copayments determine whether low-income parents receiving child care assistance are still left with significant
out-of-pocket costs for care. Reimbursement rates influence what child care options are available to parents and
whether providers of good-quality care are willing and able to serve families receiving assistance. While myriad
other policies can have an impact on access to child care assistance, the four issues examined in this report are
fundamental in understanding the extent of child care help available to low-income families in each state.

INCOME ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

A state’s income eligibility criteria for child care assistance are a critical indicator of how generous the state is in
making assistance available to low-income families. At a minimum, annual increases in a state’s income cutoff
are essential to prevent families from losing eligibility merely because their incomes keep pace with the rising
costs of meeting their basic needs.

Between 2005 and 2006, two-thirds of the states increased their income eligibility limits sufficiently to keep
pace with or surpass inflation, as measured against the increase in the federal poverty level during this time
period. However, between 2001 and 20006, less than one-third of the states increased their income eligibility
limits sufficiently to keep pace with or surpass inflation, as measured against the increase in the federal poverty
level during this time period. In addition, income eligibility levels in 2006 were low—200 percent of poverty or
lower in three-quarters of the states and 150 percent of poverty or lower in one-third of the states.

* The income eligibility limit for a family to qualify for assistance increased as a dollar amount in thirty-
seven states between 2006 and 2005 (see Table 1a). In eleven of these states, the increase was great
enough that the cutoff was higher as a percentage of the federal poverty level in 2006 than in 2005. In
twenty-three of these states the cutoff increased enough to remain the same, or nearly the same, as a
percentage of the federal poverty level.'” In three of these states, the increase was too small to keep pace
with the federal poverty level, so the cutoff was lower as a percentage of the federal poverty level in 2006
than in 2005.

* The income eligibility limit decreased as a dollar amount in two states'® between 2006 and 2005. The
income cutoff stayed the same in twelve states. In all of these states, the cutoff decreased as a percentage
of the federal poverty level, bringing to seventeen the total number of states in which the income
eligibility limits did not keep pace with the increase in the federal poverty level between 2005 and 2006.
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* The income eligibility limit was higher as a dollar amount in 2006 than in 2001 in thirty-seven states
(see Table 1b). In eleven of these states, the increase was great enough that the cutoff was higher as a
percentage of the federal poverty level in 2006 than in 2001. In four of these states, the cutoff increased
enough to remain the same, or nearly the same, as a percentage of the federal poverty level.” Yet in
twenty-two of these states, the increase was too small to keep pace with the federal poverty level, so the
cutoff was lower as a percentage of the federal poverty level in 2006 than in 2001.

* The income eligibility limit decreased as a dollar amount in nine states between 2006 and 2001. The
income cutoff stayed the same in five states. In all of these states, the cutoff decreased as a percentage
of the federal poverty level, bringing to thirty-six the total number of states in which income eligibility
limits did not keep pace with the increase in the federal poverty level between 2001 and 2006.

* The income eligibility limits were above 100 percent of the federal poverty level in all states in 2006. Yet
in the majority of communities across the country, a family needs an income equal to at least twice the
poverty level to meet its basic needs, including housing, food, child care, transportation, health care, and
other necessities, according to a study by the Economic Policy Institute.”® Despite this, a family at that
income level ($33,200 a year for a family of three in 2006) could not qualify for child care assistance in
approximately three-quarters of the states. In about one-third of the states, a family with an income just
above 150 percent of poverty ($24,900 a year for a family of three) could also not qualify for child care
assistance.

WAITING LISTS

Even if a family is eligible for child care assistance, the family may not be able to receive that assistance because
of limited state resources. Instead, the family may be placed on a waiting list for assistance or find that the state
has frozen intake, which means the state turns away families without putting them on a waiting list. While
some families on waiting lists eventually receive child care assistance, others wait for months or years, or never
receive help at all. Studies of low-income families on waiting lists for child care assistance show a range of
negative consequences: families use care that is less than satisfactory or unstable, face tremendous financial
pressures, are unable to work, or are forced to turn to welfare.”!

In 2006, approximately one-third of the states had waiting lists or frozen intake, while the remaining two-thirds
of the states served eligible families who applied for help rather than placing them on waiting lists or turning
them away. This was an improvement over 2005 and 2001, when a greater number of states had waiting lists or
frozen intake.?

* FEighteen states had waiting lists or frozen intake in 2006, compared to twenty states in 2005 and
twenty-two states in 2001 (see Table 2).

* 'The District of Columbia and Maryland are the two states that had waiting lists in 2005, but not in
20006.

* Seven states had longer waiting lists in 2006 than in 2005. For example, the number of children on
the waiting list grew from approximately 39,700 to 54,000 in Florida, from 15,900 to 37,200 in North
Carolina, and from 22,000 to 33,500 in Texas. In contrast, five states had shorter waiting lists in 2006
than in 2005. For the remaining six states with waiting lists in 2000, it was not possible to compare the
length of waiting lists based on the available data.

* Seven states had longer waiting lists in 2006 than in 2001, while six states had shorter waiting lists. For
the remaining five states with waiting lists in 20006, it was not possible to compare the length of waiting
lists based on the available data.
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COPAYMENTS

States generally require families receiving child care assistance to cover at least a portion of their child care

costs. Most states have a sliding fee scale with families at higher income levels required to contribute more

than families at lower income levels. Some states also take into account the cost of care used by the family to
determine the copayment. In addition, some states exempt certain families, such as families with incomes below
the federal poverty level or foster families, from copayment requirements. Copayment policies are important
because high copayments can leave low-income families with a significant out-of-pocket cost for care even if they
are receiving child care assistance or can dissuade families from applying for assistance.

To compare policies across states, this study examines copayment requirements in each state for two hypothetical
families: a family of three with an income at 100 percent of the federal poverty level and a family of three with
an income at 150 percent of the federal poverty level.” In over two-thirds of the states, families paid the same
or a lower percentage of their income in copayments in 2006 than in 2005. Yet, in over one-third to one-half
of the states, depending on income, families paid a greater percentage of their income in copayments in 2006
than in 2001. In addition, copayments remained high in many states in 2006. In approximately one-quarter
of the states, a family at 100 percent of poverty was required to pay more in copayments in 2006 than the
nationwide average amount spent on child care among families who pay for child care (including those who
receive assistance and those who do not), which is slightly under 7 percent of income.** A family at 150 percent
of poverty had to pay more than 7 percent of income in about two-thirds of the states in which a family at this
income level was eligible.

* In thirteen states, copayments for a family of three at 150 percent of poverty® declined as a percentage
of income between 2005 and 2006 (see Table 3a). In twenty-two states, copayments remained the same
as a percentage of income. However, copayments increased as a percentage of income in eight states.

In the remaining eight states, a family at 150 percent of the federal poverty level was not eligible for
assistance in 2006,% an increase of one state since 2005.

* In twelve states, copayments for a family of three at 150 percent of poverty” declined as a percentage
of income between 2001 and 2006. In fourteen states, copayments remained the same as a percentage
of income. However, copayments increased as a percentage of income in seventeen states. In the
remaining eight states, a family at 150 percent of poverty was not eligible for assistance in 2006, an
increase of five states since 2001.

* In ten states, copayments for a family of three at 100 percent of poverty*® decreased as a percentage of
income between 2005 and 2006 (see Table 3b). In twenty-eight states, copayments remained the same
as a percentage of income. However, copayments increased in thirteen states as a percentage of income.

* In six states, copayments for a family of three at 100 percent of poverty”” decreased as a percentage of
income, and in nineteen states copayments remained the same as a percentage of income between 2001
and 2006. However, copayments increased as a percentage of income in twenty-six states.

* In twenty-eight states, a family at 150 percent of poverty was charged a copayment of $150 per month
(7 percent of income) or more in 20006; this is in addition to the eight states in which a family at this
income level was not eligible for child care assistance.

* In twelve states, a family of three at 100 percent of poverty was charged a copayment of $100 per month
(7 percent of income) or more in copayments in 20006.
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REIMBURSEMENT RATES

States determine the maximum amount they will pay child care providers and these reimbursement rates may
vary by geographic region, age of the child, type of care, or other factors. When reimbursement rates are set

too low, it is often hard for families to find providers willing to accept those rates. Providers who serve these
families despite low rates struggle to make ends meet as costs rise or are forced to shortchange the quality of care
they offer. Low reimbursement rates make it particularly difficult for families receiving assistance to obtain good
child care, which is a special concern for low-income children, who have the most to gain from child care that
promotes their development and learning.*

The benchmark used to assess state reimbursement rates—and the level recommended in federal regulations—is
the 75" percentile of current market rates, which is a rate that allows families access to 75 percent of the
providers in their communities. While states are required to conduct surveys every two years to determine
providers’ current market rates, states are not required to regularly update their rates based on the survey or set
their rates at any particular level.

Fewer states had adequate rates in 2006 than in 2005 and far fewer had adequate rates than in 2001. While less
than half of the states set rates at the 75" percentile of up-to-date market rates in 2001, by 2005 only a quarter
and by 2006 less than one-fifth of the states met this benchmark.”! In many states, reimbursement rates were
significantly below the 75® percentile of current market rates. An analysis of rates for two specific types of care
(licensed, non-accredited, center-based care for a four-year-old and a one-year-old in the most populous area of
each state) reveals that in 2006 about one-third of the states had reimbursement rates that fell short of the 75®
percentile of current market rates by 20 percent or more.*

* Only nine states set their maximum reimbursement rates at the 75% percentile of current market rates
(rates from 2004 or 2005) in 2006 (see Table 4a). In contrast, thirteen states set their maximum
reimbursement rates at the 75 percentile of updated market rates in 2005 and twenty-two states in
2001 (see Table 4b).

* As of February 2006, ten states had not updated their maximum reimbursement rates since 2001,
including two states (Michigan and Oregon) that had not updated their rates since 1997 and two states
(Mississippi and Missouri) that had not updated their rates since 1999.

* In sixteen states, maximum reimbursement rates for center-based care for a four-year-old in 2006 were
20 percent or more below the 75™ percentile of current market rates for this type of care (see Table 4c).*
For example, Missouri’s reimbursement rate for providers in St. Louis was only $331 per month, while
the 75" percentile of market rates was $660 per month. Michigan’s reimbursement rate for providers
in Wayne County was only $438 per month, compared to $758 per month for the 75® percentile of
market rates.

* In sixteen states, maximum reimbursement rates for center-based care for a one-year-old in 2006 were
20 percent or more below the 75® percentile of current market rates for this type of care. For example,
in Texas, center-based providers in communities covered by the Gulf Coast workforce board** are
reimbursed $520 per month for infant care, which is far below the 75" percentile of market rates—$851
per month.

CONCLUSION

Despite some small improvements in some areas over the past year, state child care assistance policies continue
to fall short of providing the support children and families need. There are still far too many low-income
families who are unable to qualify for child care assistance, remain trapped on long waiting lists, strain to pay
their copayments even if they are receiving assistance, or cannot find good care for their children because state
reimbursement rates are too low.
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TABLE 1A: INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS FOR A FAMILY OF THREE 2005 AND 2006

Income limit in 2006 Income limit in 2005

poamualdolar ASPECET  ASPOIOSOl | ps ol ol ASBEEE A porentof

($16,600/year) income ($16,090/year) income
Alaska* $46,243 219% 76%
Arkansas* $26,174 158% 64% $25,311 157% 61%
Colorado* $20,916-$36,204  126%-218% 359%-60% $20,376-$35,256  127%-219% 36%-62%
Delaware $32,184 104% 53%
Florida* $24,900 150% 51% $24,135 150% 50%
Hawaii $47,124 284% 79% $44,136 274% 78%
Ilinois $30,396 183% 50% $29,052 181% 50%
lowa* $23,328 141% 43% $21,936 136% 43%
Kentucky* $24,135 145% 54% $23,505 146% 52%

Maine $42,552 256% 85% $41,985 261% 85%

Massachusetts* $28,968 175% 42% $28,968 180% 44%

Minnesota* $28,158 170% 44% $27,423 170% 45%

Missouri $18,216 110% 34% $17,784 111% 35%

Nebraska* $19,308 116% 36% $18,804 117% 37%
New Hampshire* $30,576 184% 46% $28,784 179% 47%
New Mexico* $24,135 145% 63% $23,508 146% 58%
North Carolina $35,592 214% 5% $35,352 220% 2%

Oregon $24,900 150% 48% $24,132 150% 48%
Rhode Island* $36,203 218% 61%
South Dakota* $33525 202% 67% $32,650 203% 70%

Texas* $24,135-638.952  145%-235% 53-85% | $23505-$40,182  146%-250% 50%-85%

Vermont $31,032 187% 56% $31,032 193% 59%

Washington* $32,184 194% 55% $31,344 195% 56%

Wisconsin* $30,708 185% 53% $29,772 185% 53%

* indicates notes found on pages 11 and 12.
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TABLE 1B: INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS FOR A FAMILY OF THREE 2001 AND 2006
Income limit in 2006 Income limit in 2001

As percent As percent of As percent As percent of
As annual dollar h As annual dollar h
State amount of poverty state median amount of poverty state median
($16,600 a year) income ($14,630 a year) income
Alaska* $46,243 279% 76% $44,328 303% 75%

Arkansas* $26,174 158% 64% $23,523 161% 60%

Colorado* $20,916-$36,204 126%-218% 35%-60% $19,020-$32,000 130%-219% 36%-61%

Delaware $32,184 194% 53% $29,260 200% 53%

Florida* $24,900 150% 51% $20,820 142% 45%
Hawaii* $47,124 284% 79% $46,035 315% 83%
lllinois* $30,396 183% 50% $24,243 166% 43%
lowa* $23,328 141% 43% $19,812 135% 41%
Kentucky* $24,135 145% 54% $24,140 165% 55%
Maine $42,552 256% 85% $36,452 249% 75%

Massachusetts* $28,968 175% 42% $28,968 198% 48%

Minnesota* $28,158 170% 44% $42,304 289% 76%

Missouri $18,216 110% 34% $17,784 122% 37%

Nebraska* $19,308 116% 36% $25,260 173% 54%

New Hampshire* $30,576 184% 46% $27,797 190% 50%

New Mexico* $24,135 145% 63% $28,300 193% 75%

North Carolina $35,592 214% 75% $32,628 223% 69%

Ohio $29,772 179% 54% $27,066 185% 57%

Oregon $24,900 150% 48% $27,060 185% 60%

Rhode Island* $36,203 218% 61% $32,918 225% 61%

South Dakota* $33,525 202% 67% $22,826 156% 52%

Texas* $24,135-$38,952 145%-235% 53%-85% $21,228-$36,516 145%-250% 47%-82%

Vermont $31,032 187% 56% $31,032 212% 64%

Washington* $32,184 194% 55% $32,916 225% 63%

Wisconsin* $30,708 185% 53% $27,060 185% 51%

* indicates notes found on pages 11 and 12.
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NOTES FOR TABLES 1A AND 1B: INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS

The income eligibility limits shown in the table represent the maxinium income families can have when they apply for child care assistance. Some states allow
Sfamilies, once receiving assistance, to continue receiving assistance up to a bhigher income level than that initial limit. These higher exit eligibility limits are
reported below for states that bave them.

Changes in income linits were calenlated nsing raw data, rather than the rounded numbers shown in the table.

Alabama: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their annual income reached $27,756. In 2005, the exit
eligibility cutoff was $30,516, and in 2006, the exit eligibility cutoff was $32,184.

Alaska: The Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend (PFD) payment, which the majority of families in the state receive, is not counted when determining
eligibility.
Arkansas: The income cutoffs shown in the table take into account a $100-per-month deduction ($1,200 a year) that is allowed for an adult

household member who works an average of at least 32 hours per week per month at the equivalent of minimum wage or higher. It is assumed
there is one working parent. The stated income cutoffs, in policy, were $22,323 in 2001, $24,111 in 2005, and $24,974 in 2006.

California: Under policies in effect in 2001, families who had been receiving assistance as of January 1, 1998 could continue doing so until their
annual income reached $46,800 since they were subject to higher income guidelines previously in effect. Also note that in 2006, two pilot
counties (San Mateo and San Francisco) allowed families already receiving assistance to continue to receive it up to an annual income of

$51,876.

Colorado: Counties set the income eligibility cutoff within state guidelines. Also note that in 2005, counties could allow families already receiving
assistance to continue doing so until annual income reached $39,092.

Connecticut: In 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their annual income reached $51,591. In 2006, the exit

eligibility cutoff was $54,181.

District of Columbia: In 2001 and 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their annual income reached $41,640. In
2006, the exit eligibility cutoff was $48,270.

Florida: In 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $32,180. In 2006, the exit eligibility
cutoff was $33,200.

Hawaii: In 2001, the state allowed a 20 percent deduction of all countable income in determining eligibility, which is taken into account in the figure
shown here. The stated income cutoff; in policy, was $36,828. The state no longer used the deduction in 2005 or 2006.

Mlinois: In 2001, the state allowed a 10 percent earned income deduction, which is taken into account in the figure shown here. The stated income
cutoff was $21,819. The state no longer used the deduction in 2005 or 2006.

Indiana: In 2006, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $22,524.
Towa: For special needs care, the income cutoff was $27,420 in 2005 and $32,184 in 2006.

Kentucky: In 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $25,856. In 20006, the exit eligibility
cutoff was $26,549. As of April 1, 20006, the income cutoff to qualify for assistance was increased to $24,900, and the exit eligibility cutoff was
increased to $27,390 to reflect the adjusted federal poverty level.

Louisiana: Data on the state’s policies as of 2001 were not available, so data on policies as of March 15, 2000 were used instead.

Massachusetts: In 2001 and 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing do until annual income reached $49,248. In 2006, the
exit eligibility cutoff was $39,864. Also note that in 2006 the income cutoff for a family with special needs to qualify for child care assistance
was $49,248, with an exit eligibility cutoff of $57,936.

Minnesota: In 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $39,174. In 2006, the exit eligibility
cutoff was $40,225.

Nebraska: For a family transitioning from TANE the income limit was $28,992 in 2005 and $29,772 in 2006.

New Hampshire: If a family leaves TANF because of increased earnings or increased hours of work participation, it may continue to receive child care
assistance for up to one year regardless of income.

New Jersey: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $36,575. In 2005, the exit eligibility
cutoff was $39,175 and in 2006, it was $40,225.

New Mexico: For a period of time following August 1, 2001, the state lowered its eligibility limit for non-TANF families to 100 percent of poverty.
Parents whose child care cases were open prior to August 1, 2001 were not subject to this new eligibility limit. Also note that in 2005, families
already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $31,344. In 20006, the exit eligibility cutoff was $32,180.

New York: Data on the state’s policies as of 2001 were not available, so data on policies as of March 15, 2000 were used instead. Also note that New
York City has a three-level eligibility system with higher income cutoffs than the rest of the state. The income cutoffs are at 225 percent, 255
percent, and 275 percent (depending on family size) of the federal poverty level.
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Ohio: In 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $25,860.

Oklahoma: The income eligibility cutoff depends on how many children are in care. The income cutoffs shown in the table assume that the family had
two children in subsidized care. In 2006, the income eligibility limit for a family of three with only one child in subsidized care was $23,400.
Also note that, in 2005 and 20006, the state had a separate exit eligibility cutoff. A family of three with two children in subsidized care could
continue doing so until its annual income reached $35,100.

Pennsylvania: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $34,381. In 2005, the exit eligibility
limit was $36,825 and in 2006, the exit eligibility cutoff was $37,812.

Rhode Island: In March 2006, the income cutoff was increased to $37,350 to reflect the adjusted 2006 federal poverty level.

South Carolina: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $24,763. In 2005, the exit
eligibility cutoff was $27,423 and in 20006, the exit eligibility cutoff was $28,158.

South Dakota: The income cutoffs shown in the table take into account that the state disregards 4 percent of earned income in determining eligibility.
In 2001, the stated income cutoff, in policy, was $21,913. In 2005, the stated income, in policy, was $31,344 and in 20006, it was $32,184. Also
note that the state increased its income cutoff to $33,192 as of March 1, 2006 to reflect the 2006 federal poverty level.

Texas: Local boards set their own income cutoffs within state guidelines. Also note that in 2006, thirteen boards allowed families an extended year of
child care assistance at a higher income than their initial eligibility limit; however, this exit eligibility cutoff could not exceed 85 percent of state

median income.

Utah: The income cutoffs shown in the table take into account a monthly standard deduction of $100 for each working parent, assuming there is one
working parent in the family. The stated income cutoffs, in policy, were $25,848 in 2001, $28,164 in 2005, and $29,184 in 2006. The state
also allows a deduction of $100 per month for the household for medical expenses.

Virginia: The state has different income cutoffs for different regions of the state. In 2001, the state had three separate regional cutoffs, which for a
family of three were: $21,948, $23,400, and $27,060. In 2005, the state had four separate regional cutoffs: $23,508, $25,080, $28,992, and
$39,175. In 20006, the state also had four regional cutoffs: $24,135, $25,744, $29,767, and $40,225.

Washington: The income cutoff was adjusted for the 2006 federal poverty level as of April 1, 2006, with the new income cutoff set at $33,192.

West Virginia: In 2005, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $26,172. In 20006, the exit

eligibility cutoff was $29,772.
Wisconsin: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $29,256. In 2005, the exit eligibility
limit was $32,184 and in 20006, the exit eligibility limit was $33,204.

Wyoming;: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until annual income reached $27,060. In 2005, the exit eligibility
limit was $31,344 and in 20006, it was $32,184.
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TABLE 2: WAITING LISTS FOR CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

Number of children or families on Number of children or families on Number of children or families on
waiting lists as of early 2006 waiting lists as of early 2005 waiting lists as of December 2001

State

Alaska No waiting list No waiting list 588 children

Arkansas* 1,761 children 517 families 8,000 children

Colorado* Waiting lists at county level 602 families Waiting lists at county level

Delaware No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Florida* 53,965 children 39,677 children 46,800 children

Hawaii No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

lllinois No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

lowa No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Kentucky No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Maine 2,010 children 2,025 children 2,000 children

Massachusetts* 16,479 children 13,563 children 18,000 children

Minnesota* 4,876 families 859 families 4,735 children

Missouri No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Nebraska No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

New Hampshire No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

New Mexico No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

North Carolina 37,195 children 15,871 children 25,363 children

Ohio No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Oregon No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Rhode Island No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

South Dakota No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Texas* 33,506 children 22,045 children 36,799 children

Vermont No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Washington No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

Wisconsin No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

* indicates notes found on page 14.
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NOTES FOR TABLE 2: WAITING LISTS FOR CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

Alabama: Data for December 2001 were not available so data from November of that year were used instead.
Arkansas: The 2006 waiting list total is as of April 27 of that year.

California: Counties maintain waiting lists, but there is no statewide total for the number of families and children on those lists. The figure reported
here is an estimate provided by the state.

Colorado: Waiting lists are kept at the county level, rather than at the state level. Four counties had waiting lists in 2001, but data on the total
number of children on waiting lists in counties that had them were not available. In addition, four counties had frozen intake in 2001. In 2006,
six counties had waiting lists.

District of Columbia: Waiting list totals from 2001 and 2005 may include some children living in the wider metropolitan area that encompasses parts
of Maryland and Virginia.

Florida: The waiting list total reported for 2005 is the total as of April of that year. The waiting list total reported for 2006 is as of January 31 of that
year.

Georgia: The waiting list count for 2006 is as of April of that year.

Indiana: In addition to the waiting list, some counties ran out of funding and stopped accepting applications for assistance in 2001.
Maryland: The waiting list total reported for 2005 is the total as of March of that year.

Massachusetts: The waiting list count for 2006 is as of June 28 of that year.

Minnesota: The waiting list total for 2006 is as of December 2005.

Mississippi: The waiting list total for 2006 is as of June 30, 2005.

New Jersey: Data for 2001 were not available, so data from March 2002 were used instead.

New York: Waiting lists are kept at the county level and statewide data are not available. As of February 2006, 13 out of 58 counties had an active
waiting list. Each county also has the authority to freeze intake and stop adding names to its waiting list.

Pennsylvania: The waiting list count for 2006 is as of February 28 of that year.

Tennessee: When the state reported its data in 2001 and 2006, the state had frozen intake for families not in the TANF or Transitional Child Care
programs. The waiting list figure for each year represents the number of children on the waiting list when intake was closed. The state did not
provide a similar number for 2005, when the waiting list was also frozen.

Texas: Local workforce development boards maintain waiting lists. The waiting list total reported for 2006 is as of January of that year.

Virginia: Data for December 2001 were not available, so data from January of that year were used instead.
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TABLE 3A: PARENT COPAYMENTS FOR A FAMILY OF THREE
WITH AN INCOME AT 150 PERCENT OF POVERTY AND ONE CHILD IN CARE

Monthly fee in 2006 Monthly fee in 2005 Monthly fee in 2001 Change 2001 to 2006
State As a dollar As a percent As a dollar As a percent As a dollar As a percent In dollar In percent of

amount of income amount of income amount of income amount income
Alaska $44 2% $42 2% $71 4% -$27 2%
Arkansas* $253 12% $390 19% $29 0%
Colorado $231 11% $258 13% $46 1%
Delaware $217 10% $172 9% $58 2%

Florida* 6% $26 1%

Hawaii $50 2% $42 2% $38 $12 0%

$160 8% $134

Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible

$210

llinois % $134 % $26 0%

lowa* Not eligible Not eligible N/A N/A

Kentucky $170 8% 10% $177 10%

Maine 10% 9%

$206 $181 $183 10% 0%

Massachusetts $180 9% $180 9% $160 9% 0%

$83 4% $96

Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible
Not eligible Not eligible

$1

Minnesota 5% $53 3% 3%

Missouri Not eligible Not eligible N/A N/A

Nebraska* Not eligible Not eligible $129 % N/A N/A

New Hampshire $2 <1% <1% $2 $0

New Mexico $131 6% $128 6% $16

North Carolina $208 10% $201 $49

Ohio 9%

$182 $211 $94

Oregon $517 25% $463 23% $198
Rhode Island $125 6% $120 6% $106
South Dakota $299 14% $302 15% $365 -$66

Texas* $187-$270 9%-13% $181-$261 9%-13% $165-$256 9%-14%
Vermont $259 12% $228 1%

Washington $152 % $145 %

$14-$22

$123

% $136

$87

5% $65

Wisconsin $122 6% $181 9% 9%

* indicates notes found on page 17.
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TABLE 3B: PARENT COPAYMENTS FOR A FAMILY OF THREE
WITH AN INCOME AT 100 PERCENT OF POVERTY AND ONE CHILD IN CARE

Monthly fee in 2006 Monthly fee in 2005 Monthly fee in 2001

State As a dollar As a percent As a dollar As a percent As a dollar As a percent
amount of income amount of income amount of income

Alaska $14 1% $13 1% $14

Arkansas* $0 0% $0 0% $0
Colorado $140 10% $122 9% $113
Delaware $104 8% $60 4% $55
Florida* $87 6% $134 10% $69
Hawaii $0 0% $0 0% $0

5%

lllinois

lowa* 1%
Kentucky %
Maine 8%

Massachusetts %

Minnesota 3%

Missouri 6%

Nebraska* 4%

New Hampshire <1%

New Mexico

North Carolina $138 10% $134 10% $106
Ohio $99 % $137 10% $43
Oregon $141 10% $129 10% $90

Rhode Island $14 1% $13 1% $0

South Dakota $0 0% $0 0% $0

Texas* $125-$180 9%-13% $121-$174 9%-13% $109-$170 9%-14%

Vermont $0 0% $18 1% $0 0%
Washington $50 4% $50 4% $20 2%
Wisconsin $74 5% $73 5% $61 5%

* indicates notes found on page 17.
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NOTES FOR TABLES 3A AND 3B: PARENT COPAYMENTS
For a family of three, an income at 100 percent of poverty was equal to §14,630 a year in 2001, §16,090 a year in 2005, and §16,600 a year in 2006.
For a family of three, an income at 150 percent of poverty was equal to §21,945 a year in 2001, §24,135 a year in 2005, and §24,900 a year in 2006.

For states that calculate their fees as a percentage of the cost of care, it is assumed that the family was purchasing care at the state’s maxinum reimbursement
rate for licensed, non-accredited center care for a four-year-old. Monthly fees were calenlated from honrly, daily, and weekly fees assuming the child was in care
9 hours a day, 5 days a week, 4.33 weeks a nmonth.

Changes in copayments were calcnlated using raw data, rather than the rounded numbers shown in the table.
Arkansas: The state determines copayments based on the cost of care.
Florida: Local coalitions have flexibility in setting copayments; the copayments in the table reflect the maximum copayment levels.

Indiana: Copayments vary depending on how long the family has been receiving child care assistance, with families paying a higher percentage of
income the longer they receive assistance. The copayment shown in the table assumes it is the first year the family is receiving assistance.

Towa: A family at 150 percent of poverty would be eligible for assistance if the family was using special needs care. For this family, the copayment
in 2005 would have been $176 per month, and in 2006, the copayment would have been $180 per month. A family of three with an income
at 100 percent of poverty that is using special needs care would have the same copayment as a family using basic care. Also note that no
copayment is assessed for families under 100 percent of poverty.

Louisiana: Data were not available for June 2001, so data from March 2000 were used instead.

Maryland: The state determines copayments based on maximum state reimbursement rates in the region where the family lives. Copayments
reported in the table were calculated assuming the family lives in the region of the state with the highest provider rates.

Mississippi: For children in foster care or protective services and children receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits, the copayment fee is
$10 per month.

Nebraska: A family at 150 of poverty would be eligible if the family was transitioning from TANE

New York: Data were not available for June 2001, so data from March 2000 were used instead. Also note that the state allows districts the flexibility
to set copayments within a state-specified range; the copayments in the table reflect the maximum amount possible in that range. In New York
City, copayments are capped at 10 percent of income.

Oklahoma: In 2006, a family of three with one child in care and an annual income of $24,900 would not be eligible for assistance unless it was
already receiving assistance as of August 31, 2004.

Texas: Local workforce boards set their own copayments within state guidelines. Also note that parents participating in the TANF work program
(Choices) and the Food Stamp Employment and Training program are exempt from the copayment.
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TABLE 4A: STATE REIMBURSEMENT RATES 2006

Year when rates last
update

State State reimbursement rates compared to market rates

Alaska* 35th percentile (average) of 2005 rates 2001

Arkansas* 75th percentile of 2004 rates 2004

Colorado* Below the 75th percentile of 2005 rates N/A

Delaware Below the 75th percentile of 2005 rates 2005

Florida* Varies by locality Varies by locality

Hawaii 70th-75th percentile of 2005 rates 2006

lllinois* Below the 75th percentile of 2004 rates 2005

lowa 75th percentile of 2002 rates 2005

Kentucky 73rd percentile of 2003 rates 2003

Maine 75th percentile of 2004 rates 2004

Massachusetts* 30th-75th percentile (approximately) of 2003 rates 2004

Minnesota* Varies 2006

Missouri* 50th percentile of 1996/1991 rates 1999

Nebraska 60th-75th percentile of 2005 rates 2005

New Hampshire 48th percentile of 2003 rates 2005

New Mexico* 54-95% of the 75th percentile of 2005 rates 2001

North Carolina* 75th percentile of 1997 rates 2003

Ohio 65th percentile of 2004 rates 2005

Oregon* 21st percentile (average) of 2004 rates 1997

Rhode Island 75th percentile of 2002 rates 2004

South Dakota 75th percentile of 2005 rates 2005

Texas* Below the 75th percentile of 2005 rates 2002

Vermont* 50th-57th percentile of 2005 rates 2005

Washington* 20th-81st percentile of 2004 rates 2005

Wisconsin 75th percentile of 2005 rates 2006

* indicates notes found on pages 21 and 22.
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TABLE 4B: STATE REIMBURSEMENT RATES
COMPARED TO THE 75TH PERCENTILE OF
CURRENT MARKET RATES 2006, 2005, AND 2001

Rates equal to or above the 75th percentile of
current market rates

State In 20067 In 20057 In 20017

Alaska* No No No

Arkansas* Yes Yes Yes

Colorado* No Yes Yes

Delaware No No No

Florida* No Yes Yes

Hawaii No No No

lllinois No No No

lowa No No No

Kentucky No Yes Yes

Maine Yes Yes Yes

Massachusetts* No No No

Minnesota* No No Yes

Missouri* No No No

Nebraska No No No

New Hampshire No No No

New Mexico* No No No

North Carolina* No No No

Ohio No No No

Oregon* No No No

Rhode Island No No Yes
SouhCaia s s N
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes
Temessee' N NN
Texas* No No Yes
vah N N N
Vermont No No No

Washington* No No No

Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes

* indicates notes found on pages 21 and 22.
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TO MARKET RATE AMOUNT FOR CHILD CARE CENTERS

TABLE 4C: STATE REIMBURSEMENT RATE AMOUNT IN 2006 COMPARED

State

Alabama*
Alaska*
Arizona*
Arkansas*
California
Colorado*
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia*
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois*
Indiana

lowa

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
Wisconsin
Wyoming

City/county/region*

Birmingham Region
Anchorage

Maricopa County (Phoenix)
Central Arkansas, Pulaski County

Los Angeles
Denver
North Central Region
New Castle County
Citywide
Miami-Dade County
Fulton County (Area 3)
Oahu

Boise Metro Area (Region 1V)

Metropolitan Region
Marion
Statewide

Douglas & Johnson Counties

Central Region
Statewide
Cumberland County
Region W
Boston Region
Wayne County
Hennepin
Statewide
St. Louis (Metro Region)
Billings Region
Urban Counties
Clark County
Manchester
Statewide
Metro Areas Statewide
New York City
Mecklenburg County
Statewide
Metro Counties
Metro Area
Portland Metro Area
Philadelphia
Statewide

Statewide Urban and Rural

Minnehaha County

Top Counties in Population/Income

Gulf Coast Local Board
Statewide
Statewide

Fairfax County

Seattle/King County (Region 4)

Statewide
Milwaukee County
Statewide

Center Care for a Four-Year-Old

Monthly state
reimbursement
rate

$429
$550
$502
$434
$672
$520
$650
$453
$632
$390
$420
$500
$492
$527
$619
$480
$608
$380
$363
$701
$495
$752
$438
$811
$303
$331
$433
$541
$498
$554
$552
$386
$779
$594
$460
$580
$411
$398
$617
$649
$359
$497
$394
$411
$412
$470
$827
$574
$390
$780
$500

75th
percentile
of market
rate
$433
$685
$650
$434
$660
$693
$862
$539
$909
$468
$530
$520
$518
$788
$619
$500
$703
$387
$396
$701
$612
$875
$758
$901
N/A
$660
$433
$602
$860
$650
$723
$520
$779
$702
$470
$609
$454
$666
$652
$714
$359
$497
$480
$688
$433
$600
N/A
$770
$433
$780
$500

Year of
market
rate

2005
2005
2004
2006
2005
2005
2005
2005
2004
2005
2005
2005
2004
2004
2005
2004
2002
2003
2005
2004
2005
2003
2005
2005

N/A

2004-05

2004
2005
2004
2003
2004
2005
2005
2005
2005
2004
2005
2004
2005
2004
2004
2005
2004
2005
2004
2005

N/A
2004
2005
2005
2004

Difference
between
state rate
and 75th
percentile
-$4
-$135
-$147

Percentage
difference
between
state rate
and 75th
percentile
-1%

-20%
-23%
0%
2%
-25%
-25%
-16%
-30%
-A7%
-21%
-4%
-5%
-33%
0%
-4%
-14%
2%
-8%
0%
-19%
-14%
-42%
-10%
N/A
-50%
0%
-10%
-42%
-15%
-24%
-26%
0%
-15%
-2%
-5%
-9%
-40%
-5%
-9%
0%
0%
-18%
-40%
5%
-22%
N/A
-25%
-10%
0%
0%

Center Care for a One-Year-Old

Monthly state
reimbursement
rate

$455
$647
$554
$509
$920
$650
$818
$528
$881
$420
$480
$700
$594
$731
$714
$580
$873
$460
$385
$801
$779
$1,117
$653
$1,088
$329
$557
$541
$693
$671
$657
$669
$468
$1,247
$632
$400
$736
$563
$545
$758
$780
$403
$605
$476
$520
$533
$533
$1,005
$684
$520
$1,005
$500

75th
percentile
of market
rate
$476
$700
$736
$509
$995
$823
$1,031
$598
$1,178
$511
$520
$923
$638
$979
$714
$620
$1,025
$480
$418
$801
$974
$1,370
$1,202
$1,234
N/A
$823
$541
$745
$974
$779
$808
$585
$1,247
$803
$404
$772
$637
$850
$801
$844
$403
$605
$606
$851
$585
$640
N/A
$937
$520
$1,005
$500

Year of
market
rate

2005
2005
2004
2006
2005
2005
2005
2005
2004
2005
2005
2005
2004
2004
2005
2004
2002
2003
2005
2004
2005
2003
2005
2005
N/A
2004-05
2004
2005
2004
2003
2004
2005
2005
2005
2005
2004
2005
2004
2005
2004
2004
2005
2004
2005
2004
2005
N/A
2004
2005
2005
2004

Difference
between
state rate
and 75th
percentile

-$22

Percentage
difference
between
state rate
and 75th
percentile
-5%

-8%
-250%
0%
-8%
-21%
-21%
-12%
-25%
-18%
-8%
-24%
7%
-25%
0%
-6%
-15%
-4%
-8%
0%
-20%
-18%
-46%
-12%
NIA
-32%
0%
7%
-31%
-16%
-17%
-20%
0%
-21%
-1%
-5%
-12%
-36%
-5%
-8%
0%
0%
-21%
-39%
-9%
-17%
NIA
-27%
0%
0%
0%

* indicates notes found on pages 21 and 22.
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NOTES FOR TABLES 4A, 4B AND 4C: REIMBURSEMENT RATES

State reimbursement rates are compared to the 75th percentile of market rates (the rate that allows parents access to 75 percent of providers in their com-
munity) because federal regulations recommend that rates be set at this level.

A state is considered to have rates that were based on current market prices if the market survey used to set its rates was conducted no more than two years
carlier (so, for example, rates used in 2006 were considered current if set at the 75th percentile of 2004 or more recent market rates).

The data in these tables reflect states’ basic rates. Some states may have higher rates for particular types of care such as higher quality care or care for chil-
dren with special needs.

States were asked to report state reimbursement rates and the 75 percentile of market rates for their state’s most populons city, county, or region. Differ-
ences between state reimbursement rates and the 75" percentile were calenlated nsing raw data, rather than the rounded numbers shown in the tabl.

Alabama: The percentile at which state reimbursement rates are set varies by region. Rates are reported for the Birmingham Region, which includes
five counties.

Alaska: State reimbursement rates and percentiles vary by region and age of child. The percentiles at which state rates are set range from the 0" (all
market rates are above the state rate) to the 100" (the state rate is above all market rates) percentile.

Arizona: Rates are reported for Maricopa County, which covers the Phoenix metropolitan area.

Arkansas: State reimbursement rates were set at the 75" percentile of 2004 market rates until July 1, 2006. As of July 1, 2006, the state updated its
rates to the 75™ percentile of 2006 market rates. The state reported its new rates based on 2006 market rates, rather than the rates it had in
place prior to July 1% that were based on 2004 market rates.

Colorado: Each county determines its own rates.

District of Columbia: The state has tiered rates, with three levels: Bronze, Silver, and Gold. The reimbursement rates shown in the table reflect the
Bronze level rates. Gold-tier providers, which meet higher quality standards, are paid at the 75" percentile of market rates.

Florida: Updates of reimbursement rates vary by local coalition, but most rates have not been updated since 2001.

Illinois: The state does not set its rates based on a market rate survey. Reimbursement rates are reported for the Metropolitan Region (referred to as

Group 1A), which includes Cook, DeKalb, DuPage, Kane, Kendall, Lake, and McHenry Counties.

Kansas: For registered providers, rates are at the 60* percentile of market rates and for licensed homes and child care centers, rates are at the 65*
percentile. Rates for relative providers are equal to 65 percent of rates used for registered care. Rates for regulated providers were last updated
February 1, 2002. New rates were implemented for in-home care (care provided in the child’s own home) on October 1, 2004 and for out-of-
home relative care on January 1, 2005.

Louisiana: The percentile for the reimbursement rate varies. In 2006, reimbursement rates for center-based care and in-home care were each slightly
below the 75th percentile and the rate for family child care homes was equal to the 75th percentile.

Maryland: Rates are reported for Region W, which includes Prince George’s, Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, and Carroll Counties.
Massachusetts: The percentile for the reimbursement rate varies by type of care and region.

Minnesota: In rural counties, rates are set at either the 100% percentile of 2002 market rates increased by 1.75 percent, or at the 100% percentile
of 2005 market rates, whichever is lower. Other rates are set at the 75" percentile of 2001 market rates increased by 1.75 percent, or at the
75" percentile of 2005 market rates, whichever is lower. These maximum rates became effective January 1, 2006 with full implementation for
services provided beginning in March 2006.

Missouri: Reimbursement rates for preschool and school-age care were set in 1991 and not reflective of a particular percentile. The reimbursement
rate for infants was at the 50th percentile of 1996 market rates. Provider rates were increased in 1998 for infant care and nontraditional care. In
1999, the state introduced provider rate enhancements for care for children with special needs, accredited providers, and disproportionate share
providers who care for a higher number of children receiving subsidies.

Montana: Data on policies as of 2001 were not available, so policies as of March 2000 were used instead.

Nevada: The rates vary by region. The state did a market rate survey in 2004, but did not adjust its rates to the 75% percentile of the 2004 rates.
Instead, it increased rates from previous levels, by 25 percent for infants, 20 percent for toddlers, and 15 percent for preschoolers and school-

age children.

New Jersey: Reimbursement rates are not set at a percentile of market rates. Instead, the state makes periodic adjustments to existing rates. Also
note that data on policies as of 2001 were not available, so policies as of March 2000 were used instead for this analysis.

New Mexico: The state does not set its rates as a percentile of market rates. In recent years, the state has raised rates for certain categories of
providers or providers with higher quality levels, rather than raising rates for all providers. The state increased rates for accredited providers in
rural areas in April 2003, added differential rate levels for higher quality providers in February 2004, and raised rates for licensed providers in
rural areas in February 2005.

New York: Reimbursement rates are reported for New York City, including Kings, Queens, Richmond, Brooklyn, and Bronx Counties.
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North Carolina: In 2003, the state used a 2000 market rate survey to adjust certain rates by 1 to 3 percent. Also note that the state has a tiered rate
system with five levels. The rates reported in the table are for Three Star Centers, since the largest number of providers qualify for this rate.

North Dakota: The reimbursement rate varies by provider type. For centers, the rate for infants is at approximately the 72" percentile, the rate for
toddlers is at approximately the 67" percentile, and the rate for three- to five-year-olds is at approximately the 75 percentile. For family child
care, the rates are at approximately the 74" percentile for infants, the 75" percentile for toddlers, and the 52" percentile for three- and four-
year-olds. (State rates for school-age care are above the 75 percentile of market rates for school-age care because the state uses the same rates for
children ages three to thirteen.)

Oklahoma: The percentile for the reimbursement rate varies by type of care, age of child, and region. The maximum state reimbursement rate is at the
85 percentile of market rates, but the majority of the reimbursement rates are below the 85% percentile. Also note that the state has a tiered rate
system with three levels. The rates reported in the table are for Two Star Centers, since the majority of centers are at this level. Two Star centers
operate in compliance with appropriate licensing requirements and additional quality criteria, and meet requirements for master teachers, staff
compensation scales, and program evaluation.

Oregon: The percentile for the reimbursement rate varies by type of care, age of child, and region. The average rate for toddler care is at the 21*
percentile of 2004 market rates. Rates range from the 10% percentile to the 90, but few rates are at either extreme. Reimbursement rates are
reported for Rate Area A, primarily the Portland Metropolitan Area.

Pennsylvania: The percentile varies by type of care, age of child, and region. In 2006, state reimbursement rates were set at least at the 52" percentile
of 2005 market rates for centers and at least at the 38" percentile for family child care.

South Carolina: The reimbursement rates shown in the table are for urban child care centers that meet licensing standards (referred to as “participating
providers”). Providers that meet higher standards (referred to as “enhanced providers”) receive higher reimbursement rates. The state’s market
rate survey included categories for enhanced providers and participating providers and the 75th percentile was obtained for each type.

Tennessee: The percentile for the reimbursement rate varies by type of care, age of child, and region. The reimbursement rates reported apply to
counties that were among the top 15 in average population in 2003 and/or among the top 15 in per capita income in 2000-2002. There were 20
counties that met one or both of these criteria. There is a separate set of reimbursement rates that apply to the remaining counties.

Texas: Localities have flexibility in determining maximum reimbursement rates. In most localities, the rates are below the 75th percentile of current
market rates.

Utah: The state adjusted its infant rates in 2001. All other rates were last adjusted prior to 2001.

Vermont: Reimbursement rates were updated in 2005 for licensed centers serving infants/toddlers and preschoolers. Other rates were last updated in

2004.

Virginia: In 2006, rates for licensed and regulated care for infants, toddlers, and preschoolers were at the 75th percentile of 2002 market rates (unless
2002 market rates were lower than existing reimbursement rates, in which case the rates were held harmless). Rates for unlicensed providers and
for all school-age care were left at 2001 levels.

Washington: The percentile for the reimbursement rate varies by region, age of child, and type of care. For centers, rates range from the 25th to 81st
percentile for infant care, from the 27th to 49th percentile for toddlers, from the 20th to 49th percentile for preschoolers, and from the 44th
to 70th percentile for school-age care. For family child care homes, rates range from the 26th to 63rd percentile for infants, from the 22nd
to 67th percentile for toddlers, from the 32nd to 57th percentile for preschoolers, and from the 37th to 75th percentile for school-age care.

West Virginia: Policies as of 2001 were not available, so policies as of March 2000 were used instead.
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