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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This biennial Report to Congress for fiscal years (FY) 2020 and FY 2021 was prepared in
accordance with section 658L (a) of the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
Act, (42 U.S.C. 89858j(a)). This report includes a summary of information about children and
families receiving Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) services and their child care
providers as reported by states, territories, and tribes as well as a summary of program-related
activities. It also includes a summary of COVID-19 public health emergency supplemental child
care funding during FY 2020 and FY 2021. This report includes data and analysis from a variety
of sources, including final FY 2020 and preliminary FY 2021 CCDF administrative data. Please
see Appendices B and C to view the data tables for FY 2020 and FY 2021.

The CCDF program is administered by the Office of Child Care (OCC) within the
Administration for Children and Families (ACF), an agency of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS). CCDF provides funding for child care subsidies to help families
with low income and with children under age 13 pay for child care so that parents can work or
participate in training or education activities. The CCDBG Act requires lead agencies to
subsidize costs either through a voucher (or certificate) or direct service grants or contracts with
a provider. Parents can use child care assistance with a center, family child care home, after-
school program, neighbor, or relative.

In FY 2020 and FY 2021, Congress appropriated more than $50 billion in supplemental CCDF
funding as part of the federal response to the COVID-19 public health emergency, providing
resources to states, territories, and tribes participating in CCDF to respond to the unprecedented
challenges faced by children, families, and child care providers. The funds were included in the
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act, Coronavirus Response and
Recovery Supplemental Appropriations (CRRSA) Act, and the American Rescue Plan (ARP)
Act. All funds were appropriated under the CCDBG Act authority, but each funding stream has
unique requirements. More information on the OCC approach and response to COVID-19 public
health emergency is provided later in the report.

CCDF Funding

e Federal funding for CCDF (excluding COVID-19 public health emergency child care
funding) was $8.74 billion in FY 2020 and $9.46 billion in FY 2021 in discretionary and
mandatory and matching funds (not including COVID supplemental funding). Funds were
allocated by formula to 50 states, the District of Columbia, the U.S. territories of American
Samoa, Guam, Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and 262 tribal
lead agencies encompassing over 535 federally recognized tribes.

Population Served by CCDF
e 1.31 million children from 797,200 families were served each month by the CCDF program
in FY 2021. This is down from 1.48 million children served each month in FY 2020. This
drop is likely explained by the impact of the COVID-19 public health emergency on child
care usage and the child care sector. Further explanation regarding the decline is provided
later in the report.
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214,861 providers participated in the CCDF subsidy program in FY 2021.

The average monthly subsidy paid to providers was $593 in FY 2021.

73 percent of children served by CCDF were served in center-based care in FY 2021, while
a quarter of children were served in home-based settings, which may include family child
care homes, relative care, and care provided in the child’s home.

87 percent of children served by CCDF were served in licensed or regulated settings in FY
2021.

262 tribal lead agencies that represent over 535 federally recognized tribes received CCDF
awards in FY 2020 and FY 2021. Twenty tribal lead agencies operated as consortia.t
Forty-seven tribal lead agencies consolidated their CCDF programs under Public Law 102-
477 for employment, training, and related services administered by the U.S. Department of
Interior (DOI).

Additional Program Activities

States and territories spent $1.7 billion (or 13 percent) of their CCDF expenditures on quality
activities and $427 million (or 3 percent) on activities to improve the quality and supply of
care for infants and toddlers in FY 2020.

The Interagency Task Force for Child Safety was created in 2021 with the passage of the
Child Care Protection and Improvement Act (CCPIA), which was signed into law on
December 31, 2020 (Public Law (Pub. L.) 116-279).

Monitoring visits to assess state lead agency compliance on the FY 2019-FY 2021 CCDF
Plans were completed over a 3-year span, including for 34 lead agencies during FY 2020 and
FY 2021. Onsite monitoring was temporarily adjusted to be conducted virtually during the
COVID-19 public health emergency. Sixteen states and the District of Columbia were
monitored in FY 2020 and 17 states were monitored in FY 2021.

In FY 2020, ACF set aside $41.7 million in federal CCDF funds and $45.9 million in FY
2021 as authorized in the CCDBG Act for technical assistance. OCC provided technical
assistance and training opportunities through its central office, ten regional offices, and the
OCC-funded National Technical Assistance Centers to support to states, territories, and
tribes.

In FY 2020, ACF set aside $43.7 million in federal CCDF funds and $46.5 in FY 2021 as
authorized in the CCDBG Act for research, demonstration projects, and evaluations for use
by the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation (OPRE).

The COVID-19 Public Health Emergency Supplemental Child Care Funding

COVID-19 relief supplemental CCDF funding in FY 2020 and FY 2021 provided states,
territories, and tribes participating in CCDF resources to respond to COVID-19. This
included $3.50 billion in the CARES Act, $10.00 billion in the CRRSA Act, and $38.97
billion in the ARP Act.

1 The CCDF regulation at 45 CFR 98.80(c) refers to a consortium as a partnership between two or more tribal
governments authorized by the governing bodies of those tribes to allow the tribal consortium to apply for and
receive CCDF funding on behalf of the member tribes.
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e OCC awarded the pandemic-related supplemental child care funds to states, territories, and
tribes, and released separate policy guidance documents for each funding stream, including
three separate guidance documents for the ARP Act.

e OCC also used supplemental funding to provide increased technical assistance to lead
agencies.

BACKGROUND

This Report to Congress is required by section 658L (a) of the CCDBG Act (42 U.S.C.
89858j(a)). The report covers FY 2020 and 2021 and includes a summary of the data and
information reported by states, territories, and tribes as part of the Child Care and Development
Fund (CCDF), which is authorized under the CCDBG Act.? This report includes data and
analysis from a variety of sources, including final FY 2020 and preliminary FY 2021 CCDF
administrative data about children and families receiving CCDF services. Some of the impacts
of the COVID-19 public health emergency, which began part way through FY 2020, are
reflected in the final FY 2020 CCDF administrative data. The FY 2021 CCDF administrative
data was preliminary at the time this report was published but final versions of the data will be
posted online.® Please see Appendices B and C to view the data tables for FY 2020 and FY
2021.

OVERVIEW OF THE CCDEF PROGRAM

The CCDEF is the primary federal funding source dedicated to providing child care assistance to
families with low incomes. It is administered by the OCC within ACF at the Department of
Health and Human Services. CCDF allocates funding to state, territory, and tribal governments
to provide child care subsidies for children under age 13 to eligible families with low incomes so
these families can afford child care and parents can work, attend school, or enroll in training.
Subsidies are provided through vouchers or certificates and grants and contracts. Additionally,
CCDF promotes the healthy development of all children in care by improving the quality of early
learning and school-age care. CCDF provided $8.74 billion in FY 2020 and $9.46 billion in FY
2021 in discretionary, mandatory, and matching funds (not including COVID supplemental
funding) to 50 states, the District of Columbia, 5 U.S. territories (American Samoa, Guam,
Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands), and 262 tribal lead agencies
encompassing over 535 federally recognized tribes.

The CCDBG Act (42 U.S.C. 89857 et seq.) was last authorized by Congress in November 2014
and in September 2016, ACF published a CCDF final rule (81 F.R. 67438, codified at 45 C.F.R.
Part 98) to provide clarity to states, territories, and tribes on how to implement the CCDBG Act
and administer the CCDF program. Within the parameters of federal statute and regulations,
states, territories, and tribes decide how to administer their subsidy programs. They determine

2 The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-193) consolidated
funding for child are under section 418 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. § 618) and made such funding subject to the
requirements of the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) Act. The U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) subsequently designated the combined mandatory and discretionary funding streams as the Child Care and
Development Fund (CCDF) program.

3 Updated CCDF administrative data tables are available at https://www.acf.hhs.gov/occ/resource/ccdf-statistics.
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payment rates for child care providers, co-payment amounts for families, specific eligibility
requirements, and how CCDF services will be prioritized. By law, CCDF lead agencies must
give priority to children in families with very low incomes and children with special needs, as
defined by the state. CCDF also requires lead agencies to give priority to children experiencing
homelessness. Lead agencies may also establish other priorities for services.*

Child Care Eligibility Estimates

According to an analysis of data developed by HHS’s Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE), there were 12.5 million children under the age of
13 in income eligible families that met the qualifying activities under federal rules for
child care subsidies in an average month in FY 2019 (most recent data). Under state
rules, 8.7 million children were eligible for subsidies in FY 2019. An estimated 2.0
million children received child care subsidies through CCDF or related government
funding streams (i.e., Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funding spent
directly on child care services; excess TANF maintenance of effort (MOE) spent on
child care services; and Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) expenditures related to
child care) each month in FY 2019,! which is equivalent to 16 percent of all children
eligible under said federal rules and 23 percent of all children eligible under state
rules.?

! Related government funding streams included Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funding spent
directly on child care services; excess TANF maintenance of effort (MOE) spent on child care services; and Social
Services Block Grant (SSBG) expenditures related to child care.

2 Factsheet: Estimates of Child Care Eligibility & Receipt for Fiscal Year 2019, https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/child-
care-eligibility-fy2019.

CCDBG requires state, territory, and tribal lead agencies to spend a portion of CCDF funds on
quality improvement: states and territories must spend at least 9 percent of funds on quality
activities and at least 3 percent on activities to improve the quality and supply of infant and
toddler care®, and, in FY2020 and 2021, tribes were required to spend at least 8 percent on
quality activities.® Quality activities may include provider training, grants and loans to
providers, health and safety improvements, monitoring of licensing requirements, improving
salaries and other compensation for program staff, and other activities designed to promote the
quality of child care services. In FY 2020, states and territories spent $1.7 billion (13 percent of
total spending) on quality activities and an additional $427 million (3 percent of total spending)
specifically on activities to improve the quality and supply of infant and toddler child care.’

4 In section 658E(c)(3)(B)(ii)(I) of the CCDBG Act (42 U.S.C. § 9858c(c)(3)(B)(ii)(1)), Congress required an annual report that
contains a determination about whether each state uses amounts provided for the fiscal year involved under this subchapter in
accordance with the priority for services. That report is available on the Office of Child Care website at acf.hhs.gov/occ.

5 Small allocation tribes, those receiving under $250,000 in FY 2016, are exempt from the infant and toddler quality set-aside.
6 Tribes were required to spend 8 percent of total expenditures on quality activities during the time this report covers (FY 2020
and FY 2021). Beginning in FY 2022, tribes must spend 9 percent of total expenditures on quality activities.

7 CCDF Fiscal Year 2020 State Spending From All Appropriation Years, https://www.acf.hhs.gov/occ/data/ccdf-fiscal-year-
2020-state-spending-all-appropriation-years.
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CCDF DIRECT SERVICES

Participating Children and Families

e The average number of children served with CCDF in states and territories in FY 2020
was 1.484 million each month. In FY 2021, the average monthly number of children served
was 1,313,700, and the average monthly number of families was 797,200. This drop is likely
explained by the impacts of the COVID-19 public health emergency on child care usage and
the child care sector. States had not yet begun to spend ARP Act funds and few states had
drawn down significant CRRSA funds by the end of FY 2021. Unstable employment during
the COVID-19 public health emergency disrupted child care usage and states prioritized
many types of child care expenditures besides direct services, such as increasing provider
payment rates, paying based on child enrollment rather than child attendance, and reducing
parent co-payments. Graph 1 illustrates the number of children served over time, from FY
2010 to FY 2021.

Graph 1. Average Number of Families and Children Served

Fy 20p1+ T 1,313,700
Fy 2020 S 1,484,100
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@ Number of Children Number of Families
* Preliminary FY 2021 CCDF administrative data
e Families’ reasons for receiving child care as reported by states and territories in FY

2021. Seventy-seven percent of families cited employment as a reason for care. Ten percent
of families were identified as needing to receive protective services as the reason for care. ®

8 The CCDF regulation at 45 CFR 98.20(a)(3)(ii) clarifies that the protective services category may include specific populations
of vulnerable children as identified by the lead agency.

Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Report to Congress 7



Five percent of families cited both employment and training/education as the reason for care.
Five percent of families mentioned training and education as the reason for care [See Graph
2].9 10

Graph 2. Reasons for Receiving Care,
Average Monthly Percentages of Families FY 2021
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e CCDF is mainly provided through certificates and vouchers. In FY 2021, the percentage
of children receiving certificates, also referred to as vouchers, was 94 percent, compared to 6
percent of children supported with a grant or contract payment method. Less than 1 percent
of children were served with cash.

Child Care Providers

e InFY 2021, 214,861 child care providers participated in CCDF. The total number of
providers receiving CCDF funds declined from 231,723 in FY 2020 to 214,861 in FY 2021,
continuing a long-term trend. The public health emergency disrupted the already fragile
child care sector with changes such as unpredictable fluctuations in the demand for child
care, mandatory temporary and permanent provider closures, and increased costs due to virus
mitigation requirements, and other health and safety protocols and factors. All types of child
care (i.e., center-based, family child care, and in the child’s home) experienced a decline,
with the largest decline in care provided in the child’s home (31 percent decrease) and the
smallest decline in center-based care (1.5 percent decline).

9 State and territory lead agencies report responses that correspond to the definitions of “working,” “job training and educational
program,” and “protective services” that are included in the lead agency’s approved CCDF Plan.

10 A 0 percent indication often means the value is less than 0.5 percent rather than actually zero. The sum of the categories may
not appear to add up to exactly 100 percent because of rounding.
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Graph 3. Percent of CCDF Children Served in Licensed Care and Percent of
CCDEF Licensed Providers Over Time
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*Preliminary FY 2021 CCDF administrative data

e The percentage of children participating in CCDF served in licensed care has remained
stable for some time. The average monthly percentages of children served in regulated
settings was 87 percent in FY 2021. Graph 3 shows the increase in CCDF children served by
licensed care between FY 2010 and FY 2021.1

e The majority of children participating in CCDF are served in center-based care. In FY
2021, 73 percent of children participating in CCDF were served in center-based care; 14
percent of children were served in family child care homes; 7 percent of children were served
in group child care homes'2; and 1 percent were served in the child’s home. Four percent
were not reported or had invalid data [See Graph 4].*2

11 From FY 2010 to FY 2021, the percent of CCDF children served in licensed care steadily increased from 80 percent to 87

percent. During the same time period, the percent of CCDF providers that were licensed also increased, from 38 percent to 63
percent. Note: The FY 2021 numbers are based on preliminary estimates.

12 The definition of “group home” is determined by each state, but it typically refers to a larger family child care home with more
than one individual providing child care services in a residential setting.

13 A 0 percent indication often means the value is less than 0.5 percent rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of
the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100 percent because of rounding.
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Graph 4. Percent of CCDF Children Served Each Month by Care Type
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e The majority of children participating in CCDF and served in license-exempt settings
are cared for by relatives. Of the more than 72,382 children served in settings legally
operating without regulation, 75 percent were in relative care, and 25 percent were served by
non-relatives.

e The average monthly subsidy paid to providers was $593 ($7,116 annually) in FY 2021.
Group child care homes accounted for the highest monthly subsidy amount, $740 ($8,880
annually); followed by center care, $591 ($7,092 annually); followed by family home care,
$553 ($6,636 annually); and finally, care in the child’s home, $382 ($4,584 annually).
Infants and toddlers are the age group with the highest average monthly subsidy amount of
$735 ($8,820 annually) as this is typically the most expensive age for care and they receive
the most hours of care of CCDF participants. In comparison, school age children accounted
for the lowest monthly subsidy amount, $486 ($5,832 annually). School age children
generally require fewer hours of care as they attend school during the day and after care of
school age children is less costly than care for younger children for whom provider to child
ratios and group sizes are smaller.

Tribal Lead Agencies

In FY 2020 and FY 2021, 262 tribal lead agencies that represent over 535 federally recognized
tribes received CCDF awards. Forty-seven of these tribal lead agencies consolidate their CCDF
programs under Public Law 102-477 for employment, training, and related services administered
by the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI). Twenty tribal lead agencies operated as consortia.
Tribal consortiums are a formal a partnership between two or more tribal governments
authorized by the governing bodies of those tribes to allow the tribal consortium to apply for and
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receive funding on behalf of the member tribes. ACF awarded CCDF programs funds to tribal
lead agencies in the amounts of:

e $393 million in FY 2020 of CCDF discretionary and mandatory program funds and $440

million in FY 2021

e $96 million of supplemental CCDF program funding from the CARES Act in FY20

e $275 million of supplemental CCDF program funding from the CRRSA Act in FY21

e  $450 million of supplemental CCDF program funding from the ARP Act in FY21 and

e $719 million of ARP Act child care stabilization funds in FY21.

CCDEF regulations for tribal lead agencies vary depending on the size of their allocations in
FY16. In FY 20210 OCC served 154 tribal lead agencies with “small allocations,” 72 tribal lead
agencies with “medium allocations,” and 36 tribal lead agencies with “large allocations.”'* The
average CCDF award to tribal lead agencies (including all COVID-19 supplementals except
ARP stabilization funds):

e $21.8 million for tribal lead agencies with large allocations;

e $4.7 million for tribal lead agencies with medium allocations; and

e $874,000 for tribal lead agencies with small allocations.

The CCDBG Act allows tribal lead agencies to use CCDF funds for construction or major
renovation. In FY 2020, 27 tribal lead agencies set aside approximately $80 million CCDF
mandatory and discretionary funds for construction or major renovation. In FY 2021, 90 tribal
lead agencies set-aside approximately $380 million in mandatory and discretionary CCDF,
CRRSA, ARP Act supplemental, and ARP Act stabilization funds for construction or major
renovation.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

CCDF Quality Spending

In FY 2020 and FY 2021, states and territories were required to spend at least 9 percent of their
total CCDF expenditures on quality improvement activities and additionally had to spend no less
than 3 percent of their total expenditures specifically on activities to improve the quality and
supply of care for infants and toddlers. In FY 2020 and FY 2021, tribes were required to spend 8
percent of total expenditures on quality activities and tribes defined as having medium and large
allocations were required to spend an additional 3 percent of total expenditures on infant and
toddler quality activities.'®

In FY 2020, states and territories spent $1.7 billion (13 percent) of their CCDF expenditures on
quality activities and $427 million (3 percent) on activities to improve the quality of care for
infants and toddlers. Tribes also spent funds in FY 2020 on quality activities and improving the

14 45 CFR 98.80 established three categories of CCDF Tribal grants: large, medium, and small allocations. For FY 2020-2021
the Secretary used the 2016 Tribal CCDF allocations to set the thresholds for each category: large allocations (CCDF grants over
$1 million), medium allocations (CCDF grants between $250,000 and $1 million), and small allocations (CCDF grants less than
$250,000).

15 Small allocation tribes, those receiving under $250,000 in FY 2016, are exempt from the infant and toddler quality set-aside.
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quality and supply of infant and toddler child care, but specific funding data is not available. In
FY 2020 states used these funds to facilitate compliance with state and territory requirements for
inspections, monitoring, health and safety standards and training, and state and territory licensing
standards; support the training and professional development of the child care workforce;
develop, implement, or enhance a quality rating system (like Quality Rating and Improvement
Systems); improve the supply and quality of child care programs for infants and toddlers; and on
other activities to improve the quality of child care services, including grant programs designed
to sustain the child care supply or provide sustainability funding to child care providers due to
COVID-19.

Comprehensive Background Checks

States continued to have significant challenges implementing the CCDF background checks
provisions due to logistical challenges, cost, outdated infrastructure, and differing state systems.
Starting in 2017, CCDF required two national background checks, three in-state background
checks, and three interstate checks in any state in which the staff member resided in the past 5
years. These checks are required for all non-relative child care staff, including prospective child
care staff, must be completed within 45-days of hire, and must be repeated every 5 years. Either
the FBI criminal fingerprint check or the state criminal fingerprint check must be completed
before working with children and until all background check results have been obtained, staff
must be supervised at all times by a staff member with a fully completed background check.
Upon request, OCC approved temporary waivers to give some states additional time to
implement the background check requirements to be responsive to reported difficulty with the
requirements. Those waivers expired on September 30, 2020. Additionally, OCC provided 1-
year temporary waivers in response to new implementation barriers associated with the COVID-
19 public health emergency, such as closures of state fingerprinting offices. These waivers
expired October 1, 2021.

OCC provided significant support on comprehensive background checks to help improve state
implementation. In FY 2020 and FY 2021, OCC supported this work in numerous ways,
including through an interagency task force (summary below), other research project work, and
support through an OCC-funded national technical assistance center. In partnership with the
OCC, OPRE commissioned the Child Care Interstate Background Checks multi-phase study and
environmental scan to better understand the specific barriers to implementing the out-of-state
background check requirements and to identify promising solutions that can be supported by
OCC and its technical assistance providers.

Interagency Task Force for Child Safety

In response to state implementation challenges, the Interagency Task Force for Child Safety was
created in 2021 with the passage of the Child Care Protection and Improvement Act (CCPIA),
signed into law on Dec. 31, 2020 (Pub. L. 116-279). CCPIA required HHS to establish the Task
Force to review research regarding CCDBG child care background checks and to identify,
evaluate, and recommend best practices and technical assistance to assist federal and state
agencies in fully implementing the requirements of section 658H(b) of the CCDBG Act (42
U.S.C. § 9858f(b). The Task Force convened nine times in 2021 and submitted its
recommendations in a report to Congress in fall 2022.
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The Task Force included the following members, appointed by the President, in February 2021:

« JooYeun Chang (Task Force Chair), Acting Assistant Secretary, Immediate Office of the
Assistant Secretary, ACF, HHS

« Ruth J. Friedman, Ph.D., Director, OCC, ACF, HHS (Acting Director of OCC, Ellen
Wheatley, was appointed in February 2021, but replaced by Ruth Friedman, who was
appointed Director of OCC in May 2021).

* Aysha E. Schomburg, Esq., Associate Commissioner, Children’s Bureau, ACF, HHS

« Kimberly J. Del Greco, Deputy Assistant Director, Criminal Justice Information Services
Division, FBI, Department of Justice (DOJ)

In addition to the formal membership, the Task Force included participation from the following
federal offices:

« Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, HHS

« Office of Early Childhood Development, ACF, HHS

» Office of the General Counsel, HHS

+ Office of Head Start, ACF, HHS

« Office of Legislative Affairs and Budget, ACF, HHS

 Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation (OPRE), ACF, HHS

« Operational Programs Branch, Criminal Justice Information Services Division, FBI, DOJ

« National Crime Prevention and Privacy Compact Council, FBI, DOJ

The Task Force heard testimony from federal, state, and local stakeholders to identify

implementation challenges and potential solutions and analyzed available data and research.

Data sources included:

e Testimony from 23 federal, state, tribal, and local expert stakeholder entities

e Empirical research conducted by OPRE

e Data analysis conducted by the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
and OCC of state statutes and procedures, FFY 2022-2024 CCDF State Plans, and other
sources

e Formal and informal stakeholder input

e ACEF regional roundtable discussions on “Improving Access to High-Quality Child Care”

e State/Territory Child Care Administrators Meetings

The Task Force noted its recommendations would help federal and state agencies, child care
providers, and other stakeholders improve implementation of existing background check
requirements, but it also concluded its recommendations likely would not be sufficient to achieve
full compliance with CCDF and that the current CCDF background check requirements will
continue to be a resource- and time-consuming challenge for states, territories, and tribes and a
logistical barrier to timely employment in the child care field. The Task Force further concluded
that full implementation of the current array of checks is unlikely without major additional fiscal
investment and changes to state laws not addressed in the report. Moreover, the Task Force
noted it did not have data to assess whether full compliance with the current set of requirements
would improve child safety more than other approaches, such as devoting additional time and
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resources to stronger state licensing and oversight and/or funding a system that supports a skilled
and essential workforce.

ChildCare.gov

The CCDBG Act funds ChildCare.gov, a national child care consumer education website. This
is part of the federal effort to help families access child care consumer education online.
Launched by OCC in 2019, ChildCare.gov provides direct links to online resources that families
can use to make more informed child care choices and learn about resources and supports
available to them in their state. Through its See Your State Resources page, families can go
directly to their state’s or territory’s CCDF-required child care consumer education website,
online child care search tool, online child care inspection reports, and child care financial
assistance program. In April 2020, ChildCare.gov began posting relevant state- and territory-
related COVID-19 information for parents and child care providers.

The number of monthly users who visit ChildCare.gov has increased steadily from 27,752 in
January 2019, when it first launched, to 136,662 in September 2021. Between September 2020
and September 2021, ChildCare.gov had over 1.2 million unique users and 3.4 million
pageviews.

CCDEF Oversight and Monitoring

Section 658l of the CCDBG Act (42 U.S.C. § 98580) requires the HHS Secretary to monitor
states for compliance. Prior to 2019, OCC monitored compliance through the review and
approval of the CCDF Plan, Plan Amendments, and through the submission of the State Improper
Payments Report (ACF — 404) and annual Single Audit. These remain foundational to federal
monitoring of CCDF implementation, and in FY 2019, OCC augmented this approach by
launching an onsite monitoring system to assess grantee compliance with the expanded
requirements included in the reauthorization of CCDF in 2014. The goals of the monitoring
system during the period covered by this report were three-fold: ensure compliance with the Act,
CCDF 2016 Final Rule, and approved CCDF Plan; identify technical assistance needed to meet
CCDF requirements; and identify promising practices to inform continuous quality
improvement.

This monitoring system is conducted for all 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico
with CCDF lead agencies divided into three monitoring cohorts with one-third of lead agencies
(cohorts) visited annually. Each three-cohort monitoring cycle aligns with a CCDF plan period.
The first cycle of monitoring focused on the FY2019-FY2021 CCDF Plans. Thirty-four lead
agencies were monitored during cycle 1 through the end of FY 2021 (15 lead agencies were
monitored in FY 2019 and thus outside the scope of this report). Specifically, 16 states and the
District of Columbia were monitored in FY 2020 and 17 states were monitored in FY 2021.
Some states were monitored virtually because of disruptions from the COVID-19 public health
emergency. In FY 2021, Puerto Rico’s monitoring visit was postponed due to the hardships
encountered by the territory following several hurricanes and tropical storms from 2017-2020.
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OCC’s monitoring occurs in the following three phases: pre-visit planning and document review,
monitoring visit, and post-visit data analysis and compliance determination. The pre-visit phase
includes an in-depth review of the grantee’s approved policies and procedures to determine how
the CCDF program is implemented in each locality. During the monitoring visit, implementation
is validated through interviews, system demonstrations, and guided case file reviews with the
lead agency and state/local partners responsible for the implementation of CCDF. OCC issues a
monitoring report and a preliminary notice of possible non-compliance if applicable.

Improper Payments and Program Integrity Efforts

As part of the broader CCDF program integrity efforts, all states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico (referred to as “states” throughout this section) are required to measure, calculate,
and report improper payments to child care providers, as well as identify strategies for reducing
future improper payments. An improper payment occurs when a payment is made in an incorrect
amount under statutory or other legally applicable requirements. This includes any payment to
an ineligible recipient or payments for ineligible services. Improper payments include
overpayments, underpayments, and payments without adequate documentation to determine
whether a payment is proper or improper. While payments resulting from fraud are improper
payments, it is important to note that not all improper payments result from fraud, and improper
payment estimates are not fraud estimates.

The FY 2021 CCDF improper payment plus unknown payment rate was 4.36 percent as reported
in the FY 2021 HHS Agency Financial Report,'® a decrease from the FY 2020 reported improper
payment rate plus unknown payment rate of 5.16 percent, and well below the 10 percent
government-wide threshold. OCC attributes the decrease to HHS’s successful multi-prong
approach to supporting states as they continue to comply with the CCDF reauthorization and
related regulations. For example, HHS provided technical assistance and training which
included opportunities for peer-to-peer sharing and oversight of states’ implementation of the
error rate review methodology.

Technical Assistance Centers

The CCDBG Act allows the Secretary of HHS to set aside up to 0.5 percent of funding for
technical assistance to lead agencies to support their implementation of CCDF. OCC provided
technical assistance to lead agencies through its National TA Centers, which delivered extensive
training and technical assistance to states, territories, and tribes in FY 2020 and FY 2021 to
promote excellence in the administration of the CCDF program through high-quality, practical
resources and approaches to building and supporting strong child care systems. The National TA
Centers comprise the Child Care Technical Assistance Network (CCTAN) (see Appendix D) and
deliver technical assistance to lead agencies focused on building child care program capacity and
promoting best practices across communities, states, territories, and tribes.

During much of FY 2020 and FY 2021, lead agencies focused on the COVID-19 response.
Addressing the needs of families, children, and programs meant being nimble and responsive;

16 HHS Agency Financial Report, https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/fy-2021-hhs-agency-financial-report.pdf.
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training and technical assistance provided the supports, resources, and tools for grantees to have
the ability to respond. During annual and ongoing planning cycles, OCC staff and National
Center staff work together with states, helping them identify their technical assistance needs and
build a support plan appropriate to each grantee. Training and technical assistance activities that
supported compliance with the CCDBG Act were available to states, territories, and tribes.
Examples of areas of technical assistance included protecting the health and safety of children in
child care; helping parents make informed consumer choices and access information to support
child development; supporting equal access to stable, high-quality child care for children from
families with low incomes; and enhancing the quality of child care and better support the
workforce.

In addition, targeted and intensive TA supports were made available to states, territories, and
tribes through activities such as:

e Intensive Capacity Building Network: individualized, long-term technical assistance for
up to 48 months to address significant early care and education initiatives. Examples
include licensing reform, tribal-state collaborations, early childhood governance, quality
improvement systems, and child care assistance reform.

e Consumer Education Team: individualized assistance to help implement consumer
education requirements and enhance best practices—such as communication strategies,
data analytics, and user research—to help state consumer education websites meet
families’ needs.

e Project LEAD (Leadership, Engagement, Administration, and Development):
individualized support to build the knowledge and capacity of new CCDF Administrators
and key staff.

e Targeted and Intensive Comprehensive Background Checks Technical Assistance
Project: individualized supports, such as process consultation and process mapping, peer
to peer consultation, site visits to CCDF lead agencies as they develop and execute
strategies to improve their background check processes.

An overview, including the focus of each of the CCTAN National Centers funded by OCC in FY
2020 and FY 2021 can be found in Appendix D: Technical Assistance Centers for Lead Agency
Support.

Child Care Research

The CCDBG Act allows the Secretary of HHS to set aside up to 0.5 percent of funding to
“conduct research and demonstration activities, as well as periodic external, independent
evaluations of the impact of the program described by this subchapter on increasing access to
child care services and improving the safety and quality of child care services, using
scientifically valid research methodologies, and to disseminate the key findings of those
evaluations widely and on a timely basis.” 42 U.S.C. § 9858m(a)(5). In FY 2020 and 2021,
approximately $43.7 million and $46.5 million in CCDF funds were allocated and overseen by
ACF’s OPRE. In addition, in FY 2021 an additional $6.5 million was allocated from CRRSA
funds to focus research on the effects of the COVID-19 public health emergency on the market
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affecting children and families served by ACF programs. This funding allowed ACF to make
investments in child care and early education (CCEE) research to increase understanding about:

e State child care policy decisions and the implications of these decisions for the
availability and quality of child care, including policies and initiatives implemented to
support child care providers, the early childhood workforce, and households with young
children affected by the public health emergency.

e The CCEE choices families make and shifts in their choices resulting from the pandemic;
effectiveness of interventions and models of professional development for teachers
working with low-income, at risk children to improve practices that will support
children’s learning and development, including models that shifted to virtual modes of
delivery in response to restrictions on in-person delivery due to health and safety
concerns during the public health emergency.

e Understanding the supply of, and demand for, CCEE for children from low-income
families, and how access to those services varied due to inequities in the systems;
research on strategies to build and sustain the early childhood workforce; assessment of
strategies to build supply to increase access to CCEE of families with low incomes.

e Research on features of quality of home-based care providers and strategies to support
them; research to understand core features of coaching and contextual factors related to
their implementation.

e Exploration of child care consumer education strategies to help families make informed
choices of care for their children.

e The effects of policies and funding initiatives on key outcomes for children and families.

In addition, funding in FY 2021 supported a new cohort of the National Survey of Early Care
and Education (NSECE 2024) which will allow for exploration of trends in the supply of CCEE,
and the demand for and access to CCEE experienced by households with young children, across
2012, 2019, 2021-2022 (COVID-19 waves) and 2024. These research projects are administered
by OPRE.

A complete list of child care research projects funded by ACF in FY 2020 and FY 2021 can be
found in Appendix E: Summaries of OPRE Funded Child Care Research Projects.

Supplemental Disaster Relief Funds of 2019

The Supplemental Appropriations for Disaster Relief Act of 2019 (Pub. L. 116-12) made $30
million available to states, territories, and tribes administering CCDF programs for necessary
expenses directly related to the consequences of Hurricanes Florence and Michael, Typhoon
Mangkhut, Super Typhoon Yutu, wildfires, and earthquakes that occurred in calendar year 2018,
and tornadoes and floods occurring in calendar year 2019. Eligible grantees were located in
areas in which a major disaster or emergency had been declared under section 401 or 501 of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 5170 and 5191).
ACEF distributed funding to eligible states, territories, and tribes based on assessed need and not
on the allotment formula included in the CCDBG Act. ACF used the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Individual Assistance (I1A) data as a proxy to estimate the impact
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for each declared disaster and help determine the allotments of funds to states, territories, and
tribes in the impacted areas.

In FY 2020 and 2021, ACF awarded the disaster funds in two phases. In phase one, ACF
awarded funds to states, territories, and tribes with disaster declarations on or before June 12,
2019.17 In this phase, ACF awarded a total of $25 million to six states, two territories, and eight
tribes. In phase two, ACF distributed funds to states, territories, and tribes with new disaster
declarations that occurred between June 13 and December 31, 2019.%8 In this phase, ACF
awarded a total of $5 million to five states, three territories, and three tribes. Three states, one
territory, and three tribes received supplemental disaster funds in both phases one and two.

THE COVID-19 PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
CHILD CARE FUNDING

The COVID-19 public health emergency created significant new challenges for child care
providers and families seeking child care and put a spotlight on the critical role child care plays
in supporting children, families, businesses, and the economy as a whole. The sector faced
temporary and permanent provider closures, changes and unpredictable fluctuations in demand
for child care, and increased costs from new health and safety protocols.!® Even prior to the
COVID-19 public health emergency, America’s child care sector was tenuous and functioned as
a prime example of a broken market system, with providers operating on very small profit
margins, high parent costs, inadequate supply, and a poorly compensated workforce with high
turnover. The COVID-19 public health emergency was extremely destabilizing to these
operations and about a quarter of child care providers were closed in December 2020.%° By
spring of FY 2021, the child care workforce had shrunk by 16.6 percent.?! Analysis of child care
sector employment information data by ASPE shows that the child care workforce level was still
below pre-pandemic numbers as of September 2021 (see Figure 1 and Figure 2).

17 program Instruction CCDF-ACF-P1-2019-06: Supplemental Disaster Relief Funds for Child Care
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/occ/resource/ccdf-acf-pi-2019-06.

18 program Instruction CCDF-ACF-PI-2020-01: Supplemental Disaster Relief Funds for Child Care
https://iwww.acf.hhs.gov/occ/resource/ccdf-acf-pi-2020-01.

19 Promoting Sustainability of Child Care Programs during the COVID-19 Pandemic: Considerations for States in Allocating
Financial Resources, Office of Research, Planning, and Evaluation (OPRE),
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/opre/Promoting%?20Sustainability%6200f%20Child%20Care%20Pr
0grams%20during%20C0OV1D%20508_JC.pdf.

20 Fact Sheet: Biden-Harris Administration Announces American Rescue Plan Funding to Rescue the Child Care Industry to the
Economy Can Recover, https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/04/15/fact-sheet-biden-harris-
administration-announces-american-rescue-plan-funding-to-rescue-the-child-care-industry-so-the-economy-can-recover/.
2 Ipid.
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Figure 1
Total nonfarm women employees vs child care employees

Seasonally adjusted: September 2019 —September2021
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Figure 2
All child care services employees
December 2019 - September 2021
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics - CES (National), series
CES 65624400, https://www.bls.gov/ces/data/home.htm.

In FY 2020 and FY 2021, Congress appropriated more than $50 billion in supplemental CCDF
funding, providing states, territories, and tribes participating in CCDF additional resources to
respond to the unprecedented challenges faced by children, families, and child care providers
during the COVID-19 public health emergency. The Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic
Security (CARES) Act (Pub. L. 116-136) included $3.5 billion in supplemental child care
funding, the Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental Appropriations (CRRSA) Act (Pub.
L. 116-260) included $10 billion in supplemental child care funding, and the American Rescue
Plan (ARP) Act (Pub. L. 117-2) included almost $39 billion in supplemental child care funding.
All funds were appropriated under the CCDBG Act authority, but each funding stream had
unique requirements. OCC released separate guidance documents for each funding stream. All
CCDF COVID-19 supplemental grant funds were awarded to states, territories, and tribes.

All of the CCDF COVID-19 supplemental funds were exempt from certain CCDF spending
requirements. The CCDBG Act requires a significant portion of Lead Agency spending to be
used for assistance for certain families (section 658E(c)(3)(D), 42 U.S.C. § 9858¢(c)(3)(D)), 70
percent of the remaining funds (after quality and administration) to be used for direct services
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(section 658E(c)(3)(E), 42 U.S.C. § 9858¢(c)(3)(E)). In addition, lead agencies must allocate
funds to improve the quality of child care (9 percent for states and territories, in FY 2020 and
2021, 8 percent for tribes), and an additional 3 percent for infants and toddlers (section 658G, 42
U.S.C. § 9858e). These requirements do not apply the CARES Act, CRRSA Act, ARP Act
Supplemental Discretionary Funds, and ARP Act Stabilization funds. Additional unique
requirements are described below.

The CARES Act

The CARES Act was enacted on March 27, 2020, and included $3.5 billion in supplemental
discretionary CCDF funds. CARES child care funds were allocated to states, territories, and
tribes on April 13, 2020, and OCC issued guidance for states, territories, and tribes on April 29,
2020 (CCDF-ACF-1M-2020-01). Lead agencies could use the supplemental funding for
allowable CCDF activities that prevent, prepare for, and respond to COVID-19. OCC
encouraged Lead Agencies to consider flexibilities and funds within CCDF and the CARES Act
in relation to other policies and funding streams when deciding how best to support children,
families, and child care providers during this public health emergency.

In addition to regular allowable CCDF uses, the CARES Act supplemental funds could be used
for:
e Continued payments and assistance to child care providers in the case of decreased
enrollment or closures, and to assure the providers were able to remain open or to reopen.
e Cleaning and sanitation, and other activities necessary to maintain or resume the
operation of programs due to COVID-19—funds under this activity were available to
child care providers, even if such providers were not previously receiving CCDF
assistance.
e Providing child care assistance to health care sector employees, emergency responders,
sanitation workers, and other workers deemed essential during the response to COVID-
19, without regard to the CCDF income eligibility requirements.
e Reimbursing costs incurred to prevent, prepare for, and respond to COVID-19 prior to
the enactment of the CARES Act.

Lead Agencies had until September 30, 2022, to obligate the CARES Act funds and until
September 30, 2023, to liquidate the funds.

The CRRSA Act

The CRRSA Act was enacted on December 27, 2020, and appropriated $10 billion in
supplemental discretionary CCDF funds. CRRSA child care funding was allocated to states,
territories, and tribes on February 1, 2021, and OCC issued guidance for lead agencies on April
15, 2021 (CCDF-ACF-1M-2021-01). In addition to the activities allowed under CCDF, the
CRRSA Act offered new flexibility to lead agencies to meet the needs of families and child care
providers during the COVID-19 public health emergency, such as serving essential workers
regardless of income and covering co-payments for all eligible families.

The CRRSA Act required states, territories, and tribes to use a portion of their allocation to
provide assistance to child care providers not receiving CCDF assistance prior to the declaration
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of the public health emergency on January 31, 2020. While lead agencies had flexibility to
determine the size of the portion used for this purpose, OCC strongly encouraged lead agencies
to consider and implement broad supports that reached the full range of licensed, regulated, and
registered child care providers under state, territory, or tribal law (including family child care
providers who had not previously received CCDF subsidies) and that satisfied the state and local
requirements, including health and safety requirements outlined in the CCDBG Act. In order to
receive this funding, providers must be eligible child care providers, as defined in section
658P(6) of the CCDBG Act (42 U.S.C. § 9858n(6)). These funds could be used for direct
financial assistance such as grants for fixed and increased operating costs, cleaning and
sanitization, and other activities necessary to maintain or resume the operation of programs. The
funds could be used for upcoming expenses or to reimburse providers for previous expenditures.
Lead agencies had the flexibility to allocate and distribute the funds in ways that best met the
needs of center-based and family child care providers who were not previously participating in
the subsidy system.

The CRRSA Act also provided new flexibility to waive co-payments for any or all families
federally eligible to receive a child care subsidy. For all other CCDF funding streams, including
regular CCDF funds, CARES Act funds, and ARP Act Supplemental Discretionary funds, lead
agencies could only waive co-pays for subpopulations they define in their CCDF Plans.

In addition to supporting providers not previously participating in the subsidy system and
waiving co-payments, OCC encouraged lead agencies to use CRRSA Act funds to:

e Support families by increasing income eligibility thresholds and building the supply of
care available during non-traditional hours;

e Cover wages and salaries for child care workers;

e Support child care providers and stability of the child care sector through direct financial
support through grants to providers, grants or contracts for direct services, increased
payment rates, and paying based on enrollment, not attendance;

e Mitigate and respond to the COVID-19 virus; and,

e Improve administrative and data systems.

Lead agencies had until September 30, 2022, to obligate the CRRSA Act funds and until
September 30, 2023, to liquidate the funds.

The ARP Act
The ARP Act was enacted on March 11, 2021, and funding was allocated to states, tribes, and
territories on April 14, 2021. ARP funding for child care was appropriated through two funding
streams:
e Section 2201. $14.99 billion for supplemental CCDF discretionary funds, available until
September 30, 2024.
e Section 2202. $23.975 billion for child care stabilization grants, was available until
September 30, 2023.
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The ARP Act also permanently increased the annual appropriation for CCDF mandatory and
matching funds awarded to lead agencies in section 418 of the Social Security Act:

e Section 9801. $3.55 billion in mandatory and matching funding for CCDF, a permanent
annual appropriation effective FY 2021 for states, tribes, and territories. ARP made
territories newly eligible for mandatory funding.

Each ARP child care funding stream had unique requirements, and OCC issued separate
guidance documents for each.

ARP Act Supplemental Discretionary

Section 2201 of the ARP Act provided almost $15 billion in supplemental discretionary
resources to states, territories, and tribes to implement the CCDF program. Lead agencies had
until September 30, 2023, to obligate funds and until September 30, 2024, to liquidate them. The
ARP Act supplementary discretionary funding could be used for any activity allowable under
CCDF and did not have to be used only in response to the COVID-19 public health emergency.

OCC issued guidance for lead agencies on June 11, 2021 (CCDF-ACF-1M-2021-03). The
guidance helped states, territories, and tribes understand the specific requirements included in
section 2201 of the ARP Act to identify opportunities for lead agencies to leverage these
resources to build a better child care system and help more families afford child care. OCC
strongly recommended lead agencies focus resources to invest in child care in ways that
strengthened the child care system and ensured families have equal access to quality, affordable
child care during and after the COVID-19 public health emergency. OCC strongly
recommended lead agencies prioritize increasing provider payment rates and workforce
compensation so child care providers could retain a skilled workforce and deliver higher-quality
care to children receiving subsidies. Increasing compensation improves child care quality, gives
parents a wider range of options from which to choose, boosts wages for a chronically underpaid
workforce, and better supports the small businesses that comprise the child care sector.
Therefore, lead agencies were strongly encouraged to prioritize expenditures for:

e Increasing provider payments;

e Improving payment policies;

e Increasing wages for early educators and family child care providers; and

e Building the supply of child care for underserved populations.

ARP CCDF Discretionary supplemental funds could also be used to serve additional children
and families with child care assistance. During the COVID-19 public health emergency, many
families experienced unemployment or left the workforce due to child care needs. Offering child
care assistance to more families is critical to parents finding employment and rejoining the labor
force. OCC encouraged lead agencies to expand access to child care assistance by:

e Supporting more families;

e Providing subsidies for essential workers, and

e Investing in data systems to ensure parents have up-to-date information about child

care in their area.

ARP Act Child Care Stabilization Funds
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Section 2202 of the ARP Act provided almost $24 billion to states, territories, and tribes to
provide stabilization grants to child care providers. Lead agencies must have obligated funds by
September 30, 2022, and liquidated funds by September 30, 2023. OCC issued guidance for lead
agencies on May 10, 2021 (CCDF-ACF-1M-2021-02). The guidance explained specific
requirements included in the Act and identified opportunities for lead agencies to leverage these
resources to a wide range of child care providers.

The ARP Act stabilization funds represented an important opportunity for states, territories, and
tribes to stabilize the child care sector, which had been hit particularly hard by the COVID-19
public health emergency by unpredictable enroliment, higher operating costs, and a strained
workforce. Because ARP stabilization was a new program for lead agencies to implement
quickly, states and territories could set-aside up to 10 percent and tribes could set aside up to 20
percent of their ARP Act stabilization allocations for administrative costs, and specifically for
the following activities:

e Administering the child care stabilization subgrants, including covering the costs of
staffing and systems necessary to administer and process the subgrants in a timely,
transparent, and effective manner. Lead agencies could also contract with intermediaries
to administer subgrants.

e Carrying out activities to increase the supply of child care, particularly non-standard hour
care, infant and toddler care, child care in underserved areas, and child care that meets the
needs of children with disabilities. Such as start-up resources and grants, facility
improvement grants, staffed family child care networks, and technical assistance on
business practices for providers.

e Providing technical assistance and support for subgrant applications, such as a staffed
helpline or chat function to provide real time assistance for completing applications,
support for collecting documentation showing operating expenses, and resources such as
frequently asked questions to help with the completion of applications.

e Publicizing the availability of stabilization subgrants, including funding partners and
organizations trusted by child care providers to publicize and provide outreach.

e Providing technical assistance to providers receiving stabilization subgrants, including
helping providers meet the certification requirements and ensuring technical assistance
and resources are available in multiple languages and working with culturally relevant
organizations to meet ongoing needs of providers receiving subgrants.

Lead agencies were required to use the remaining funds (at least 90 percent of total funds for
states and territories and 80 percent for tribes) for subgrants to eligible and qualified child care
providers. Lead agencies had flexibility to determine which providers to include in their
stabilization programs if the providers were federally eligible as described in the ARP Act. OCC
strongly encouraged lead agencies to include child care centers and family child care homes, as
well as providers serving school-age children. As the stabilization funds were meant to support
the full child care market, lead agencies were also expected to make the subgrants available to all
eligible providers, not just providers participating in the subsidy system. The ARP Act defined
eligible providers as either 1) child care providers meeting all CCDF requirements and eligible to
serve children participating in CCDF or 2) child care providers licensed, regulated, or registered
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no later than the date of enactment (March 11, 2021) and meeting applicable state and local
health and safety requirements. To be qualified to receive a subgrant, eligible providers had to
be either open to provide child care services or temporarily closed due to public health, financial
hardship, or other reasons related to the COVID-19 public health emergency at the time of
application. In order to limit burden on child care providers, OCC encouraged lead agencies to
define these terms broadly and allow for provider self-attestation as to why they were
temporarily closed and unable to provide child care services at the time of submission.

Lead agencies were required to create and post online an application for subgrants. As part of
the applications, child care providers were required to certify that they would meet the following
three requirements throughout the subgrant period:

1. The provider, when open and providing services, would implement policies in line with
guidance from state, territorial, tribal, and local authorities and, to the greatest extent
possible, implement policies in line with guidance from the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC).

2. For each employee, the provider must pay at least the same amount in weekly wage and
maintain the same benefits as those offered at the time of the application. Provider may
not involuntarily furlough employees from the date of application submission through the
duration of the subgrant period.

3. To the extent possible, the provider would provide relief from co-payments and tuition
payments for families enrolled in the provider’s program and prioritize such relief for
families struggling to make either type of payment.

Lead agencies were required to award grants prospectively and base award amounts on the
provider’s stated current operating expenses, and OCC encouraged lead agencies to set awards
high enough to actually support the provider. OCC also clarified that lead agencies could
estimate operating expenses instead of collecting documentation from each provider. However,
providers still had to affirm that the estimates accurately reflect their operating costs.
Stabilization subgrants to child care providers could only be used on the following activities
included in the ARP Act, including for expenses incurred prior to enactment of the ARP Act:

« Personnel costs, including payroll and salaries or similar compensation for an
employee (including any sole proprietor or independent contractor), employee
benefits, premium pay, or costs for employee recruitment and retention

« Rent (including rent under a lease agreement) or payment on any mortgage
obligation, utilities, facility maintenance or improvements, or insurance

« Personal protective equipment, cleaning and sanitization supplies and services, or
training and professional development related to health and safety practices

« Purchases of or updates to equipment and supplies to respond to the COVID-19
public health emergency

« Goods and services necessary to maintain or resume child care services

« Mental health support for children and employees

ARP Act Mandatory and Matching Funds
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Section 9801 of the ARP Act increased the annual appropriation for CCDF mandatory and
matching funds awarded to lead agencies in section 418 of the Social Security Act. OCC issued
guidance for lead agencies on July 30, 2021 (OCC-ACF-1M-2021-04). In addition to increasing
the amount of CCDF mandatory and matching funds available for states and tribes, section 9801
of the ARP Act made these funds available to territories for the first time and waived the
matching requirement on the increased portion of additional funds that the ARP Act awarded to
states in both grant year FY 2021 and FY 2022.

Section 9801 of the ARP Act increased the CCDF mandatory and matching appropriation to
$3.55 billion. This funding increased the CCDF mandatory and matching appropriations level
by $633 million, the first increase in CCDF mandatory and matching appropriations since 2006.
This funding increase was applied to the FY 2021 annual funding and, because it is a statutory
amendment to the Social Security Act and not subject to annual appropriations, this increase is
permanent and will be maintained in future years. The amended Social Security Act annually
appropriates:

e $3.375 billion to states,

e $75 million to territories, and

e $100 million to tribes.

CCDF mandatory and matching funds appropriated in section 9801 of the ARP Act were subject
to the same CCDF mandatory and matching fund requirements that existed prior to the ARP Act,
except where noted. The CCDBG Act requires lead agencies ensure that families receiving
CCDF assistance have equal access to child care that is comparable to that of families not
receiving CCDF subsidies. To meet this requirement, OCC strongly encouraged lead agencies to
use the increased CCDF mandatory and matching funds to set payment rates to providers at a
level that reflects the true cost of care.

COVID-19 Technical Assistance

The onset of COVID-19 created a need for a rapid response to understand and address the impact
of the COVID-19 public health emergency on the child care system as well as families changing
child care needs, and providers many challenges. OCC provided technical assistance through its
central office, ten regional offices, and the OCC-funded National Technical Assistance Centers
to support lead agencies use supplemental child care funding amidst the many challenges and
changing conditions in the child care landscape caused by the public health emergency.

OCC and the Child Care Technical Assistance Network (CCTAN) developed numerous
resources and provided ongoing targeted and tailored assistance to support CCDF lead agencies
and child care providers.

Examples of these activities are listed below.

e WeDb-Based Resources, such as:
o Stabilization Grants and ARP Act Supplemental Funding Technical Assistance Web
Pages
e American Rescue Plan Act Stabilization Subgrants for Child Care Providers:
Application Tips, Considerations, and Sample Application Forms
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Communicating About Stabilization Grants

American Rescue Plan Act Supplemental Funding Communications Toolkit
Strategies to Increase Base Payment Rates: An Implementation Guide to ARP Act
CCDF Discretionary Supplemental Funds

Mental Health and Wellness Resources

Overview of CCDF Program Funding in the ARP Act

e Webinars, such as:

Family Child Care: Before, During, and After COVID-19: What Is Happening in
Family Child Care?

Understanding and Addressing the Impact of COVID-19 in Tribal CCDF Programs
Webinar Series

Listening Session: The State of School-Age Child Care — Summer 2020

FY 2021 Program Integrity Webinar #1: Maintaining Program Integrity in a COVID
World

Help is on the Way! Supporting Family Child Care to Prepare for Child Care
Stabilization Grants

Help is on the Way! Supporting Centers to Prepare for Child Care Stabilization
Grants

e Targeted assistance, such as:

ARP Act Technical Assistance Office Hours

Leveraging Existing Technical Assistance Opportunities

CCDF Administrator Calls Presentation on Resources

National Center on Afterschool and Summer Enrichment’s Community of Practice
Presentation on Resources

Child Care State Capacity Building Center’s Inspire Team Community of Practice
Presentation on Resources

COVID-19 National Learning Circle Peer Learning Opportunity

Trauma Responsive Care Training for Trainers Including Additional Supports for
Increasing Awareness of the Effects of Trauma on Infants, Toddlers, and Their
Families and Caregivers

Individualized technical assistance was also delivered to states, territories, and tribes in areas
such as the following:

Refinements to child care disaster plans

Grant applications and funding formulas for stabilization grants, including the use of
the Social Vulnerability Index as an equity measure.

Allowable provider expenditures of funds provided through the Coronavirus Aid,
Relief, and Economic Security Act; Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental
Appropriations Act; and ARP Act funds

Implementation of the use of contracting for slots

Program integrity related to the distribution of and reporting on stabilization grants
Efficient distribution of personal protective equipment

Mask requirements and health policy examples for all age groups, especially toddlers
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e Increase of school-age capacity in child care, especially to meet family needs during
summer and closure of schools where afterschool programs operated

e Hiring and working with intermediaries managing applications and distribution of
grants

e Allowable expenditure of administrative set-aside dollars

e Payment and data systems integration strategies

COVID-19 Related Waivers

Between March 2020 and September 2021, states, territories, and tribes could request waivers
from some CCDF regulations for extraordinary circumstances related to the COVID-19 public
health emergency under some conditions. As of September 30, 2021 (the conclusion of the
waiver request and approval framework linked to COVID-19), 129 waivers were approved for
states and territories and 148 waivers were approved for tribes related to the following
provisions: background checks; consumer and provider education; health and safety inspections,
training, and some standards; eligibility; co-payments for all families; payment practices and
market rate survey data; and fiscal requirements. These waivers were deemed necessary for a
variety reasons. For example, in many states and territories, background check locations closed
and were unable to process requests for some time, resulting in backlogs, which led lead
agencies to request temporary waivers from some background check requirements. Similarly,
some lead agencies postponed in-person health and safety trainings and inspections to adhere
with CDC guidelines for restricting visitor access and social distancing. See the “Summary of
Waiver Approvals” document on the OCC COVID-19 Resources web page for additional details.

Policies Implemented by Lead Agencies Due to COVID-19

In response to the COVID-19 public health emergency, state, territory, and tribal lead agencies
implemented policies to assist families and providers. This section highlights some of the
information collected on policy approaches implemented by states, including paying providers
based on enrollment, waiving or reducing parent co-pays, serving families and children of
essential workers, changing income eligibility thresholds, increasing payments to providers, and
providing stabilization grant funding to the child care sector. This section also describes the
impact of COVID-19 on CCDF administrative data, which was reflected in the final FY 2020
data, and OCC'’s data collection efforts that were updated.

The Office of Inspector General’s Final Report, National Snapshot of State Agency Approaches
to Child Care During the COVID-19 Pandemic, provided the results of an audit summarizing the
approaches that CCDF lead agencies in each state and the District of Columbia took to mitigate
the spread of COVID-19 to ensure the health and safety of children and providers in their CCDF
programs in April 2020.2

Some key findings in the report include:
e 36 states paid child care providers based on the number of children who were enrolled
rather than the number of children actually in attendance;

22 National Snapshot of State Agency Approaches to Child Care During the COVID-19 Pandemic, Office of Inspector General,
https://oig.hhs.gov/oas/reports/region7/72006092.asp. Findings were based on responses to a questionnaire and follow-up
interviews that were conducted with state agencies between April 30 and June 16, 2020, with an as-of date of April 30, 2020.
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e 42 states allowed a more lenient absence policy under which child care providers would
be paid even when the enrolled children are absent for more than the number of days
normally permitted;

e 20 states awarded CCDF funds to child care providers that had not previously served
CCDF-eligible children;

e 11 states changed their income eligibility thresholds, which represent the income a family
must exceed before being terminated from the CCDF program,;

e 29 states lengthened the family eligibility period;

e 32 states eliminated or reduced co-payment requirements; and

e 19 states used existing CCDF quality improvement funds for child care providers to
purchase equipment and supplies, to fund professional development and
staffing, or to execute minor repair or remodeling of child care facilities, particularly if
necessary to meet applicable standards for healthy and safety.

Information collected by OCC from various sources, including publicly available information,
provided additional information about states’ policy changes at the end of FY 2021:

e At least 40 states paid by enrollment or used payment strategies not related to attendance
at some point during FY 2020 or 2021. Additional states increased the number of
allowable absence days to support families and providers. At least 27 states had these
policies in place during FY 2021 and at least 22 states had these policies in place at the
end of FY 2021.

e At least 42 states waived or reduced co-payments for CCDF families at some point
during FY 2020 or 2021. Additional states waived co-payments for essential workers.
At least 32 states waived or reduced co-payments during FY 2021 and at least 27 states
were waiving or reducing co-payments at the end of FY 2021.

e At least 20 states changed their income eligibility thresholds during FY 2020 and FY
2021. At least 12 states increased income eligibility thresholds during FY 2021.

Data Collection Updates

In August 2021, OCC instructed states to include on the ACF-800 Annual Aggregate Child Care
Data Report for the federal fiscal year 2021 all families, children, and providers served with
CCDF funds, including those served with CARES, CRRSA, and ARP CCDF supplemental
funds. OCC also added new data elements to capture information about the number of children
and families served by the COVID-19 supplemental funds (CARES, CRRSA, and ARP), as well
as other information about COVID-19 impacts and policy responses.?®> The ACF-700 Tribal
Annual Report was updated in September 2021 with COVID-19 supplemental funds (CARES,
CRRSA, and ARP), and questions about ARP Act stabilization grants provider-level data.

OCC received OMB approval in December 2021 for a new data collection effort (ACF-901)
designed to collect quarterly ARP Act stabilization grants provider-level data. Lead agencies
reported on the numbers of and characteristics for child care providers receiving stabilization

23 Program Instruction CCDF-ACF-P1-2021-03: Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Child Care Annual Aggregate
Report and Instructions (ACF-800 Report) for State and Territorial Lead Agencies, https://www.acf.hhs.gov/occ/policy-
guidance/ccdf-acf-pi-2021-03. The ACF-800 report was due by December 31, 2021, for the federal fiscal year (FFY) 2021
report.
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grant awards. Administrative data provided by the ACF-901 data collection will be reported on
in a future Report to Congress because it was not collected in the fiscal years covered by this
report.
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Appendix A: Additional Information on Data Collection

ACEF collects CCDF reports and data from CCDF lead agencies to determine compliance with
statutory and regulatory requirements and to provide stakeholders with an understanding of how
states, territories, and tribes adminster their CCDF programs.

CCDE Plans and Related Reports

Triennial State Plan (ACF-118): The CCDF Plan is the application states and territories use to
apply for their triennial funding. The CCDF Plan is provides a description of their policies and
assurances about the lead agency’s CCDF program and services and is developed in
collaboration with numerous partners and stakeholders to ensure that the CCDF program over
the 3-year Plan period addresses the needs of families, providers, and communities.

Triennial Tribal Plan (ACF-118T): The Tribal CCDF plan is the application tribes must use to
obtain triennial funding. Tribal lead agencies must provide a description of their child care
programs and services available to eligible families. All tribal CCDF lead agencies must submit
a CCDF plan every 3 years, but tribal lead agencies receiving smaller funding allocations (under
$250,000 in FY 2016) may submit an abbreviated version.

Annual Quality Progress Report (ACF-218): The annual Quality Progress Report (QPR)
captures how states and territories expend CCDF quality funds, including the activities funded
and the measures used by states and territories to evaluate progress in improving the quality of
child care programs and services for children from birth to age 13. The annual data are used to
describe state and territory priorities and strategies to key stakeholders, including Congress,
federal, state and territory administrators, providers, parents, and the public.

Priorities for Child Care Services Report: CCDF requires lead agencies to prioritize services
for 1) children of families with very low incomes (taking into account family size), 2) children
with special needs, and 3) children experiencing homelessness. The CCDBG Act requires ACF
to issue an annual report “that contains a determination about whether each state uses amounts
provided for the fiscal year under this subchapter in accordance with the priority for services.”

CCDFE Administrative Data

Annual Aggregate Data (ACF-800): The annual administrative aggregate data reported on the
ACF-800 provides unduplicated annual counts of children and families served through the CCDF
and other information.

Monthly Case-Level Data (ACF-801): The monthly administrative level data reported on the
ACF-801 provides case-level data on the families and children served during the month of the
report, including demographic information. States and territories may submit full-population or
sample data.

Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Report to Congress 30


https://acf.gov/sites/default/files/documents/occ/fy2019_2021_ccdf_plan_preprint.pdf
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/occ/fy2020_2022_ccdf_tribal_plan_preprint.pdf
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/occ/quality_progress_report_form_ffy_2021.pdf
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/occ/report/priorities-report
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/occ/resource/acf-800-annual-aggregate-child-care-data-report
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/occ/acf_801_form_and_instructions_2_28_2022.pdf

Annual Aggregate Tribal Data (ACF-700): The Tribal data reported on the ACF-700 provides
unduplicated annual counts of children and families served through CCDF and other child care
related information.

CCDEF Expenditure Data

Quarterly Financial Report (ACF-696): The ACF-696 expenditure data details expenditures
from each of the CCDF funding streams (mandatory, matching, and discretionary),?* as well as
funds transferred from the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program to CCDF.
Reported expenditures are for administration, direct and non-direct services, and quality
activities. States and territories continue to report on their expenditures of CCDF funds for each
grant award year until expended.

Annual Tribal Financial Report (ACF-696T): The CCDF annual financial report provides
expenditure data for tribal programs. Tribal lead agencies are required to use the ACF-696T
annually to report expenditures for the tribal mandatory, discretionary, and construction and
renovation funds issued under CCDF. Tribal lead agencies must submit separate annual reports
for each fiscal year in which CCDF funds were awarded.

CCDE State Monitoring

Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) State Monitoring Compliance Demonstration
Packet: This is a data collection tool used by OCC to monitor lead agencies to determine and
validate compliance with CCDF regulations and the approved State Plan.

CCDF Improper Payments Reports

Sampling Decisions, Assurances, and Fieldwork Preparation Plan (SDAP): The sampling
decisions, assurances, and fieldwork preparation plan includes the states, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico’s plans for sampling cases and conducting case record reviews of
improper payments reporting. Each state must create, submit, and receive approval for its
sampling decisions, assurances, and fieldwork preparation plan prior to drawing the first sample
cases.

Record Review Worksheet (ACF-403): The record review worksheet is the template states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico use to conduct their reviews of improper payments
reporting. States customize their record review worksheet to reflect the policies and procedures
in place during the time of the review months.

State Improper Payments Report (ACF-404): The state improper payment report contains the
error and improper payment findings and analysis from the case record reviews. States, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico must prepare and submit the state improper payments
report by June 30 of the reporting year.

24 CCDF consists of three funding streams. These components include discretionary funds under the CCDBG Act, as well as
mandatory and matching funds under section 418 of the Social Security Act. To access the matching funds, states must provide a
share of the matching funds and spend their required maintenance of effort (MOE) level.
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State Corrective Action Plan (ACF-405): Any lead agency with an error rate that exceeds 10
percent must prepare and submit a comprehensive error rate review corrective action plan (ACF-
405) within 60 days of submitting the state improper payments report.

CCDF Administrative Data Reporting Elements

The FY 2021 CCDF administrative data (Appendix C) was preliminary at the time this report
was published but final versions of the data will be posted online. Preliminary data on family
home status, primary language spoken, and child with a disability reported by states included:
e InFY 2021, 31 states reported homeless status for all families receiving child care
subsidies, 20 states reported homeless status for most families, and 5 states either
reported this data for a few of their families or not at all. Table 19 in Appendix B
describes the data reported by each state.

e InFY 2021, 30 states reported language spoken at home for all families receiving child
care subsidies, 19 states reported language spoken for most families, and 7 states either
reported this data for a few of their families or not at all yet. Table 20 in Appendix B
describes the data reported by each state.

e InFY 2021, 29 states reported disability status for all children receiving child care
subsidies, 22 states reported disability status for most children, and 5 states either
reported this data for a few of their children or not at all yet. Table 21 in Appendix B
describes the data reported by each state.

Many states have difficulty reporting these data elements (Tables 19-21), and OCC is seeking
approches to support improved data collection.

Number of Child Fatalities

States and territories must report the total number of child fatalities that occurred as the result of
an accident or injury while the child was in child care for each child care provider that received
CCDF subsidy payments regardless of whether the fatality included a child that received a CCDF
subsidy. OCC does not release individual state or territory data so as to not individually identify
a child because the numbers reported by states and territories are small enough that news reports
and other publicly available information can identify a case. Therefore, only national totals are
shared in Table 1.

Table 1. Child Care and Development Fund FY 2021 - Child Fatalities
Legall_y Legally
. . Operating .
. Licensed | Licensed | , . Operating
Child ; Licensed w/out
" Family | Group . w/out
Fatalities Center Regulation :
Home Home - Regulation
Family Home,
) Center
Non-Relative
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Appendix B: FY 2020 CCDF Administrative Data

Table 1

Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Adjusted Number of Families and Children Served (FY 2020)

State/Territory Average Number of Families Average Number of Children
Alabama 17,300 32,400
Alaska 1,900 2,600
American Samoa - -
Arizona 22,700 34,600
Arkansas 8,200 11,000
California 124,300 206,800
Colorado 10,300 17,100
Connecticut 7,900 11,400
Delaware 3,600 5,800
District of Columbia 1200 1,600
Florida 77,000 109,100
Georgia 28,800 47,300
Guam 500 900
Hawaii 1,600 2,600
Idaho 3,900 6,900
Illinois 31,500 55,900
Indiana 16,100 30,700
lowa 9,000 16,400
Kansas 6,600 11,700
Kentucky 11,600 20,800
Louisiana 12,000 18,700
Maine 3,000 4,800
Maryland 12,500 19,600
Massachusetts 20,000 28,700
Michigan 19,100 34,000
Minnesota 10,800 21,600
Mississippi 12,600 22,000
Missouri 19,400 28,700
Montana 1,100 1,600
Nebraska 4,000 7,500
Nevada 5,300 9,100
New Hampshire 3,100 4,200
New Jersey 23,000 34,500
New Mexico 6,800 10,900
New York 47,700 78,200
North Carolina 25,000 40,500
North Dakota 1,400 2,400
Northern Mariana Islands 200 400
Ohio 29,200 56,200
Oklahoma 14,900 24,900
Oregon 7,500 12,500
Pennsylvania 55,700 96,000
Puerto Rico 2,600 3,100
Rhode Island 2,000 3,200
South Carolina 7,600 11,700
South Dakota 2,200 3,400
Tennessee 26,500 38,100
Texas 84,600 147,100
Utah 6,500 12,400
Vermont 1,600 2,200
Virgin Islands 500 600
Virginia 11,000 19,400
Washington 17,400 29,600
West Virginia 5,700 9,700
Wisconsin 11,000 18,400
Wyoming 1,600 2,600
National Total 899,100 1,484,100

Notes applicable to this table:

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

2. All counts are "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent
the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF
transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted”
number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into
consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the
number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for States that only submit samples, the ratio of
children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to
obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and
children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North
Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin
Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. The reported results shown above have been rounded to the nearest 100. The National numbers are simply the sum of the

state and territory numbers.

6. “-“indicates data not reported.
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Table 2
Child Care and Development Fund

Percent of Children Served by Payment Method (FY 2020)

State/Territory Grants/Contracts % Certificates % Cash % Total
Alabama 0% 100% 0% 56,229
Alaska 0% 100% 0% 5,396
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 0% 100% 0% 50,185
Arkansas 0% 100% 0% 24,698
California 32% 68% 0% 311,695
Colorado 0% 100% 0% 26,086
Connecticut 0% 100% 0% 24,975
Delaware 0% 100% 0% 21,187
District of Columbia 0% 100% 0% 9,204
Florida 0% 100% 0% 216,579
Georgia 3% 97% 0% 88,577
Guam 0% 87% 13% 1,215
Hawaii 0% 0% 100% 6,227
Idaho 0% 100% 0% 13,258
Illinois 0% 100% 0% 186,232
Indiana 1% 99% 0% 41,727
lowa 0% 100% 0% 26,795
Kansas 0% 100% 0% 18,655
Kentucky 0% 100% 0% 38,266
Louisiana 0% 100% 0% 27,478
Maine 0% 100% 0% 7,546
Maryland 0% 100% 0% 28,657
Massachusetts 35% 65% 0% 67,122
Michigan 0% 84% 16% 46,657
Minnesota 0% 100% 0% 38,576
Mississippi 1% 99% 0% 33,200
Missouri 0% 100% 0% 45,075
Montana 0% 99% 1% 7,188
Nebraska 0% 100% 0% 23,921
Nevada 19% 81% 0% 15,949
New Hampshire 0% 100% 0% 5,968
New Jersey 0% 100% 0% 78,869
New Mexico 0% 100% 0% 25,027
New York 30% 70% 0% 132,164
North Carolina 0% 100% 0% 95,582
North Dakota 0% 100% 0% 3624
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 100% 0% 523
Ohio 0% 100% 0% 151,976
Oklahoma 0% 100% 0% 43,743
Oregon 0% 100% 0% 24,225
Pennsylvania 0% 100% 0% 133,764
Puerto Rico 80% 20% 0% 4,758
Rhode Island 0% 100% 0% 11,814
South Carolina 0% 100% 0% 27,793
South Dakota 1% 99% 0% 5,455
Tennessee 0% 100% 0% 35,360
Texas 0% 100% 0% 192,579
Utah 0% 100% 0% 17,745
Vermont 0% 100% 0% 10489
Virgin Islands 100% 0% 0% 812
Virginia 0% 100% 0% 26,990
Washington 0% 100% 0% 60,127
West Virginia 0% 100% 0% 17,838
Wisconsin 0% 100% 0% 54,530
Wyoming 0% 100% 0% 4,481
National Total 7% 93% 1% 2,674,791

Notes applicable to this table:

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-800 data for FY 2020. The ACF-800 is based on an annual unduplicated count of families and children, i.e., a
family or child that receives one hour of service on one day is counted the same as a family or child that receives full-time care throughout the fiscal

year.

2. All percentages are based on “adjusted”” numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These “adjusted” numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The “adjusted” number is the raw or “unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling
factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the “adjusted” numbers or percentages.

3. A “0%” indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to
add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.
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4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not submitted any ACF-800 data for FY 2020. All other states and territories had submitted their
full ACF-800 data for FY 2020.
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Table 3
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children Served by Types of Care (FY 2020)

State/Territory ?_'h(;:g;s Iﬁ\gnnl]lg/ GHZ?:]JS Center I gv:;l:)?’/tl:gt Total
Alabama 0% 4% 2% 94% 0% 100%
Alaska 0% 18% 8% 65% 9% 100%
American Samoa - - - - - -
Arizona 2% 4% 3% 72% 20% 100%
Arkansas 0% 3% 0% 96% 1% 100%
California 0% 40% 21% 35% 4% 100%
Colorado 0% 8% 0% 86% 5% 100%
Connecticut 23% 21% 1% 55% 0% 100%
Delaware 0% 10% 3% 87% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 0% 2% 0% 94% 4% 100%
Florida 0% 4% 0% 92% 4% 100%
Georgia 0% 3% 0% 82% 15% 100%
Guam 1% 1% 0% 99% 0% 100%
Hawaii 33% 12% 0% 20% 34% 100%
Idaho 1% 11% 12% 75% 0% 100%
Illinois 8% 39% 4% 48% 1% 100%
Indiana 0% 35% 0% 64% 0% 100%
lowa 0% 28% 8% 56% 8% 100%
Kansas 1% 43% 0% 55% 0% 100%
Kentucky 0% 3% 1% 96% 0% 100%
Louisiana 0% 2% 0% 96% 1% 100%
Maine 1% 26% 0% 72% 1% 100%
Maryland 1% 25% 0% 74% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 1% 15% 49% 34% 100%
Michigan 6% 20% 14% 59% 0% 100%
Minnesota 0% 14% 0% 86% 0% 100%
Mississippi 0% 0% 5% 88% 6% 100%
Missouri 1% 10% 2% 85% 2% 100%
Montana 1% 9% 36% 49% 5% 100%
Nebraska 0% 15% 7% 76% 0% 100%
Nevada 9% 8% 1% 81% 1% 100%
New Hampshire 0% 5% 0% 94% 1% 100%
New Jersey 0% 7% 0% 92% 0% 100%
New Mexico 0% 9% 6% 84% 1% 100%
New York 10% 11% 35% 44% 0% 100%
North Carolina 0% 7% 0% 93% 0% 100%
North Dakota 0% 19% 34% 46% 1% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 1% 2% 1% 96% 0% 100%
Ohio 0% 12% 3% 84% 1% 100%
Oklahoma 0% 12% 0% 86% 2% 100%
Oregon 9% 33% 23% 35% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 0% 9% 4% 86% 1% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 16% 0% 38% 46% 100%
Rhode Island 0% 22% 0% 77% 0% 100%
South Carolina 0% 1% 2% 97% 0% 100%
South Dakota 1% 26% 3% 69% 0% 100%
Tennessee 0% 4% 5% 92% 0% 100%
Texas 0% 1% 2% 97% 0% 100%
Utah 1% 32% 0% 67% 0% 100%
Vermont 0% 18% 0% 62% 20% 100%
Virgin Islands 13% 1% 0% 86% 0% 100%
Virginia 0% 11% 0% 88% 0% 100%
Washington 0% 17% 0% 34% 48% 100%
West Virginia 0% 20% 10% 70% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 0% 17% 0% 83% 1% 100%
Wyoming 2% 21% 11% 66% 0% 100%
National Total 2% 15% 7% 72% 4% 100%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on “adjusted”” numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These “adjusted” numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The “adjusted”” number is the raw or “unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its
pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the “adjusted” numbers or percentages.

3. A “0%” indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear
to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-
801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and
territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were
counted in each setting in proportion to the number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center
and 30 hours in a child’s home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child’s Home (proportional counting).

6. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any
setting(s) are reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

7. “-” indicates data not reported.

8. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and
payments. See footnote #6. States continue to work to correct these issues.
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Table 4
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children Served in Regulated Settings vs.
Settings Legally Operating Without Regulation (FY 2020)

State/Territory Regulated | Without Regulation | Not Reported Total
Alabama 98% 2% 0% 100%
Alaska 90% 1% 9% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 77% 4% 20% 100%
Arkansas 99% 0% 1% 100%
California 74% 22% 4% 100%
Colorado 94% 1% 5% 100%
Connecticut 73% 26% 0% 100%
Delaware 100% 0% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 96% 0% 4% 100%
Florida 90% 6% 4% 100%
Georgia 85% 0% 15% 100%
Guam 99% 1% 0% 100%
Hawaii 25% 41% 34% 100%
Idaho 88% 12% 0% 100%
Illinois 74% 25% 1% 100%
Indiana 78% 22% 0% 100%
lowa 91% 1% 8% 100%
Kansas 94% 6% 0% 100%
Kentucky 100% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana 96% 2% 1% 100%
Maine 89% 10% 1% 100%
Maryland 97% 3% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 65% 1% 34% 100%
Michigan 79% 20% 0% 100%
Minnesota 92% 8% 0% 100%
Mississippi 88% 6% 6% 100%
Missouri 81% 17% 2% 100%
Montana 89% 5% 5% 100%
Nebraska 95% 5% 0% 100%
Nevada 68% 31% 1% 100%
New Hampshire 98% 2% 1% 100%
New Jersey 99% 1% 0% 100%
New Mexico 99% 0% 1% 100%
New York 74% 26% 0% 100%
North Carolina 99% 1% 0% 100%
North Dakota 88% 11% 1% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 97% 3% 0% 100%
Ohio 99% 0% 1% 100%
Oklahoma 98% 0% 2% 100%
Oregon 77% 23% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 94% 5% 1% 100%
Puerto Rico 38% 16% 46% 100%
Rhode Island 99% 1% 0% 100%
South Carolina 96% 4% 0% 100%
South Dakota 91% 8% 0% 100%
Tennessee 100% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 99% 0% 0% 100%
Utah 96% 4% 0% 100%
Vermont 80% 0% 20% 100%
Virgin Islands 99% 1% 0% 100%
Virginia 100% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 52% 0% 48% 100%
West Virginia 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 99% 0% 1% 100%
Wyoming 92% 8% 0% 100%
National Total 87% 9% 4% 100%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11—N2%\2/2—

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its
pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear
to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-
801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other States and
Territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were
counted in each setting in proportion to the number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center
and 30 hours in a child’s home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child’s Home (proportional counting).

6. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any
setting(s) are reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

7."-" indicates data not reported.

8. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing
hours and payments. See footnote #6. States are working to correct these issues.
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Table 5
Child Care and Development Fund

Children in Settings Legally Operating Without Regulation,
Average Monthly Percent Served by Relatives vs. Non-Relatives (FY 2020)

State/Territory Relative Non-Relative Total % Total Count
Alabama 100% 0% 100% 596
Alaska 59% 41% 100% 22
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 100% 0% 100% 1,259
Arkansas 0% 100% 100% 9
California 78% 22% 100% 37,799
Colorado 83% 17% 100% 163
Connecticut 100% 0% 100% 2,667
Delaware 100% 0% 100% 5
District of Columbia NA NA NA NA
Florida NA NA NA NA
Georgia 69% 31% 100% 153
Guam 0% 100% 100% 5
Hawaii 76% 24% 100% 1,059
Idaho 31% 69% 100% 803
Illinois 75% 25% 100% 12,072
Indiana 34% 66% 100% 182
lowa 6% 94% 100% 187
Kansas 87% 13% 100% 724
Kentucky 39% 61% 100% 95
Louisiana 14% 86% 100% 407
Maine 60% 40% 100% 454
Maryland 94% 6% 100% 504
Massachusetts 35% 65% 100% 174
Michigan 68% 32% 100% 6,017
Minnesota 73% 27% 100% 208
Mississippi 95% 5% 100% 1,283
Missouri 28% 72% 100% 1,740
Montana 83% 17% 100% 83
Nebraska 43% 57% 100% 371
Nevada 2% 28% 100% 1,369
New Hampshire 66% 34% 100% 50
New Jersey 63% 37% 100% 314
New Mexico NA NA NA NA
New York 69% 31% 100% 12,064
North Carolina NA NA NA NA
North Dakota 63% 37% 100% 254
Northern Mariana Islands 100% 0% 100% 12
Ohio NA NA NA NA
Oklahoma NA NA NA NA
Oregon 54% 46% 100% 2,725
Pennsylvania 100% 0% 100% 4774
Puerto Rico 67% 33% 100% 494
Rhode Island 83% 17% 100% 18
South Carolina 84% 16% 100% 164
South Dakota 81% 19% 100% 284
Tennessee 0% 100% 100% 24
Texas 100% 0% 100% 594
Utah 7% 93% 100% 408
Vermont 100% 0% 100% 2
Virgin Islands 67% 33% 100% 6
Virginia 6% 94% 100% 49
Washington 100% 0% 100% 3
West Virginia 29% 71% 100%

Wisconsin NA NA NA NA
Wyoming 45% 55% 100% 216
National Total 75% 25% 100% 92,873

Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™ numbers represent the number
funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and
Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted™ number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on
the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. A"0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up
to exactly 100% because of rounding. In this table, centers operating without regulation (data element 26 = 11) were not included because a determination
could not be made if they are relative or non-relative.

4. In some states there were no children served in unregulated settings and thus the percent is "NA" since division by zero is undefined. States with no
Providers Legally Operating Without Regulation include the District of Columbia, Florida, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data.
Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the
full 12 months of data.

6. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were counted in
each setting in proportion to the number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center and 30 hours in a
child’s home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child’s Home (proportional counting).

7. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any setting(s) are
reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

8. "-" indicates data not reported.

9. Colorado, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and payments. See footnote #6. States continue to
work to correct these issues.
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Table 6
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children Served in All Types of Care (FY 2020)

Licensed or Regulated Providers Providers Legally Operating without Regulation
Total % Invalid/
State/Territory of : : Child's Home Family Home Group Home Not
Children | Child's | Family | Group Center . Non- _ Non- _ | Gy Reported
Home | Home | Home Relative . Relative - Relative .
Relative Relative Relative

Alabama 100% 0% 2% 2% 94% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Alaska 100% 0% 17% 8% 65% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9%
American Samoa - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Arizona 100% 0% 2% 3% 2% 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20%
Arkansas 100% 0% 3% 0% 96% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
California 100% 0% 22% 21% 31% 0% 0% 14% 4% 0% 0% 1% 4%
Colorado 100% 0% 8% 0% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5%
Connecticut 100% 0% 21% 1% 52% 23% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0%
Delaware 100% 0% 10% 3% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
District of Columbia 100% 0% 2% 0% 94% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4%
Florida 100% 0% 4% 0% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 4%
Georgia 100% 0% 3% 0% 82% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 15%
Guam 100% 0% 1% 0% 99% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Hawaii 100% 0% 4% 0% 20% 26% % 5% 2% 0% 0% 0% 34%
Idaho 100% 0% 0% 12% 75% 1% 0% 3% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Ilinois 100% 0% 26% 4% 45% 6% 2% 10% 3% 0% 0% 3% 1%
Indiana 100% 0% 35% 0% 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 21% 0%
lowa 100% 0% 27% 8% 56% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 8%
Kansas 100% 0% 38% 0% 55% 0% 1% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Kentucky 100% 0% 2% 1% 96% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Louisiana 100% 0% 0% 0% 96% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Maine 100% 0% 17% 0% 2% 1% 0% 5% 4% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Maryland 100% 0% 23% 0% 74% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Massachusetts 100% 0% 1% 15% 49% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 34%
Michigan 100% 0% 8% 14% 57% 1% 6% 11% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0%
Minnesota 100% 0% 13% 0% 78% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% % 0%
Mississippi 100% 0% 0% 0% 88% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 6%
Missouri 100% 0% 5% 2% 74% 0% 0% 1% 4% 0% 0% 11% 2%
Montana 100% 0% 5% 36% 49% 1% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 5%
Nebraska 100% 0% 11% 7% 76% 0% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Nevada 100% 0% 2% 1% 65% 6% 3% 5% 1% 0% 0% 16% 1%
New Hampshire 100% 0% 4% 0% 93% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
New Jersey 100% 0% % 0% 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
New Mexico 100% 0% 9% 6% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
New York 100% 0% 5% 35% 34% % 3% 1% 2% 0% 0% 10% 0%
North Carolina 100% 0% % 0% 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
North Dakota 100% 0% 8% 34% 46% 0% 0% % 4% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Northern Mariana
Islands 100% 0% 0% 1% 96% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Ohio 100% 0% 12% 3% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Oklahoma 100% 0% 12% 0% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Oregon 100% 0% 20% 23% 34% 2% 6% 9% 4% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Pennsylvania 100% 0% 5% 4% 86% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Puerto Rico 100% 0% 0% 0% 38% 0% 0% 11% 5% 0% 0% 0% 46%
Rhode Island 100% 0% 21% 0% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
South Carolina 100% 0% 0% 2% 94% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0%
South Dakota 100% 0% 19% 3% 69% 0% 1% 7% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Tennessee 100% 0% 4% 5% 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Texas 100% 0% 1% 2% 97% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Utah 100% 0% 30% 0% 66% 0% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Vermont 100% 0% 18% 0% 62% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20%
Virgin Islands 100% 13% 0% 0% 86% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Virginia 100% 0% 11% 0% 88% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Washington 100% 0% 17% 0% 34% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 48%
West Virginia 100% 0% 20% 10% 70% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Wisconsin 100% 0% 17% 0% 83% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Wyoming 100% 0% 14% 11% 66% 1% 0% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%
National Total 100% 0% 10% 7% 70% 1% 0% 4% 1% 0% 0% 3% 4%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the
state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. A"0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. Virgin
Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were counted in each setting in proportion to the number of hours
of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center and 30 hours in a child’s home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child’s Home
(proportional counting).

6. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any setting(s) are reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

7."-" indicates data not reported.

8. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and payments. See footnote #6. States continue to work to correct
these issues.
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Table 7
Child Care and Development Fund

Number of Child Care Providers Receiving CCDF Funds (FY 2020)

Licensed or Regulated Providers

Providers Legally Operating without Regulation

Total
State/Territory Numper of Child's Family S Child's Home Family Home Group Home
Providers Home R . Center Relative Non- Relative Non- Relative Non- Center

Relative Relative Relative

Alabama 1,720 157 133 941 3 1 417 0 0 68

Alaska 412 158 47 191 1 3 12 0 0 0 0

American Samoa

Avrizona 2,452 14 219 177 1,167 310 565 0 0 0 0

Arkansas 854 0 106 0 748 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

California 49,316 0 10,169 6,256 4,001 374 70 20,890 7,046 0 0 510

Colorado 1,891 0 431 0 1,329 56 8 50 15 0 0 2

Connecticut 5,128 0 978 17 878 358 0 2,689 0 0 208

Delaware 751 0 294 56 389 0 0 0 0 0 0 12

District of Columbia 270 0 45 0 222 0 0 0 0 0

Florida 6,965 0 1,332 0 4,861 0 0 0 0 770

Georgia 4,484 0 1,170 0 3,198 10 0 60 46 0 0 0

Guam 50 0 1 0 47 0 2 0 0 0 0

Hawaii 1,928 0 199 4 193 867 278 237 146 0 0

Idaho 923 0 0 205 484 17 5 73 139 0 0

Ilinois 26,475 0 4,601 430 2,252 4,912 1,799 8,444 3,213 0 0 824

Indiana 3,156 0 1,802 0 531 4 2 25 60 0 0 732

lowa 3,000 0 1,428 358 1,060 0 0 9 145 0 0

Kansas 2,383 0 1,222 0 669 83 0 409 0 0 0

Kentucky 1,601 0 136 36 1,365 14 10 14 26 0 0

Louisiana 982 0 0 0 799 6 2 23 142 0 0 10

Maine 1,226 0 401 0 463 19 17 162 162 0 0 2

Maryland 3,868 0 1,833 0 1,675 145 42 172 0 0

Massachusetts 5,137 0 231 2,549 1,924 149 52 232 0 0

Michigan 6,642 0 800 968 1,888 997 137 1,843 0 0

Minnesota 3,624 0 1,771 1,129 14 13 112 44 0 0 541

Mississippi 1,512 0 0 1 1,459 2 14 9 27 0 0 0

Missouri 2,996 0 333 87 1,229 63 21 162 639 0 0 462

Montana 861 0 119 337 233 19 13 87 53 0 0 0

Nebraska 1,898 0 389 242 690 55 74 244 204 0 0 0

Nevada 1,530 0 63 17 296 310 160 271 95 0 0 318

New Hampshire 568 0 68 0 457 6 4 16 10 0 0 7

New Jersey 4,805 0 1,212 0 3,109 96 49 192 147 0 0

New Mexico 1,430 0 715 133 582 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

New York 23,832 0 2,039 6,498 3,279 4,723 1,976 3,621 1,445 0 0 251

North Carolina 4,370 0 225 0 4,145 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

North Dakota 699 0 108 276 145 0 0 123 47 0 0 0

Northern Mariana Islands 29 0 0 1 11 3 0 13 0 0 0

Ohio 5,533 11 2,278 266 2,978 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oklahoma 1,635 1 676 0 958 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oregon 4,239 7 859 596 726 213 549 918 346 0 0 25

Pennsylvania 9,909 0 1,064 607 4,431 25 0 3,781 1 0 0 0

Puerto Rico 733 0 5 0 147 2 549 30 0 0

Rhode Island 745 0 382 1 331 1 25 5 0 0

South Carolina 1,579 0 106 44 933 9 143 233 0 0 111

South Dakota 834 0 274 31 303 0 16 189 21 0 0

Tennessee 1,897 0 191 222 1,462 0 0 0 15 0 0 7

Texas 7,746 0 506 633 6,183 0 424 0 0 0

Utah 1,378 0 705 0 333 6 82 8 219 0 0 25

Vermont 1,092 0 409 0 551 32 0 100 0 0 0 0

Virgin Islands 129 0 0 2 51 5 0 31 4 0 0 36

Virginia 1,927 0 596 0 1,139 0 0 26 58 0 0 108

Washington 7,475 0 2,063 0 1,613 1,887 1,145 767 0 0 0

West Virginia 1,271 0 777 124 368 1 1 0 0 0 0

Wisconsin 3,334 4 1,316 0 2,014 0 0 0 0 0 0

Wyoming 499 0 133 72 175 22 5 53 39 0 0 0

National Total 231,723 37 47,095 22,555 71,620 15,821 6,649 48,122 14,782 0 0 5,042

Notes applicable to this table:

1. The source for this table is ACF-800 data for FY 2020, an unduplicated annual count.

2. This data has not been adjusted by the pooling factor (unadjusted data) because ACF-800 Data Element 6a is reported as a count of providers receiving CCDF funding.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

3. Note that this table reports the number of providers (not the number of children). A provider that serves only one child per day is counted the same as, for example, a provider serving 200 children per day.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not submitted any ACF-800 data for FY 2020. All other states and territories had submitted their full ACF-800 data for FY 2020.

5. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 8
Child Care and Development Fund

Consumer Education Strategies Summary (FY 2020)

Method

Counseling from

i . . Estimated Number of
stateferritory MZtgpi;Is Re;oel;;ﬁaa;nd Mass Media EI::;B?;'C Families Receiving
Agencies Consumer Education

Alabama Y Y Y Y

Alaska Y Y Y Y 34,030
American Samoa - - - - -
Arizona Y Y Y Y 61,235
Arkansas Y Y N Y 20,563
California Y Y Y Y 1,882,140
Colorado Y Y Y Y 178,500
Connecticut Y Y Y Y 25,488
Delaware Y Y Y Y 15,022
District of Columbia N Y N Y 6,908
Florida Y Y Y Y 191,458
Georgia N Y N N 876
Guam Y Y N N 0
Hawaii Y Y N N 3,935
Idaho Y Y N Y 965
Illinois Y Y Y Y 77,027
Indiana Y Y Y Y 21,900
lowa Y Y Y Y 5,556
Kansas Y N Y Y 113,378
Kentucky Y Y Y Y

Louisiana Y Y Y Y 2,646
Maine Y N Y Y 9,387
Maryland Y Y N Y 224,127
Massachusetts Y Y Y Y 32,908
Michigan Y Y Y Y 44,080
Minnesota Y Y N Y 97,977
Mississippi Y Y N Y 14,000
Missouri Y Y N Y 36,303
Montana Y N Y Y 233,725
Nebraska Y Y Y Y 18,440
Nevada Y Y N Y 25,581
New Hampshire Y Y N Y 4,135
New Jersey Y Y Y Y 854,464
New Mexico Y Y Y Y 15,154
New York Y Y Y Y 1,477,542
North Carolina Y Y Y Y 241,650
North Dakota Y Y Y Y 12,475
Northern Mariana

Islands Y Y Y Y 52,263
Ohio Y Y Y Y 96,804
Oklahoma Y Y N N 30,796
Oregon Y Y N Y 1,120,809
Pennsylvania Y Y N Y 5,623
Puerto Rico Y N N Y 4,068
Rhode Island Y N N Y 7,383
South Carolina Y Y Y Y 46,000
South Dakota N N Y N 91,432
Tennessee Y Y N Y 20,974
Texas Y Y Y Y 104,978
Utah Y Y Y Y 9,261
Vermont Y Y Y Y 7,849
Virgin Islands Y Y Y Y 0
Virginia Y Y N Y 15,060
Washington Y Y Y Y 15,211
West Virginia Y Y Y Y 4,713
Wisconsin Y Y Y Y 425,000
Wyoming Y Y Y Y 79,405
Total Yes 52 49 36 50 8,121,204

Notes applicable to this table:

1. The source for this table is ACF-800 data for FY 2020, an unduplicated annual count.

2. This data has not been adjusted by the pooling factor (unadjusted data) because it is impossible to tell which families receiving consumer
information also received CCDF funding.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

3. Beginning FY 2016, states and territories are only required to report the Methods of consumer education activities (not content).

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not submitted any ACF-800 data for FY 2020. Alabama and Kentucky had submitted partial
data, and all other states and territories had submitted their full ACF-800 data for FY 2020.

5. "-"indicates data not reported.

6. Alabama and Kentucky submitted partial Consumer Education data on their ACF-800 reports. They included consumer education methods, but
did not indicate the number of families. They are therefore not included in the national total of families receiving consumer education.
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Table 9
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children In Care By Age Group (FY 2020)

3yrs 4 yrs 6 yrs to
lyrto | 2yrsto | to<4 | to<5 |b5yrsto| <13 Invalid/Not
State/Territory OQto<lyr | <2yrs | <3yrs yrs yrs <6yrs yrs 13+ yrs Reported Total

Alabama 6% 12% 14% 14% 12% 9% 31% 1% 0% 100%
Alaska 5% 10% 13% 15% 15% 12% 30% 0% 0% 100%
American Samoa -
Arizona 4% 9% 12% 13% 14% 11% 35% 1% 0% 100%
Arkansas 7% 15% 17% 16% 17% 11% 17% 0% 0% 100%
California 3% 8% 13% 11% 9% 10% 45% 1% 0% 100%
Colorado 4% 9% 13% 14% 14% 12% 33% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 5% 12% 15% 16% 14% 8% 29% 1% 0% 100%
Delaware 5% 10% 12% 13% 13% 10% 36% 1% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 6% 16% 23% 20% 10% 6% 19% 1% 0% 100%
Florida 4% 10% 14% 16% 16% 12% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Georgia 4% 12% 14% 15% 13% 10% 31% 1% 0% 100%
Guam 6% 14% 17% 18% 16% 11% 18% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 5% 11% 15% 19% 15% % 28% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 5% 11% 13% 14% 14% 12% 31% 0% 0% 100%
Illinois 5% 10% 12% 12% 12% 10% 39% 2% 0% 100%
Indiana 3% 8% 11% 12% 14% 13% 38% 1% 0% 100%
lowa 6% 11% 12% 13% 12% 10% 35% 1% 0% 100%
Kansas 5% 11% 13% 14% 13% 10% 33% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 6% 12% 14% 14% 13% 10% 30% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana % 13% 16% 18% 14% 9% 21% 0% 1% 100%
Maine 5% 11% 13% 15% 15% 10% 30% 0% 0% 100%
Maryland 3% 9% 13% 14% 14% 11% 35% 0% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 3% 9% 13% 15% 14% 10% 35% 1% 0% 100%
Michigan 5% 10% 13% 14% 13% 10% 34% 1% 0% 100%
Minnesota 5% 10% 12% 13% 13% 11% 3% 0% 0% 100%
Mississippi 4% 10% 13% 13% 13% 10% 3% 1% 0% 100%
Missouri 6% 11% 13% 14% 14% 11% 29% 1% 1% 100%
Montana 6% 12% 15% 16% 15% 11% 25% 0% 0% 100%
Nebraska 6% 10% 12% 12% 12% 11% 3% 1% 0% 100%
Nevada 4% 10% 12% 14% 14% 10% 35% 0% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 4% 10% 15% 17% 18% 12% 23% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 4% 10% 14% 14% 13% 10% 34% 1% 0% 100%
New Mexico 5% 10% 13% 14% 13% 11% 33% 0% 0% 100%
New York 4% 10% 14% 14% 13% 8% 37% 0% 0% 100%
North Carolina 3% 9% 13% 15% 14% 11% 35% 1% 0% 100%
North Dakota 6% 12% 14% 15% 16% 11% 26% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 2% % 10% 13% 12% 10% 43% 0% 2% 100%
Ohio 5% 10% 12% 13% 13% 10% 36% 0% 1% 100%
Oklahoma 6% 12% 14% 15% 13% 10% 30% 0% 0% 100%
Oregon 4% 9% 12% 13% 13% 11% 36% 1% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 4% 9% 11% 13% 13% 11% 40% 1% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 3% 11% 19% 20% 19% 5% 19% 1% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 3% 8% 11% 12% 13% 10% 42% 1% 0% 100%
South Carolina 6% 14% 17% 17% 13% 9% 23% 0% 0% 100%
South Dakota 6% 10% 13% 14% 14% 12% 30% 1% 0% 100%
Tennessee % 14% 17% 18% 17% 11% 16% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 5% 11% 13% 14% 13% 10% 33% 1% 0% 100%
Utah 4% 9% 11% 12% 13% 12% 38% 1% 0% 100%
Vermont 4% 9% 13% 14% 16% 11% 33% 0% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 8% 18% 25% 21% 18% 5% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Virginia 3% 9% 13% 14% 13% 11% 36% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 4% 9% 13% 14% 14% 11% 34% 1% 0% 100%
West Virginia 5% 10% 12% 13% 12% 10% 38% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 6% 11% 13% 14% 13% 10% 33% 1% 0% 100%
Wyoming 6% 11% 15% 15% 16% 11% 26% 0% 0% 100%
National 4% 10% 13% 14% 13% 10% 35% 1% 0% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF
only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted"
number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in
calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were
directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported
number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the
monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100%
because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted
10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported category only includes children with an invalid year/month of birth or report date.

7."-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 10
Child Care and Development Fund

Reasons for Receiving Care, Average Monthly Percentage of Families (FY 2020)

- Both Employment . .
State/Territory Employment gcﬁ::r:t?grlm - 85) ’ _ PSr:rt_\e/E:;\;e Ir;e\gaplgc:/tlsgt Total
Training/Education
Alabama 87% 3% 2% 9% 0% 100%
Alaska 67% 1% 9% 22% 0% 100%
American Samoa - - - - - -
Arizona 61% 0% 2% 37% 0% 100%
Arkansas 66% 4% 3% 9% 17% 100%
California 78% 13% 4% 3% 2% 100%
Colorado 76% 6% 18% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 43% 0% 0% 0% 57% 100%
Delaware 80% 2% 5% 13% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 74% 4% 17% 5% 0% 100%
Florida 62% 3% 3% 31% 0% 100%
Georgia 69% 7% 2% 23% 0% 100%
Guam 87% 1% 6% 3% 0% 100%
Hawaii 57% 3% 1% 36% 0% 100%
Idaho 84% 1% 12% 0% 0% 100%
Illinois 93% 3% 2% 0% 2% 100%
Indiana 88% 6% 4% 1% 1% 100%
lowa 95% 2% 0% 4% 0% 100%
Kansas 74% 1% 6% 19% 0% 100%
Kentucky 71% 3% 10% 16% 0% 100%
Louisiana 76% 6% 9% % 1% 100%
Maine 81% 2% 9% 0% 8% 100%
Maryland 91% 4% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 59% 17% 0% 24% 0% 100%
Michigan 87% 1% 11% 1% 1% 100%
Minnesota 86% 3% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Mississippi 50% 9% 2% 18% 20% 100%
Missouri 55% 4% 4% 37% 0% 100%
Montana 49% 12% 9% 29% 0% 100%
Nebraska 78% 2% 5% 14% 0% 100%
Nevada 89% 0% 0% 10% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 78% 11% 0% 10% 1% 100%
New Jersey 83% % 4% 6% 0% 100%
New Mexico 7% 7% 16% 0% 0% 100%
New York 86% 9% 1% 4% 0% 100%
North Carolina 87% 2% 4% 5% 2% 100%
North Dakota 87% 8% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 90% 5% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Ohio 87% 3% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 91% 6% 2% 1% 0% 100%
Oregon 94% 0% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 87% 3% 8% 0% 2% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 99% 0% 1% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 84% 8% 0% 4% 1% 100%
South Carolina 76% 9% 1% 15% 0% 100%
South Dakota 66% 5% 6% 23% 0% 100%
Tennessee 80% 7% 13% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 74% 6% 4% 14% 2% 100%
Utah 96% 0% 4% 0% 1% 100%
Vermont 55% 15% 1% 29% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 87% 9% 2% 2% 0% 100%
Virginia 87% 4% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 14% 9% 63% 0% 14% 100%
West Virginia 55% 3% 4% 39% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 81% 0% 2% 11% 6% 100%
Wyoming 99% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100%
National 76% 6% 6% 10% 2% 100%

. . Data as of 11-NOV-2022
Notes applicable to this report:

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted™ number is the raw or “unadjusted™ number reported by the
state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month was directly counted. However, for
states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted
number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The
U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported only includes family records with an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 6, Reason for Receiving Subsidized Child Care.

7. Several states only capture the primary reason for receiving services and therefore do not report any families in Both Employment and Training/Education categories. States reporting no families in this
combination category of Both Employment and Training/Education are lowa, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Wyoming.

8. OCC has observed some issues with income reporting across most states to varying degrees. OCC is working with states to address and resolve internal inconsistencies between ACF-801 element 6
(reason for receiving a subsidy), element 9 (total income for determining eligibility), and elements 10 through 15 (sources of income).

9. Beginning FY 2011, states and territories were no longer allowed to report "Other" as a Reason for Care.

10. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 11
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children by Racial Group (FY 2020)

. Nat-ive . BI"’}Ck/ Hglvigi\i/:n/ . Multi- Invalid/Not
State/Territory Aﬁrsngl;\:lzr:i\ll . Asian Aﬁ;ﬁign Pacific White Racial Reported Total
Islander
Alabama 0% 0% 76% 0% 22% 2% 0% 100%
Alaska 9% 2% 8% 2% 47% 25% 6% 100%
American Samoa -
Arizona 4% 0% 20% 0% 58% 17% 0% 100%
Arkansas 0% 0% 42% 0% 45% 3% 8% 100%
California 1% 4% 23% 1% 70% 2% 0% 100%
Colorado 1% 1% 12% 0% 36% 6% 44% 100%
Connecticut 0% 1% 27% 0% 20% 0% 52% 100%
Delaware 0% 1% 66% 0% 33% 0% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 1% 0% 87% 0% 11% 0% 1% 100%
Florida 0% 0% 47% 0% 40% 6% % 100%
Georgia 0% 0% 76% 0% 15% 0% 8% 100%
Guam 0% 6% 0% 91% 1% 2% 0% 100%
Hawaii 0% 23% 1% 28% 11% 37% 0% 100%
Idaho 0% 0% 9% 0% 81% 2% 8% 100%
Ilinois 0% 1% 45% 0% 18% 4% 31% 100%
Indiana 0% 0% 52% 0% 39% 8% 0% 100%
lowa 1% 0% 19% 0% 60% 8% 12% 100%
Kansas 1% 0% 20% 0% 55% 20% 4% 100%
Kentucky 0% 0% 30% 0% 58% 5% 6% 100%
Louisiana 1% 0% 69% 0% 25% 5% 0% 100%
Maine 0% 0% 8% 0% 81% 4% 6% 100%
Maryland 0% 1% 7% 0% 16% 6% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 2% 16% 0% 28% 2% 52% 100%
Michigan 1% 0% 51% 0% 39% 2% % 100%
Minnesota 1% 1% 55% 0% 30% 7% 5% 100%
Mississippi 0% 0% 79% 0% 17% 2% 2% 100%
Missouri 0% 0% 45% 0% 36% 2% 16% 100%
Montana 15% 0% 2% 0% 71% 4% % 100%
Nebraska 2% 0% 27% 0% 48% 12% 9% 100%
Nevada 1% 1% 43% 1% 43% 2% 8% 100%
New Hampshire 1% 0% 4% 0% 67% 3% 25% 100%
New Jersey 0% 1% 44% 1% 43% 1% 10% 100%
New Mexico 7% 1% 6% 0% 76% 0% 10% 100%
New York 1% 3% 39% 2% 38% 5% 11% 100%
North Carolina 2% 0% 61% 0% 34% 2% 0% 100%
North Dakota 13% 0% 19% 0% 68% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 35% 1% 51% 0% 12% 0% 100%
Ohio 0% 0% 54% 0% 26% 5% 14% 100%
Oklahoma 5% 0% 28% 0% 56% 11% 0% 100%
Oregon 2% 1% 11% 1% 80% 5% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 0% 1% 48% 0% 31% 3% 17% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 1% 0% 10% 0% 21% 0% 68% 100%
South Carolina 0% 0% 57% 0% 33% 9% 2% 100%
South Dakota 22% 0% 5% 0% 59% 14% 0% 100%
Tennessee 0% 1% 48% 0% 50% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 0% 0% 31% 0% 50% 2% 16% 100%
Utah 1% 0% 3% 0% 17% 0% 78% 100%
Vermont 0% 1% 4% 0% 90% 4% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 0% 0% 98% 0% 1% 1% 0% 100%
Virginia 0% 2% 65% 0% 33% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 1% 2% 21% 1% 49% 0% 23% 100%
West Virginia 0% 0% 10% 0% 5% 13% 2% 100%
Wisconsin 1% 1% 34% 0% 21% 6% 37% 100%
Wyoming 2% 0% 4% 0% 83% 0% 11% 100%
National 1% 1% 40% 0% 43% 4% 11% 100%

Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™” numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted™ number is the raw or “unadjusted” number reported by the state
multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that
only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children
served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin
Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The multi-racial category includes any child where more than one race was answered Yes (1). Several states do not capture and report more than one race per child and thus do not provide multi-racial data.
7. The Invalid/Not Reported category includes children where one or more race fields had anything other than a No (0) or Yes (1), blank, null, or space.

8. Several states and territories are still reporting ethnicity (Latino/Hispanic) as a race rather than as an ethnicity in accordance with the Pre-FY 2000 Technical Bulletin 3 standard. In many of these instances, if a child is
designated as Latino, no race is designated.

9. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 12
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children by Latino Ethnicity (FY 2020)

State/Territory Latino Not Latino Ig\/earj:)?/t?gt Total
Alabama 1% 99% 0% 100%
Alaska 11% 88% 1% 100%
American Samoa -
Arizona 35% 65% 0% 100%
Arkansas 8% 92% 0% 100%
California 53% 47% 0% 100%
Colorado 28% 72% 0% 100%
Connecticut 2% 73% 0% 100%
Delaware 13% 87% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 13% 87% 0% 100%
Florida 28% 72% 0% 100%
Georgia 13% 87% 0% 100%
Guam 0% 100% 0% 100%
Hawaii 10% 90% 0% 100%
Idaho 23% 73% 3% 100%
Illinois 21% 61% 18% 100%
Indiana 9% 91% 0% 100%
lowa 12% 88% 0% 100%
Kansas 9% 91% 0% 100%
Kentucky 6% 94% 0% 100%
Louisiana 3% 97% 0% 100%
Maine 3% 97% 0% 100%
Maryland 6% 94% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 37% 63% 0% 100%
Michigan 5% 95% 0% 100%
Minnesota 5% 94% 0% 100%
Mississippi 1% 93% 6% 100%
Missouri 8% 77% 15% 100%
Montana 7% 89% 5% 100%
Nebraska 18% 82% 0% 100%
Nevada 30% 66% 4% 100%
New Hampshire 7% 93% 0% 100%
New Jersey 42% 58% 0% 100%
New Mexico 67% 33% 0% 100%
New York 31% 61% 7% 100%
North Carolina 6% 94% 0% 100%
North Dakota 0% 100% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 100% 0% 100%
Ohio 6% 81% 13% 100%
Oklahoma 14% 86% 0% 100%
Oregon 28% 2% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 18% 81% 2% 100%
Puerto Rico 100% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 16% 84% 0% 100%
South Carolina 4% 96% 0% 100%
South Dakota 5% 95% 0% 100%
Tennessee 3% 97% 0% 100%
Texas 43% 57% 0% 100%
Utah 8% 46% 46% 100%
Vermont 3% 97% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 5% 95% 0% 100%
Virginia 7% 93% 0% 100%
Washington 31% 69% 0% 100%
West Virginia 2% 98% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 11% 7% 12% 100%
Wyoming 11% 89% 0% 100%
National 25% 72% 3% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers
represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers
to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or “unadjusted" number reported by the
state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the
"adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of
child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families
was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the
unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly
numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may
not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of
ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states
and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported category includes children where anything other than a No (0) or Yes (1) was in the Ethnicity field.

7."-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 12a
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percent of Children In Care By Race and Ethnicity (FY 2020)

e Arll\]::il\(/::n/Alaska Asian Black/African American e F:;\;vsg:P/Pamflc White Multi-Racial Invalid Race
State/Territory Total
Hispanic et Hispanic it Hispanic it Hispanic M- Hispanic bt Hispanic Ll Hispanic Mt
b Hispanic b Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic

apama 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alab 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 76% 0% 0% 1% 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 100%

aska 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1] (1] (1] 0 0 0 0 0 (1]
Alask 0% 9% 0% 2% 1% 8% 0% 2% 5% 42% 2% 23% 3% 3% 100%
American Samoa - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0%
Arizona 1% 3% 0% 0% 2% 18% 0% 0% 30% 28% 2% 15% 0% 0% 100%

rKkansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1] (1] (1] 0 0 0 0 0 (1]
Ark 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 42% 0% 0% 2% 44% 0% 3% 5% 3% 100%

alifornia 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1] (1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1]
Californi 1% 0% 0% 4% 1% 21% 0% 0% 50% 20% 1% 1% 0% 0% 100%
Colorado 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 10% 0% 0% 14% 22% 2% 5% 10% 34% 100%

onnecticut () () () (] (] (] () (] (] (] () () (] (] (]
C i 0% 0% 0% 1% 4% 22% 0% 0% 7% 14% 0% 0% 16% 36% 100%

elaware (1) (1) (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Del 0% 0% 0% 1% 3% 63% 0% 0% 10% 23% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 85% 0% 0% 10% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Florida 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 44% 0% 0% 21% 19% 1% 5% 3% 5% 100%
Georgia 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 69% 0% 0% 2% 13% 0% 0% 3% 5% 100%
Guam 0% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 91% 0% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 0% 0% 1% 23% 0% 1% 1% 27% 2% 9% 6% 31% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 20% 61% 0% 1% 3% 5% 100%
Illinois 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 43% 0% 0% 6% 13% 0% 4% 13% 18% 100%
Indiana 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 51% 0% 0% % 31% 1% 8% 0% 0% 100%
lowa 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 19% 0% 0% 9% 51% 1% 7% 1% 11% 100%
Kansas 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 19% 0% 0% 6% 49% 1% 18% 0% 4% 100%
Kentucky 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 30% 0% 0% 4% 53% 0% 5% 1% 6% 100%
Louisiana 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 68% 0% 0% 1% 23% 0% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Maine 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 2% 79% 0% 4% 0% 6% 100%
Maryland 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 75% 0% 0% 4% 12% 1% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 14% 0% 0% 9% 19% 1% 2% 26% 26% 100%
Michigan 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 50% 0% 0% 4% 36% 0% 2% 0% 7% 100%
Minnesota 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 55% 0% 0% 4% 26% 1% 7% 0% 5% 100%
Mississippi 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 78% 0% 0% 1% 16% 0% 2% 0% 2% 100%
Missouri 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 42% 0% 0% 4% 33% 0% 1% 2% 15% 100%
Montana 1% 14% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 4% 66% 0% 4% 0% 7% 100%
Nebraska 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 26% 0% 0% 11% 38% 2% 10% 4% 5% 100%
Nevada 0% 1% 0% 1% 3% 40% 0% 1% 23% 20% 1% 2% 3% 6% 100%
New Hampshire 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 3% 0% 0% 4% 62% 0% 3% 1% 24% 100%
New Jersey 0% 0% 0% 1% 5% 40% 1% 0% 26% 16% 0% 1% 9% 1% 100%
New Mexico 1% 6% 0% 1% 2% 4% 0% 0% 56% 20% 0% 0% 7% 3% 100%
New York 1% 0% 0% 2% 7% 32% 2% 0% 15% 23% 2% 3% 4% 8% 100%
North Carolina 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 60% 0% 0% 5% 29% 0% 2% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 0% 13% 0% 0% 0% 19% 0% 0% 0% 67% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana
Islands 0% 0% 0% 35% 0% 1% 0% 51% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0% 100%
Ohio 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 53% 0% 0% 2% 24% 0% 5% 3% 11% 100%
Oklahoma 1% 4% 0% 0% 1% 27% 0% 0% 11% 45% 1% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Oregon 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 10% 0% 0% 25% 55% 1% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 46% 0% 0% 5% 25% 0% 2% 10% 7% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 9% 0% 0% 4% 17% 0% 0% 10% 57% 100%
South Carolina 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 56% 0% 0% 2% 31% 0% 8% 1% 0% 100%
South Dakota 0% 22% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 4% 55% 1% 13% 0% 0% 100%
Tennessee 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 48% 0% 0% 2% 48% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 29% 0% 0% 36% 14% 0% 2% 4% 12% 100%
Utah 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 3% 14% 0% 0% 4% 74% 100%
Vermont 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 4% 0% 0% 2% 88% 0% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 93% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Virginia 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 63% 0% 0% 5% 28% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 1% 3% 0% 2% 2% 18% 0% 1% 13% 36% 0% 0% 14% 9% 100%
West Virginia 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 75% 0% 13% 2% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 33% 0% 0% 2% 19% 1% 5% 7% 30% 100%
Wyoming 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 83% 0% 0% 11% 0% 100%
National 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 39% 0% 0% 13% 25% 0% 4% 5% 10% 100%

Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All numbers are "adjusted" numbers of children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™ numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of
Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the “adjusted” numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of children served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each
month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801
summary (header) record.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories
had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. For the purposes of this report, cases with missing ethnicity information are considered as Non-Hispanic.

6. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 13
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children in Child Care by Age Category and Care Type (FY 2020)

Age Group Child's Home Family Home Group Home Center Invalid Setting Total

Infants (0 to <1 yr) 1% 14% 8% 2% 5% 100%
Toddlers (1 yr to <3 yrs) 1% 13% 8% 73% 5% 100%
Preschool (3 yrs to <6 yrs) 1% 12% 6% 76% 4% 100%
School Age (6 yrs to <13 yrs) 2% 19% 7% 68% 3% 100%
13 years and older 6% 41% 9% 40% 5% 100%
Invalid Age 0% 16% 3% 56% 26% 100%
All Ages 2% 15% 7% 2% 4% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of-11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which
includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The “adjusted" number is the raw or
"unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted"” numbers or

percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For States reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly
counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families
to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as
reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of
rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of
ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The National values were determined by multiplying each state's percentage by the adjusted number of children served for each state, summing across the states and then dividing by the
adjusted number of children served for the Nation. "Adjusted" means adjusted to represent CCDF funding only.

7. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were counted in each setting in proportion to the
number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center and 30 hours in a child’s home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and
0.3 count in Child’s Home (proportional counting).

8. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and payments, which impact the national invalid
records. Percent of invalid records by state are available in Table 6. States are working to correct these issues.
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Table 14
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Hours for Children In Care By Age Group and Care Type (FY 2020)

Age Group Child's Home Family Home Group Home Center \’/A\Veighted

verages
Oto<lyr 163 178 164 171 171
lto<2yrs 162 186 174 178 179
2to<3yrs 159 185 172 180 180
3to<4yrs 166 186 175 179 180
4to<5yrs 164 181 169 174 174
5to<6yrs 153 168 153 152 154
6 to<13yrs 135 156 137 123 131
13+ yrs 145 162 143 122 143
National 146 170 157 156 158
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. Nationally, 4.2% of the children served with CCDF funds were excluded from the above table because either their age was missing or invalid or their setting information
was invalid, due to out-of-range or missing care type, hours, or subsidy. See Tables #6 and #9 for state-by-state details, including invalid/not reported percentages.

3. Average hours per month were based on sums of hours per month in categories divided by counts of children in categories as further defined below.

4. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through
CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The
"adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into
consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

5. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were
directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the
reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was
obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

6. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted
10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

7. For children served by multiple providers, the child’s count is proportioned based on the ratio of the monthly hours with each provider divided by the monthly total hours of
service. The average hours and payments for each state-month combination are based on the sum of hours in each category divided by the sum of proportional counts in each
category. The state's annual results are determined by calculating a weighted average of the monthly results where the weight was the "adjusted" number of children served in
each month. The National results shown above represent a weighted average of the state's fiscal annual results, where the weight for each state is the average monthly
"adjusted" number of children served in each state for the fiscal year.

8. Some states have been reporting the maximum number of hours authorized rather than the actual number of service hours provided.
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Table 15
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Subsidy Paid to Provider by Age Group and Care Type (FY 2020)

Age Group Child's Home Family Home Group Home Center Weighted Averages
Oto<lyr $407 $593 $820 $716 $701
lto<2yrs $397 $653 $866 $707 $709
2to<3yrs $409 $615 $797 $676 $675
3to<4yrs $386 $578 $755 $599 $605
4to<5yrs $383 $547 $733 $570 $577
5to<6yrs $349 $537 $693 $500 $516
6 to<13yrs $330 $466 $599 $408 $432
13+ yrs $378 $448 $639 $396 $440
National $356 $531 $711 $547 $554
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. Nationally, 4.2% of the children served with CCDF funds were excluded from the above table because either their age was missing or invalid or their setting information was invalid, due to out-of-range or missing
care type, hours, or subsidy. See Tables #6 and #9 for state-by-state details, including invalid/not reported percentages.

3. Subsidy is the amount paid directly to the provider by the state or territory. It does not include the family copay.
4. Average subsidy per month is based on sums of subsidies per month in categories divided by counts of children in categories as further defined below.

5. All percentages are based on “adjusted”” numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These “adjusted” numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state
multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the “adjusted" numbers or percentages.

6. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states
that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of
children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

7. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S.
Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

8. For children served by multiple providers, the child's count is proportioned based on the ratio of the monthly hours with each provider divided by the monthly total hours of service. The average hours and subsidies
for each state-month combination are based on the sum of hours in each category divided by the sum of proportional counts in each category. The state's annual results are determined by calculating a weighted
average of the monthly results where the weight was the "adjusted" number of children served in each month. The National results shown above represent a weighted average of the state's fiscal annual results, where
the weight for each state is the average monthly "adjusted" number of children served in each State for the fiscal year.

9. Some states have been reporting the maximum number of hours authorized and/or dollars authorized rather than the actual number provided.
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Table 16
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percent of Families Reporting Income from TANF (FY 2020)

State/Territory TANF (% Yes) TANF (% No) 'g‘;ﬂ(‘)‘i’t':gt Total
Alabama 4% 96% 0% 100%
Alaska 8% 92% 0% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 7% 93% 0% 100%
Arkansas 1% 99% 0% 100%
California 12% 88% 0% 100%
Colorado 26% 74% 0% 100%
Connecticut 5% 95% 0% 100%
Delaware 11% 89% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 36% 22% 42% 100%
Florida 1% 68% 31% 100%
Georgia 3% 97% 0% 100%
Guam 1% 99% 0% 100%
Hawaii 11% 89% 0% 100%
Idaho 2% 98% 0% 100%
Illinois 3% 97% 0% 100%
Indiana 0% 100% 0% 100%
lowa 0% 100% 0% 100%
Kansas 1% 99% 0% 100%
Kentucky 1% 99% 0% 100%
Louisiana 2% 86% 12% 100%
Maine 3% 97% 0% 100%
Maryland 8% 92% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 100% 0% 100%
Michigan 7% 93% 0% 100%
Minnesota 16% 84% 0% 100%
Mississippi 3% 97% 0% 100%
Missouri 2% 62% 36% 100%
Montana 16% 84% 0% 100%
Nebraska 13% 87% 0% 100%
Nevada 74% 26% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 17% 73% 10% 100%
New Jersey 3% 97% 0% 100%
New Mexico 9% 91% 0% 100%
New York 34% 66% 0% 100%
North Carolina 5% 95% 0% 100%
North Dakota 4% 96% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 100% 0% 100%
Ohio 12% 88% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 5% 95% 0% 100%
Oregon 9% 91% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 7% 93% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 1% 99% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 12% 88% 0% 100%
South Carolina 6% 94% 0% 100%
South Dakota 6% 94% 0% 100%
Tennessee 15% 85% 0% 100%
Texas 4% 86% 10% 100%
Utah 4% 96% 0% 100%
Vermont 1% 99% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 1% 99% 0% 100%
Virginia 44% 56% 0% 100%
Washington 10% 90% 0% 100%
West Virginia 5% 95% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 10% 90% 0% 100%
Wyoming 0% 100% 0% 100%
National 9% 87% 5% 100%

Notes applicable to this report:
Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™ numbers represent the number
funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and
Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted” number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported
on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records
reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month
from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month.
The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header)
record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add
up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data.
Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted
the full 12 months of data.

6. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 17
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Mean Family Co-payment as a Percent of Family Income (FY 2020)

. Mean CoPay as a Percent of
Percent of Families .
State/Territory In;anr::_hle_lse\géter:ﬁ? a Families with Families with Including Excluding
Child: ’I - Protectiy/e $0 CoPay CoPay > $0 Total of All Families Families
Services)" Invalid CoPay (and not in (and not in Families with with
or Incon’1e (Category A) Category A) Category A) $0 CoPay $0 CoPay
Alabama 18% 55% 27% 100% 2% 5%
Alaska 32% 0% 68% 100% 6% 6%
American Samoa - - - - - -
Arizona 42% 9% 49% 100% 3% 4%
Arkansas 38% 45% 17% 100% 0% 1%
California 10% 76% 13% 100% 1% 3%
Colorado 19% 10% 71% 100% 5% 6%
Connecticut 3% 6% 91% 100% 5% 5%
Delaware 18% 60% 22% 100% 2% 7%
District of Columbia 41% 15% 45% 100% 2% 3%
Florida 36% 32% 32% 100% 3% 4%
Georgia 49% 9% 41% 100% 4% 5%
Guam 12% 55% 34% 100% 2% 6%
Hawaii 41% 5% 54% 100% 13% 15%
Idaho 12% 1% 87% 100% 7% 7%
Illinois 3% 2% 95% 100% 4% 4%
Indiana 5% 65% 30% 100% 2% 8%
lowa 17% 38% 46% 100% 3% 5%
Kansas 43% 11% 46% 100% 4% 5%
Kentucky 23% 19% 58% 100% 6% 9%
Louisiana 21% 47% 32% 100% 6% 9%
Maine 14% 19% 67% 100% 6% 7%
Maryland 10% 5% 85% 100% 4% 5%
Massachusetts 30% 43% 27% 100% 4% 11%
Michigan 17% 73% 10% 100% 0% 3%
Minnesota 2% 34% 64% 100% 2% 3%
Mississippi 39% 61% 0% 100% 0% 12%
Missouri 42% 8% 50% 100% 5% 6%
Montana 32% 0% 68% 100% 6% 6%
Nebraska 26% 47% 27% 100% 3% 7%
Nevada 11% 27% 62% 100% 3% 4%
New Hampshire 15% 17% 68% 100% 5% 5%
New Jersey 11% 21% 68% 100% 3% 4%
New Mexico 3% 12% 85% 100% 5% 6%
New York 24% 38% 38% 100% 3% 5%
North Carolina 25% 0% 75% 100% 9% 9%
North Dakota 10% 3% 87% 100% 6% 6%
Northern Mariana Islands 5% 0% 95% 100% 2% 2%
Ohio 3% 62% 35% 100% 2% 7%
Oklahoma 31% 42% 27% 100% 3% 7%
Oregon 9% 81% 11% 100% 2% 7%
Pennsylvania 8% 2% 91% 100% 7% 7%
Puerto Rico 15% 62% 23% 100% 1% 3%
Rhode Island 34% 34% 32% 100% 2% 5%
South Carolina 22% 31% 47% 100% 2% 3%
South Dakota 31% 58% 12% 100% 1% 6%
Tennessee 2% 54% 44% 100% 3% 8%
Texas 29% 12% 60% 100% 6% 7%
Utah 4% 66% 30% 100% 2% 5%
Vermont 41% 20% 38% 100% 4% 6%
Virgin Islands 9% 46% 45% 100% 1% 2%
Virginia 27% 24% 49% 100% 4% 6%
Washington 20% 3% 77% 100% 6% 6%
West Virginia 47% 4% 48% 100% 6% 6%
Wisconsin 22% 0% 78% 100% 5% 5%
Wyoming 11% 5% 84% 100% 10% 11%
National 21% 33% 46% 100% 4% 6%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-

2022
1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state
multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states
that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of
children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S.
Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The "Mean Copay/Income" columns exclude families with zero income because dividing by zero is undefined.

7. The column labeled as "Category A" includes: families with zero income; families in Protective Services or families headed by a child; and families with invalid income or copay.

8. The "Families with $0 Copay ..." category is the percentage of families that had a $0 co-payment and were not in Category A, divided by the count of all families. The sum of these three categories is 100%.

9. The results shown under "Mean Copay/Income" feature two different statistics, "Including” and "Excluding" $0 copay. The data analyzed for the "Including Families with $0 Copay" category includes all
families except those families in the "Category A" data, i.e. the total minus the Category A data. The data analyzed for "Excluding Families with $0 Copay" includes only those families in the category "Families
with Copay >$0 (and not in Category A)." Alternatively, the data used for "Excluding Families with $0 Copay" is all the family data minus those families in Category A and minus those families with $0 Copay.

10. The National weighted values were determined by multiplying each state's average co-payment/income percentage by the adjusted number of children in each state, summing across the states and then dividing
by the adjusted number of children served for the nation.
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11. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 18
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Head of Family Status (FY 2020)

: _ _ Headed by a Child Invalid/Not
State/Territory Single Not Single (Protective Total
Services) Reported

Alabama 95% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Alaska 69% 9% 22% 0% 100%
American Samoa - - - - -
Arizona 57% 7% 36% 0% 100%
Arkansas 60% 13% 9% 18% 100%
California 79% 15% 1% 4% 100%
Colorado 89% 11% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 91% 5% 0% 4% 100%
Delaware 88% 12% 0% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 90% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Florida 57% 12% 31% 0% 100%
Georgia 75% 13% 11% 0% 100%
Guam 82% 16% 3% 0% 100%
Hawaii 63% 37% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 87% 13% 0% 0% 100%
Illinois 95% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Indiana 94% 6% 0% 0% 100%
lowa 72% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Kansas 63% 37% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 86% 14% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana 90% 3% 7% 0% 100%
Maine 56% 44% 0% 0% 100%
Maryland 90% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 68% 8% 24% 0% 100%
Michigan 63% 37% 0% 0% 100%
Minnesota 80% 20% 0% 0% 100%
Mississippi 69% 4% 0% 27% 100%
Missouri 62% 2% 36% 0% 100%
Montana 63% 8% 29% 0% 100%
Nebraska 73% 27% 0% 0% 100%
Nevada 81% 9% 10% 1% 100%
New Hampshire 88% 2% 10% 0% 100%
New Jersey 87% 7% 6% 0% 100%
New Mexico 90% 10% 0% 0% 100%
New York 85% 11% 4% 0% 100%
North Carolina 92% 0% 1% 7% 100%
North Dakota 89% 11% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 72% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Ohio 94% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 82% 7% 0% 11% 100%
Oregon 96% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 92% 8% 0% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 93% 7% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 80% 16% 4% 0% 100%
South Carolina 75% 14% 11% 0% 100%
South Dakota 66% 11% 23% 0% 100%
Tennessee 85% 15% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 84% 7% 10% 0% 100%
Utah 94% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Vermont 59% 24% 17% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 95% 3% 2% 0% 100%
Virginia 73% 27% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 86% 11% 0% 3% 100%
West Virginia 78% 22% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 88% 1% 11% 0% 100%
Wyoming 79% 15% 0% 6% 100%
National Total 80% 11% 7% 2% 100%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its
pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. A"0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not
appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-
801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and
territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. The ACF-801 single status definition is as follows: A single parent/adult living with a child who is legally/financially responsible for, and
living with a child and where there is no other adult legally/financially responsible for the child in that eligible family. If there is someone else in
the household, who does not have legal/financial responsibility for the child, then the legally/financially responsible applicant is still considered a
single parent.

6. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 19
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Families by Homeless Status (FY 2020)

This table provides a snapshot of the progress states are making in reporting this data and should not be used to describe the national landscape
of CCDF families experiencing homelessness.

Family Homeless Status Definition: Agencies must use the term homeless as defined in section 725 of subtitle V11-B of the McKinney-Vento
Act. See footnote #7 for the detailed description of “homeless children.”

State/Territory Not Homeless Homeless Ir;e\gaplgc:/tl:gt Total
Alabama 100% 0% 0% 100%
Alaska 76% 1% 23% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 62% 2% 36% 100%
Arkansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
California 0% 0% 100% 100%
Colorado 98% 2% 0% 100%
Connecticut 100% 0% 0% 100%
Delaware 99% 1% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 95% 5% 0% 100%
Florida 99% 1% 0% 100%
Georgia 93% 7% 0% 100%
Guam 100% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 100% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 100% 0% 0% 100%
Illinois 99% 1% 0% 100%
Indiana 91% 9% 0% 100%
lowa 100% 0% 0% 100%
Kansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 100% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana 90% 2% 8% 100%
Maine 99% 1% 0% 100%
Maryland 98% 2% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 97% 3% 0% 100%
Michigan 99% 1% 0% 100%
Minnesota 81% 11% 8% 100%
Mississippi 100% 0% 0% 100%
Missouri 99% 1% 0% 100%
Montana 95% 2% 2% 100%
Nebraska 97% 3% 0% 100%
Nevada 78% 3% 19% 100%
New Hampshire 89% 11% 0% 100%
New Jersey 98% 2% 0% 100%
New Mexico 100% 0% 0% 100%
New York 100% 0% 0% 100%
North Carolina 100% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 100% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 0% 100% 100%
Ohio 99% 1% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 100% 0% 0% 100%
Oregon 100% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 91% 1% 8% 100%
Puerto Rico 100% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 99% 1% 0% 100%
South Carolina 96% 4% 0% 100%
South Dakota 97% 3% 0% 100%
Tennessee 100% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 97% 3% 0% 100%
Utah 94% 6% 0% 100%
Vermont 98% 2% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 100% 0% 0% 100%
Virginia 98% 2% 0% 100%
Washington 93% 7% 0% 100%
West Virginia 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 97% 3% 0% 100%
Wyoming 99% 1% 0% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of: 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on “adjusted” numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These “adjusted” numbers represent the number funded
through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of
Effort Funds). The “adjusted” number is the raw or “unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This
report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the “adjusted” numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each
month was directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then
multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of
families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A “0%” indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to
exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-801 data.
Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full
12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported column only includes family records with an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 16a, Family Homeless Status.

7. Agencies must use the term homeless as defined in section 725 of subtitle V1I-B of the McKinney-Vento Act. The term "homeless children and youths" refers
to individuals who lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence and includes the following four categories:

1. Children and youth who:

a) share the housing of other persons due to loss of housing, economic hardship, or a similar reason;

b) are living in motels, hotels, trailer parks, or camping grounds due to the lack of alternative accommodations;

c) are living in emergency or transitional shelters; or

d) are abandoned in hospitals.

2. Children and youth who have a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping
accommodation for human beings.

3. Children and youth who are living in cars, parks, public spaces, abandoned buildings, substandard housing, bus or train stations, or similar settings.
4. Children of migrant or seasonal workers who qualify as homeless because they are living in circumstances described in the first three categories.

. "-"indicates data not reported.
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Table 20

Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Primary Language Spoken at Home (FY 2020)

This table provides a snapshot of the progress states are making in reporting this data and should not be used to describe the
national landscape of the languages spoken at home for children receiving child care services.

State/Territory English Spanish Other Unspecified/Invalid Total
Alabama 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Alaska 74% 2% 1% 23% 100%
American Samoa - - - - -
Arizona 97% 3% 0% 0% 100%
Arkansas 96% 4% 1% 0% 100%
California 83% 13% 4% 0% 100%
Colorado 95% 4% 1% 0% 100%
Connecticut 84% 12% 1% 3% 100%
Delaware 95% 4% 0% 1% 100%
District of Columbia 21% 3% 1% 76% 100%
Florida 53% 8% 1% 39% 100%
Georgia 96% 0% 3% 0% 100%
Guam 98% 0% 1% 1% 100%
Hawaii 94% 0% 6% 0% 100%
Idaho 94% 2% 4% 0% 100%
Ilinois 90% 9% 0% 1% 100%
Indiana 98% 2% 0% 0% 100%
lowa 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Kansas 98% 2% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 98% 2% 1% 0% 100%
Louisiana 92% 0% 0% 7% 100%
Maine 93% 0% 6% 0% 100%
Maryland 97% 2% 2% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 78% 15% 7% 0% 100%
Michigan 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Minnesota 84% 1% 15% 0% 100%
Mississippi 40% 0% 0% 59% 100%
Missouri 97% 1% 0% 2% 100%
Montana 94% 0% 0% 5% 100%
Nebraska 90% 4% 1% 4% 100%
Nevada 95% 5% 0% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 96% 1% 2% 1% 100%
New Jersey 91% 8% 1% 1% 100%
New Mexico 94% 6% 0% 0% 100%
New York 63% 12% 3% 21% 100%
North Carolina 97% 3% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 99% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Ohio 95% 2% 3% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 88% 2% 0% 10% 100%
Oregon 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Pennsylvania 93% 5% 2% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 100% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 85% 14% 1% 0% 100%
South Carolina 99% 1% 0% 0% 100%
South Dakota 76% 0% 0% 24% 100%
Tennessee 68% 0% 0% 31% 100%
Texas 85% 3% 0% 12% 100%
Utah 94% 2% 3% 0% 100%
Vermont 99% 0% 1% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Virginia 96% 3% 1% 0% 100%
Washington 90% 7% 3% 0% 100%
West Virginia 99% 0% 0% 1% 100%
Wisconsin 96% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Wyoming 2% 1% 0% 27% 100%

Notes applicable to this report:
1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

2. All counts are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The “adjusted" number is the raw or “unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its
pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child
records reported each month was directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined
each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children
served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on

the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear
to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months of ACF-
801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other states and
territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Unspecified / Invalid column only includes family records with unspecified code (unknown or head of household declined to identify home
language), or an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 16d, Primary Language Spoken at Home.

7. Languages reported under "Other" include Native Central, South American, and Mexican languages (e.g., Mixteco, Quichean);Caribbean
Languages (e.g., Haitian-Creole, Patois); Middle Eastern and South Asian Languages (e.g., Arabic, Hebrew, Hindi, Urdu, Bengali); East Asian
Languages (e.g., Chinese, Vietnamese, Tagalog); Native North American/Alaska Native Languages; Pacific Island Languages (e.g., Palauan,
Fijian); European and Slavic Languages (e.g., German, French, Italian, Croatian, Yiddish, Portuguese, Russian); African Languages (e.g., Swahili,
Wolof); and Other (e.g., American Sign Language).

8. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 21
Child Care and Development Fund

Average Monthly Percentages of Children With a Disability (FY 2020)

This table provides a snapshot of the progress states are making in reporting this data and should not be used to describe
the national landscape of children with disabilities receiving child care services.

Child With a Disability Definition: Refer to footnote #7 for the definition

State/Territory No Disability Has Disability 'g‘;"’;gﬂ’t':gt Total
Alabama 100% 0% 0% 100%
Alaska 100% 0% 0% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 100% 0% 0% 100%
Arkansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
California 0% 1% 99% 100%
Colorado 100% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 100% 0% 0% 100%
Delaware 98% 2% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 95% 5% 0% 100%
Florida 100% 0% 0% 100%
Georgia 88% 12% 0% 100%
Guam 100% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 100% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 98% 2% 0% 100%
Illinois 93% 1% 6% 100%
Indiana 99% 1% 0% 100%
lowa 97% 3% 0% 100%
Kansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 98% 2% 0% 100%
Louisiana 98% 2% 0% 100%
Maine 99% 1% 0% 100%
Maryland 98% 2% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 99% 1% 0% 100%
Michigan 96% 4% 0% 100%
Minnesota 0% 2% 98% 100%
Mississippi 99% 1% 0% 100%
Missouri 96% 4% 0% 100%
Montana 95% 3% 2% 100%
Nebraska 96% 4% 0% 100%
Nevada 99% 1% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 99% 1% 0% 100%
New Jersey 99% 1% 0% 100%
New Mexico 100% 0% 0% 100%
New York 98% 1% 1% 100%
North Carolina 100% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 99% 1% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 0% 100% 100%
Ohio 99% 1% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 98% 2% 0% 100%
Oregon 100% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 98% 2% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 89% 11% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 99% 1% 0% 100%
South Carolina 95% 5% 0% 100%
South Dakota 99% 1% 0% 100%
Tennessee 100% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 98% 2% 0% 100%
Utah 100% 0% 0% 100%
Vermont 91% 9% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands 100% 0% 0% 100%
Virginia 99% 1% 0% 100%
Washington 100% 0% 0% 100%
West Virginia 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wyoming 100% 0% 0% 100%

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

Notes applicable to this table
1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2020.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers
represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF
transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted"” number is the raw or "unadjusted" number
reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in
calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of
child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families
was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the
unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the
monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may
not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2020. North Carolina submitted 8 months
of ACF-801 data. Ohio submitted 10 months of ACF-801 data. The U.S. Virgin Islands submitted 3 months of ACF-801 data. All other
states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported column only includes child records with an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 25a, Child
Disability.

7. Child with a disability is defined to include:

A. a child with a disability, as defined in section 602 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1401) (i.e., a child
receiving special education services based on an Individualized Education Program (IEP) under Part B of IDEA);

B. a child who is eligible for early intervention services under part C of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1431
et seq.) (i.e., an infant or toddler eligible to receive early intervention services based on an Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP)
under Part C of IDEA);

C. a child who is eligible for services under section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) (i.e., a child eligible to receive
services under a 504 Plan); and

D. a child with a disability, as defined by the state involved (states have flexibility regarding part D of the definition.)

8. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Appendix C: FY 2021 CCDF Administrative Data

Table 1

Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates

Average Monthly Adjusted Number of Families and Children Served (FY 2021)

State/Territory Average Number of Families Average Number of Children
Alabama 19,300 34,200
Alaska 1,700 2,500
American Samoa - -
Arizona 19,100 28,300
Arkansas 16,400 19,500
California 92,600 151,900
Colorado 9,100 15,300
Connecticut 7,200 10,600
Delaware 2,900 4,700
District of Columbia 700 900
Florida 67,400 96,900
Georgia 26,800 44,900
Guam 300 600
Hawaii 3,200 4,500
Idaho 3,700 6,800
Illinois 35,900 64,500
Indiana 14,200 27,200
lowa 8,400 15,600
Kansas 6,200 10,900
Kentucky 8,900 16,200
Louisiana 12,300 19,600
Maine 2,800 4,500
Maryland 10,300 16,100
Massachusetts 16,000 23,200
Michigan 12,600 23,200
Minnesota 9,500 19,300
Mississippi 13,200 22,600
Missouri 15,500 22,800
Montana 1,700 2,500
Nebraska 3,800 7,300
Nevada 3,500 6,200
New Hampshire 2,600 3,400
New Jersey 16,300 25,000
New Mexico 6,100 10,200
New York 33,700 57,800
North Carolina 27,900 45,500
North Dakota 1,500 2,600
Northern Mariana Islands 200 500
Ohio 18,000 35,100
Oklahoma 17,700 29,600
Oregon 7,500 13,000
Pennsylvania 40,600 71,000
Puerto Rico 3,600 4,700
Rhode Island 1,600 2,700
South Carolina 9,100 13,900
South Dakota 2,100 3,200
Tennessee 43,000 59,900
Texas 69,900 122,700
Utah 6,400 12,500
Vermont 2,000 2,700
Virgin Islands - -
Virginia 9,600 16,900
Washington 14,100 25,100
West Virginia 8,000 13,300
Wisconsin 9,000 16,700
Wyoming 1,500 2,400
National Total 797,200 1,313,700

Notes applicable to this table:

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

2. All counts are "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent
the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF
transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted” number is the raw or "unadjusted"
number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into
consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the
number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of
children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to
obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and
children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY
2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New
Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of

data.

5. The reported results shown above have been rounded to the nearest 100. The National numbers are simply the sum of the

state and territory numbers.

6. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 2
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates

Percent of Children Served by Payment Method (FY 2021)

State/Territory Grants/Contracts % Certificates % Cash % Total
Alabama 0% 100% 0% 54,585
Alaska - - - -
American Samoa 0% 100% 0% 1,358
Arizona 0% 100% 0% 65,693
Arkansas 0% 100% 0% 33,297
California 17% 83% 0% 246,345
Colorado 0% 100% 0% 24,036
Connecticut 0% 100% 0% 26,134
Delaware 0% 100% 0% 19,374
District of Columbia 0% 100% 0% 9,207
Florida 0% 100% 0% 220,604
Georgia 0% 100% 0% 79,524
Guam - - - -
Hawaii 0% 0% 100% 8,305
Idaho 0% 100% 0% 11,740
Illinois 0% 100% 0% 158,142
Indiana 0% 100% 0% 42,279
lowa 0% 100% 0% 24,617
Kansas 0% 100% 0% 17,683
Kentucky 0% 100% 0% 30,481
Louisiana 0% 100% 0% 31,835
Maine 0% 100% 0% 6,364
Maryland 0% 100% 0% 23,700
Massachusetts 38% 62% 0% 64,625
Michigan 0% 85% 15% 37,576
Minnesota 0% 100% 0% 33,497
Mississippi 0% 100% 0% 34,607
Missouri 100% 0% 0% 41,320
Montana 0% 99% 1% 6,545
Nebraska 0% 100% 0% 21,034
Nevada 20% 80% 0% 11,521
New Hampshire 0% 100% 0% 5,204
New Jersey 0% 100% 0% 73,167
New Mexico 0% 100% 0% 21,529
New York 29% 71% 0% 102,595
North Carolina 0% 100% 0% 93,184
North Dakota 0% 100% 0% 3498
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 100% 0% 776
Ohio 0% 100% 0% 140,588
Oklahoma 0% 100% 0% 42,447
Oregon 0% 100% 0% 20,584
Pennsylvania 0% 100% 0% 110,794
Puerto Rico 24% 76% 0% 13,438
Rhode Island 0% 100% 0% 8,663
South Carolina 0% 100% 0% 25,517
South Dakota 1% 99% 0% 4,928
Tennessee 0% 100% 0% 117,186
Texas 0% 100% 0% 189,952
Utah 0% 100% 0% 17,883
Vermont 0% 100% 0% 9309
Virgin Islands 0% 100% 0% 810
Virginia 0% 100% 0% 28,566
Washington 0% 100% 0% 49,428
West Virginia 0% 100% 0% 23,379
Wisconsin 0% 100% 0% 49,242
Wyoming 0% 100% 0% 4,163
National Total 6% 94% 1% 2,542,858

Notes applicable to this table:

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-800 data for FY 2021. The ACF-800 is based on an annual unduplicated count of families and children, i.e., a
family or child that receives one hour of service on one day is counted the same as a family or child that receives full-time care throughout the fiscal

year.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted” number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling
factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. A"0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to
add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.
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4. At the time of publication, Alaska and Guam had not submitted any ACF-800 data for FY 2021. All other states and territories had submitted their
full ACF-800 data for FY 2021.
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Table 3
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Children Served by Types of Care (FY 2021)

State/Territory %h;:g: Iﬁ\gnnl]lg/ GHZ?:]JS Center I gv:;l:)?’/tl:gt Total
Alabama 0% 4% 3% 93% 0% 100%
Alaska 0% 19% 9% 70% 1% 100%
American Samoa - - - - - -
Arizona 0% 1% 1% 47% 50% 100%
Arkansas 0% 3% 0% 95% 2% 100%
California 0% 39% 23% 36% 2% 100%
Colorado 0% 8% 0% 89% 2% 100%
Connecticut 25% 21% 1% 53% 0% 100%
Delaware 0% 10% 3% 86% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 0% 2% 0% 68% 30% 100%
Florida 0% 4% 0% 95% 1% 100%
Georgia 0% 3% 0% 81% 16% 100%
Guam 1% 0% 0% 99% 0% 100%
Hawaii 2% 1% 0% 1% 96% 100%
Idaho 1% 10% 12% 76% 1% 100%
Illinois 8% 40% 4% 48% 0% 100%
Indiana 0% 35% 0% 65% 0% 100%
lowa 0% 25% 8% 59% 8% 100%
Kansas 1% 44% 0% 55% 0% 100%
Kentucky 0% 3% 1% 96% 0% 100%
Louisiana 0% 3% 0% 97% 0% 100%
Maine 1% 25% 0% 74% 1% 100%
Maryland 1% 25% 0% 73% 1% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 1% 21% 59% 19% 100%
Michigan 6% 20% 15% 60% 0% 100%
Minnesota 0% 14% 0% 86% 0% 100%
Mississippi 0% 0% 6% 86% 8% 100%
Missouri 0% 9% 2% 88% 0% 100%
Montana 1% 10% 37% 53% 0% 100%
Nebraska 0% 15% 7% 77% 0% 100%
Nevada 9% 8% 1% 81% 1% 100%
New Hampshire 0% 6% 0% 89% 6% 100%
New Jersey 0% 8% 0% 91% 0% 100%
New Mexico 0% 10% 7% 83% 0% 100%
New York 7% 11% 34% 47% 1% 100%
North Carolina 0% 8% 0% 92% 0% 100%
North Dakota 0% 18% 36% 46% 1% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 1% 8% 1% 90% 0% 100%
Ohio 0% 12% 3% 83% 1% 100%
Oklahoma 0% 12% 0% 86% 2% 100%
Oregon 9% 32% 23% 36% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 0% 10% 4% 85% 1% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 4% 0% 8% 88% 100%
Rhode Island 0% 22% 0% 77% 0% 100%
South Carolina 0% 1% 1% 98% 0% 100%
South Dakota 1% 24% 2% 73% 0% 100%
Tennessee 0% 3% 4% 93% 0% 100%
Texas 0% 1% 2% 97% 0% 100%
Utah 1% 33% 0% 66% 0% 100%
Vermont 0% 22% 0% 7% 2% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - - - -
Virginia 0% 12% 0% 88% 0% 100%
Washington 0% 19% 0% 29% 52% 100%
West Virginia 0% 17% 10% 73% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 0% 20% 0% 80% 1% 100%
Wyoming 2% 19% 12% 68% 0% 100%
National Total 1% 14% 7% 73% 4% 100%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its
pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear
to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021.
Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted
nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were
counted in each setting in proportion to the number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center
and 30 hours in a child's home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child's Home (proportional counting).

6. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any
setting(s) are reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

. "-"indicates data not reported.

8. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and
payments. See footnote #6. States continue to work to correct these issues.
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Table 4
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates

Average Monthly Percentages of Children Served in Regulated Settings vs.
Settings Legally Operating Without Regulation (FY 2021)

State/Territory Regulated | Without Regulation | Not Reported Total
Alabama 98% 2% 0% 100%
Alaska 98% 1% 1% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 49% 1% 50% 100%
Arkansas 98% 0% 2% 100%
California 76% 22% 2% 100%
Colorado 97% 1% 2% 100%
Connecticut 73% 27% 0% 100%
Delaware 99% 1% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 70% 0% 30% 100%
Florida 93% 6% 1% 100%
Georgia 84% 0% 16% 100%
Guam 99% 1% 0% 100%
Hawaii 1% 3% 96% 100%
Idaho 89% 11% 1% 100%
Illinois 75% 25% 0% 100%
Indiana 78% 22% 0% 100%
lowa 91% 1% 8% 100%
Kansas 93% 7% 0% 100%
Kentucky 100% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana 97% 3% 0% 100%
Maine 90% 9% 1% 100%
Maryland 98% 2% 1% 100%
Massachusetts 81% 0% 19% 100%
Michigan 80% 19% 0% 100%
Minnesota 92% 8% 0% 100%
Mississippi 86% 6% 8% 100%
Missouri 84% 15% 0% 100%
Montana 95% 5% 0% 100%
Nebraska 95% 4% 0% 100%
Nevada 71% 28% 1% 100%
New Hampshire 93% 2% 6% 100%
New Jersey 98% 1% 0% 100%
New Mexico 100% 0% 0% 100%
New York 73% 26% 1% 100%
North Carolina 99% 1% 0% 100%
North Dakota 90% 10% 1% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 92% 8% 0% 100%
Ohio 99% 0% 1% 100%
Oklahoma 98% 0% 2% 100%
Oregon 77% 23% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 94% 5% 1% 100%
Puerto Rico 8% 4% 88% 100%
Rhode Island 100% 0% 0% 100%
South Carolina 97% 3% 0% 100%
South Dakota 92% 7% 0% 100%
Tennessee 100% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 99% 0% 0% 100%
Utah 96% 4% 0% 100%
Vermont 98% 0% 2% 100%
Virgin Islands - - -

Virginia 99% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 48% 0% 52% 100%
West Virginia 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 99% 0% 1% 100%
Wyoming 91% 8% 0% 100%
National Total 87% 8% 4% 100%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-N2%\2/2-

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted” number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its
pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear
to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted
nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were
counted in each setting in proportion to the number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center
and 30 hours in a child's home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child's Home (proportional counting).

6. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any
setting(s) are reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

7."-" indicates data not reported.

8. Hawaii, Massachusetts, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and payments. See footnote
#6. States are working to correct these issues.
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Child Care and Development Fund
Preliminary Estimates

Children in Settings Legally Operating Without Regulation,
Average Monthly Percent Served by Relatives vs. Non-Relatives (FY 2021)

State/Territory Relative Non-Relative Total % Total Count
Alabama 100% 0% 100% 766
Alaska 57% 43% 100% 21
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 100% 0% 100% 212
Arkansas 0% 100% 100% 9
California 76% 24% 100% 27,446
Colorado 80% 20% 100% 144
Connecticut 100% 0% 100% 2,624
Delaware 100% 0% 100% 6
District of Columbia NA NA NA NA
Florida NA NA NA NA
Georgia 71% 29% 100% 151
Guam 0% 100% 100% 4
Hawaii 70% 30% 100% 125
Idaho 34% 66% 100% 727
Illinois 77% 23% 100% 13,963
Indiana 27% 73% 100% 122
lowa 7% 93% 100% 131
Kansas 85% 15% 100% 772
Kentucky 42% 58% 100% 71
Louisiana 15% 85% 100% 530
Maine 74% 26% 100% 411
Maryland 93% 7% 100% 246
Massachusetts 100% 0% 100% 2
Michigan 69% 31% 100% 3,890
Minnesota 76% 24% 100% 152
Mississippi 94% 6% 100% 1,406
Missouri 19% 81% 100% 1,219
Montana 79% 21% 100% 125
Nebraska 55% 45% 100% 308
Nevada 74% 26% 100% 909
New Hampshire 74% 26% 100% 39
New Jersey 60% 40% 100% 252
New Mexico NA NA NA NA
New York 75% 25% 100% 7,051
North Carolina NA NA NA NA
North Dakota 67% 33% 100% 247
Northern Mariana Islands 98% 2% 100% 42
Ohio NA NA NA NA
Oklahoma NA NA NA NA
Oregon 53% 47% 100% 2,737
Pennsylvania 100% 0% 100% 3,778
Puerto Rico 81% 19% 100% 183
Rhode Island 100% 0% 100% 9
South Carolina 78% 22% 100% 140
South Dakota 7% 23% 100% 230
Tennessee 8% 92% 100% 13
Texas 100% 0% 100% 486
Utah 3% 97% 100% 431
Vermont 100% 0% 100% 1
Virgin Islands - - - | -

Virginia 0% 100% 100% 46
Washington 100% 0% 100%

West Virginia 0% 100% 100% 5
Wisconsin NA NA NA NA
Wyoming 42% 58% 100% 196
National Total 75% 25% 100% 72,382

Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™ numbers represent the number
funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and
Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted™ number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on
the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up
to exactly 100% because of rounding. In this table, centers operating without regulation (data element 26 = 11) were not included because a determination
could not be made if they are relative or non-relative.

4. In some states there were no children served in unregulated settings and thus the percent is "NA" since division by zero is undefined. States with no
Providers Legally Operating Without Regulation include the District of Columbia, Florida, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted
ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All
other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were counted in
each setting in proportion to the number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center and 30 hours in a
child's home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child's Home (proportional counting).

7. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any setting(s) are
reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

. "-"indicates data not reported.

9. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and payments. See
footnote #6. States continue to work to correct these issues.
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Table 6
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Children Served in All Types of Care (FY 2021)

Licensed or Regulated Providers Providers Legally Operating without Regulation
Total % Invalid/
State/Territory of : : Child's Home Family Home Group Home Not
Children | Child's | Family | Group Center . Non- _ Non- _ Non- | Center Reported
Home | Home | Home Relative . Relative - Relative .
Relative Relative Relative

Alabama 100% 0% 2% 3% 93% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Alaska 100% 0% 18% 9% 70% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
American Samoa - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Arizona 100% 0% 1% 1% 47% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
Arkansas 100% 0% 3% 0% 95% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
California 100% 0% 21% 23% 32% 0% 0% 14% 4% 0% 0% 1% 2%
Colorado 100% 0% 8% 0% 89% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Connecticut 100% 0% 21% 1% 51% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Delaware 100% 0% 10% 3% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
District of Columbia 100% 0% 2% 0% 68% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 30%
Florida 100% 0% 4% 0% 89% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 1%
Georgia 100% 0% 3% 0% 81% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 16%
Guam 100% 0% 0% 0% 99% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Hawaii 100% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 96%
Idaho 100% 0% 0% 12% 76% 1% 0% 3% 7% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Ilinois 100% 0% 26% 4% 44% 6% 2% 10% 3% 0% 0% 3% 0%
Indiana 100% 0% 35% 0% 44% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 21% 0%
lowa 100% 0% 25% 8% 59% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 8%
Kansas 100% 0% 38% 0% 55% 0% 1% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Kentucky 100% 0% 3% 1% 96% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Louisiana 100% 0% 0% 0% 97% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Maine 100% 0% 16% 0% 73% 1% 0% 6% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Maryland 100% 0% 24% 0% 73% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Massachusetts 100% 0% 1% 21% 59% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 19%
Michigan 100% 0% 8% 15% 57% 0% 5% 11% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0%
Minnesota 100% 0% 13% 0% 79% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% % 0%
Mississippi 100% 0% 0% 0% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 8%
Missouri 100% 0% 4% 2% 78% 0% 0% 1% 4% 0% 0% 10% 0%
Montana 100% 0% 5% 37% 53% 1% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Nebraska 100% 0% 11% 7% 7% 0% 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Nevada 100% 0% 2% 1% 68% 6% 3% 5% 1% 0% 0% 13% 1%
New Hampshire 100% 0% 5% 0% 88% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6%
New Jersey 100% 0% 8% 0% 91% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
New Mexico 100% 0% 10% 7% 83% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
New York 100% 0% 6% 34% 34% 6% 2% 3% 1% 0% 0% 13% 1%
North Carolina 100% 0% 8% 0% 90% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
North Dakota 100% 0% 8% 36% 46% 0% 0% 6% 3% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Northern Mariana
Islands 100% 0% 0% 1% 90% 1% 0% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Ohio 100% 0% 12% 3% 83% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Oklahoma 100% 0% 12% 0% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Oregon 100% 0% 20% 23% 34% 2% 6% 9% 4% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Pennsylvania 100% 0% 5% 4% 85% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Puerto Rico 100% 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 88%
Rhode Island 100% 0% 22% 0% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
South Carolina 100% 0% 0% 1% 96% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0%
South Dakota 100% 0% 17% 2% 73% 0% 1% 5% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Tennessee 100% 0% 3% 1% 93% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Texas 100% 0% 1% 2% 97% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Utah 100% 0% 30% 0% 66% 0% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Vermont 100% 0% 21% 0% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Virgin Islands - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Virginia 100% 0% 11% 0% 88% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Washington 100% 0% 19% 0% 29% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 52%
West Virginia 100% 0% 17% 10% 73% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Wisconsin 100% 0% 20% 0% 80% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Wyoming 100% 0% 12% 12% 68% 1% 0% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%
National Total 100% 0% 10% 7% 71% 1% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0% 3% 4%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted™ number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the
state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data.
Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were counted in each setting in proportion to the number of hours
of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center and 30 hours in a child’s home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center and 0.3 count in Child’s Home
(proportional counting).

6. For consistency between related reports involving setting data, children with invalid or missing data for care type, hours, or payment for any setting(s) are reported in the Invalid/Not Reported category.

7. “~“indicates data not reported.

8. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and payments. See footnote #6. States continue to work to correct
these issues.
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Table 7
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Number of Child Care Providers Receiving CCDF Funds (FY 2021)

R Licensed or Regulated Providers Providers Legally Operating without Regulation
State/Territory Numper of Child's Family S Child's Home Family Home Group Home
Providers Home R . Center Relative Non_- Relative Non_— Relative Non_- Center
Relative Relative Relative
Alabama 1,838 0 167 139 962 1 0 534 0 0 0 35
Alaska - - - - - - - - - - - -
American Samoa 108 75 3 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Avrizona 2,372 11 215 167 1,191 275 0 513 0 0 0 0
Arkansas 868 0 110 0 758 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
California 46,206 0 10,018 6,250 3,446 296 52 19,439 6,243 0 0 462
Colorado 1,867 0 403 0 1,364 25 4 60 10 0 0 1
Connecticut 5,077 0 951 19 938 430 0 2,617 0 0 122
Delaware 748 0 268 55 366 10 0 31 0 0 0 18
District of Columbia 280 0 42 0 235 3 0 0 0 0
Florida 6,908 0 1,301 0 4,831 0 0 0 0 775
Georgia 3,268 0 557 0 2,350 8 0 61 51 0 0 249
Guam - - - - - - - - - - - -
Hawaii 1,951 0 223 4 222 758 283 293 161 0 0
Idaho 884 0 0 198 471 14 3 71 127 0 0
Ilinois 22,811 0 4,248 419 2,148 4,267 1,346 7,182 2,445 0 0 756
Indiana 3,128 0 1,770 0 542 1 3 24 56 0 0 732
lowa 2,739 0 1,292 329 1,025 0 0 6 87 0 0
Kansas 2,412 0 1,200 0 691 94 0 427 0 0 0
Kentucky 1,510 0 134 29 1,294 9 8 11 25 0 0
Louisiana 1,082 0 0 0 842 2 6 38 180 0 0 14
Maine 1,056 0 316 0 443 19 7 173 96 0 0 2
Maryland 3,029 0 1,434 0 1,365 84 14 128 0 0
Massachusetts 4,816 0 214 2,420 1,823 143 32 184 0 0
Michigan 5,524 0 683 849 1,763 727 89 1,405 0 0
Minnesota 3,272 0 1,515 0 1,128 8 9 29 81 0 0 502
Mississippi 1,541 0 0 1 1,499 0 5 29 0 0 0
Missouri 2,537 0 266 73 1,132 45 13 80 535 0 0 393
Montana 836 0 119 316 238 18 11 90 44 0 0 0
Nebraska 1,679 0 370 231 666 52 51 202 107 0 0 0
Nevada 1,172 0 52 23 273 195 91 196 63 0 0 279
New Hampshire 496 0 62 0 401 4 2 13 6 0 0
New Jersey 4,455 0 1,054 0 3,019 88 59 125 110 0 0
New Mexico 1,269 0 602 123 544 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New York 17,850 0 1,590 5,835 3,162 2,686 980 2,400 971 0 0 226
North Carolina 5,605 0 1,261 0 4,344 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Dakota 652 0 91 195 214 0 0 118 34 0 0 0
Northern Mariana Islands 35 0 0 1 11 0 0 21 0 0 0
Ohio 5,163 11 2,079 281 2,792 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oklahoma 1,702 5 676 0 961 60 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon 3,599 6 700 590 626 180 444 733 287 0 0 33
Pennsylvania 8,610 0 937 562 4,322 21 0 2,768 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico 5,958 0 20 0 265 2 5,559 108 0 0
Rhode Island 643 0 331 1 298 1 12 0 0 0
South Carolina 1,071 0 127 40 662 12 124 15 0 0 91
South Dakota 711 0 229 25 301 13 132 11 0 0 0
Tennessee 2,778 0 220 300 1,782 0 0 0 8 0 0 468
Texas 7,453 0 472 611 5,974 396 0 0 0 0
Utah 1,366 0 688 0 344 11 98 16 187 0 0 22
Vermont 983 0 376 0 513 19 0 75 0 0 0 0
Virgin Islands 95 0 52 2 41 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia 1,876 0 577 0 1,110 0 25 58 0 0 105
Washington 6,012 0 2,359 0 1,967 631 630 425 0 0 0
West Virginia 1,187 0 669 143 373 0 2 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin 3,325 6 1,347 0 1,972 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wyoming 448 0 120 58 170 14 4 50 32 0 0 0
National Total 214,861 114 44,510 20,289 70,204 11,213 4,266 46,791 12,172 0 0 5,310

Notes applicable to this table:

1. The source for this table is ACF-800 data for FY 2021, an unduplicated annual count.

2. This data has not been adjusted by the pooling factor (unadjusted data) because ACF-800 Data Element 6a is reported as a count of providers receiving CCDF funding.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

3. Note that this table reports the number of providers (not the number of children). A provider that serves only one child per day is counted the same as, for example, a provider serving 200 children per day.

4. At the time of publication, Guam and Alaska had not submitted any ACF-800 data for FY 2021. All other states and territories had submitted their full ACF-800 data for FY 2021.

5. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 8
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Consumer Education Strategies Summary (FY 2021)

Method

State/Territory

Counseling from

Estimated Number of

MZtgpi;Is Re;oel;;ﬁaa;nd Mass Media EI::;B?;'C Families Receivipg
Agencies Consumer Education

Alabama Y Y N N 40,517
Alaska - - - - -
American Samoa Y N Y Y 800
Arizona Y Y Y Y 62,441
Arkansas Y Y N N 24,843
California Y Y Y Y 1,365,580
Colorado Y Y Y Y 1,240,633
Connecticut Y Y Y Y 35,400
Delaware Y Y Y Y 13,645
District of Columbia Y Y N Y 105,663
Florida Y Y Y Y 232,775
Georgia Y Y N N 45,144
Guam - - - -
Hawaii Y Y N N 5,619
Idaho Y Y N Y 1,081
Illinois Y Y Y Y 29,806
Indiana Y Y Y Y 21,874
lowa Y Y Y Y 4,609
Kansas Y Y Y Y 56,450
Kentucky Y Y Y Y 12,532
Louisiana Y Y Y Y 2,240
Maine Y Y Y Y 6,917
Maryland Y Y N Y 215,475
Massachusetts Y Y Y Y 36,169
Michigan Y Y Y Y 56,275
Minnesota Y Y N Y 109,671
Mississippi N Y Y Y 211,552
Missouri Y N N Y 8,870
Montana Y N Y Y 146,946
Nebraska Y Y Y Y 12,233
Nevada Y Y N Y 1,588
New Hampshire Y Y N Y 7,292
New Jersey Y Y Y Y 452,248
New Mexico Y Y Y Y 13,275
New York Y Y Y Y 1,237,275
North Carolina Y Y Y Y 213,305
North Dakota Y N N N 31,975
Northern Mariana

Islands Y Y Y Y 52,263
Ohio Y Y Y Y 86,739
Oklahoma Y Y Y Y 1,362
Oregon Y Y N Y 1,014,015
Pennsylvania Y Y N Y 6,910
Puerto Rico Y N N Y 9,976
Rhode Island Y N N Y 5,248
South Carolina Y Y Y Y 129,527
South Dakota Y Y Y Y 105,510
Tennessee Y Y N Y 19,117
Texas Y Y Y Y 102,791
Utah Y Y Y Y 9,315
Vermont Y Y Y Y 6,934
Virgin Islands Y N N Y 1
Virginia Y Y Y Y 16,307
Washington Y Y Y Y 15,617
West Virginia Y Y Y Y 5,498
Wisconsin Y Y Y Y 476,090
Wyoming Y Y Y Y 52,850
Total Yes 53 47 36 49 8,178,788

Notes applicable to this table:

1. The source for this table is ACF-800 data for FY 2021, an unduplicated annual count.

2. This data has not been adjusted by the pooling factor (unadjusted data) because it is impossible to tell which families receiving consumer
information also received CCDF funding.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

3. Beginning FY 2016, states and territories are only required to report the Methods of consumer education activities (not content).

4. At the time of publication, Alaska and Guam had not submitted any ACF-800 data for FY 2021. All other states and territories had submitted
their full ACF-800 data for FY 2021.

5. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 9
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Children In Care By Age Group (FY 2021)

3yrs 4 yrs 6 yrsto
lyrto | 2yrsto | to<4 | to<5 |5yrsto| <13 Invalid/Not
State/Territory OQto<lyr | <2yrs | <3yrs yrs yrs <6yrs yrs 13+ yrs Reported Total

Alabama 6% 13% 15% 15% 13% 9% 27% 1% 0% 100%
Alaska 4% 10% 13% 14% 16% 12% 30% 0% 0% 100%
American Samoa - - - - - - - - - -
Arizona 4% 10% 13% 14% 14% 12% 33% 1% 0% 100%
Arkansas 7% 13% 16% 16% 16% 12% 21% 0% 0% 100%
California 2% 6% 11% 9% 11% 11% 47% 2% 0% 100%
Colorado 4% 9% 13% 15% 15% 12% 33% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 5% 11% 15% 15% 14% 9% 30% 1% 0% 100%
Delaware 4% 9% 12% 13% 13% 11% 37% 1% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 3% 13% 20% 23% 15% 6% 18% 1% 0% 100%
Florida 4% 10% 14% 16% 16% 12% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Georgia 3% 9% 13% 15% 13% 10% 36% 1% 0% 100%
Guam 4% 10% 16% 16% 15% 13% 26% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 4% 9% 14% 21% 21% 11% 21% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 5% 10% 12% 14% 14% 12% 33% 1% 0% 100%
Illinois 4% 9% 11% 12% 12% 10% 40% 2% 0% 100%
Indiana 3% 8% 11% 13% 14% 12% 37% 1% 0% 100%
lowa 6% 10% 12% 13% 12% 10% 36% 1% 0% 100%
Kansas 5% 10% 13% 14% 13% 11% 32% 1% 0% 100%
Kentucky 6% 11% 14% 15% 14% 11% 30% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana % 14% 16% 17% 14% 9% 21% 0% 0% 100%
Maine 5% 10% 13% 14% 15% 11% 32% 1% 0% 100%
Maryland 3% 8% 12% 15% 15% 12% 35% 0% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 3% 8% 12% 15% 15% 11% 35% 1% 0% 100%
Michigan 4% 9% 12% 14% 13% 11% 38% 1% 0% 100%
Minnesota 4% 9% 11% 13% 13% 11% 39% 0% 0% 100%
Mississippi 3% 8% 12% 14% 13% 11% 38% 1% 0% 100%
Missouri 6% 11% 14% 15% 14% 11% 28% 1% 0% 100%
Montana 5% 11% 14% 15% 16% 12% 26% 0% 0% 100%
Nebraska 5% 9% 11% 12% 12% 11% 38% 1% 0% 100%
Nevada 4% 8% 12% 13% 14% 11% 38% 0% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 5% 10% 14% 18% 19% 13% 21% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 4% 10% 14% 15% 14% 11% 32% 1% 0% 100%
New Mexico 4% 9% 12% 14% 13% 11% 36% 1% 0% 100%
New York 3% 8% 12% 14% 13% 9% 41% 1% 0% 100%
North Carolina 4% 10% 12% 16% 14% 12% 32% 1% 0% 100%
North Dakota 6% 11% 13% 14% 14% 12% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 2% 7% 8% 11% 12% 11% 46% 0% 2% 100%
Ohio 5% 10% 12% 13% 13% 11% 36% 0% 1% 100%
Oklahoma 6% 11% 14% 15% 13% 10% 30% 0% 0% 100%
Oregon 3% 7% 10% 13% 13% 12% 40% 1% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 4% 8% 11% 13% 13% 11% 39% 1% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 3% 7% 11% 13% 13% 7% 32% 12% 1% 100%
Rhode Island 3% 7% 11% 13% 12% 11% 42% 1% 0% 100%
South Carolina 5% 13% 16% 18% 14% 9% 25% 0% 0% 100%
South Dakota 5% 9% 12% 14% 15% 12% 32% 1% 0% 100%
Tennessee 6% 12% 15% 17% 16% 12% 22% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 4% 10% 13% 14% 13% 11% 33% 1% 0% 100%
Utah 4% 8% 11% 12% 13% 12% 39% 1% 0% 100%
Vermont 4% 9% 13% 15% 15% 12% 32% 0% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - - - - - - - -
Virginia 3% 8% 12% 14% 14% 11% 37% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 4% 8% 11% 13% 13% 12% 39% 1% 0% 100%
West Virginia 5% 9% 12% 12% 12% 11% 39% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 6% 11% 13% 14% 13% 10% 33% 1% 0% 100%
Wyoming 5% 11% 14% 15% 15% 12% 27% 0% 0% 100%
National 4% 9% 13% 14% 13% 11% 35% 1% 0% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF
only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted"
number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in
calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were
directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported
number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the
monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100%
because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801
data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12
months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported category only includes children with an invalid year/month of birth or report date.

7."-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 10
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Reasons for Receiving Care, Average Monthly Percentage of Families (FY 2021)

- Both Employment . .
State/Territory Employment gcﬁ::r:t?grlm - 85) ’ _ PSr:rt_\e/E:;\;e Ir;e\gaplgc:/tlsgt Total
Training/Education
Alabama 86% 2% 1% 11% 0% 100%
Alaska 67% 1% 8% 23% 0% 99%
American Samoa - - - - - -
Arizona 64% 0% 1% 35% 0% 100%
Arkansas 32% 2% 2% 0% 63% 99%
California 78% 13% 4% 3% 3% 101%
Colorado 79% 7% 14% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 98% 1% 0% 0% 1% 100%
Delaware 84% 1% 2% 13% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 74% 4% 17% 5% 0% 100%
Florida 64% 6% 3% 28% 0% 101%
Georgia 70% 6% 2% 22% 0% 100%
Guam 90% 2% 1% 4% 0% 100%
Hawaii 2% 0% 0% 97% 0% 99%
Idaho 86% 3% 11% 0% 0% 100%
Illinois 96% 1% 1% 0% 2% 100%
Indiana 89% 7% 4% 0% 0% 100%
lowa 95% 1% 0% 4% 0% 100%
Kansas 63% 1% 7% 29% 0% 100%
Kentucky 69% 4% 11% 16% 0% 100%
Louisiana 80% 6% 8% 6% 0% 100%
Maine 88% 2% 7% 0% 3% 100%
Maryland 92% 3% 4% 0% 0% 99%
Massachusetts 65% 11% 0% 24% 0% 100%
Michigan 89% 0% 9% 1% 0% 99%
Minnesota 88% 4% 9% 0% 0% 101%
Mississippi 2% 7% 2% 19% 0% 100%
Missouri 57% 4% 3% 36% 0% 100%
Montana 53% 7% 8% 32% 0% 100%
Nebraska 78% 2% 4% 15% 0% 99%
Nevada 86% 0% 0% 13% 0% 99%
New Hampshire 7% 10% 0% 11% 1% 99%
New Jersey 85% 5% 3% % 0% 100%
New Mexico 78% 4% 19% 0% 0% 101%
New York 88% 7% 1% 4% 0% 100%
North Carolina 89% 2% 4% 5% 1% 101%
North Dakota 86% 8% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 91% 4% 4% 0% 0% 99%
Ohio 88% 4% 9% 0% 0% 101%
Oklahoma 92% 5% 2% 1% 0% 100%
Oregon 97% 0% 3% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 91% 2% 6% 0% 2% 101%
Puerto Rico 0% 99% 0% 1% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 88% 8% 0% 0% 1% 100%
South Carolina 82% 5% 1% 12% 0% 100%
South Dakota 67% 4% 5% 25% 0% 101%
Tennessee 87% 3% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 7% 5% 4% 14% 1% 101%
Utah 96% 0% 4% 0% 1% 101%
Vermont 57% 13% 1% 29% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - - - -
Virginia 87% 4% 10% 0% 0% 101%
Washington 13% 9% 68% 0% 10% 100%
West Virginia 29% 2% 1% 68% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 82% 0% 2% 11% 5% 100%
Wyoming 99% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100%
National 7% 5% 5% 10% 2% 99%

. . Data as of 11-NOV-2022
Notes applicable to this report:

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.
2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal

Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted™ number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the
state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month was directly counted. However, for
states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted
number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data.
Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported only includes family records with an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 6, Reason for Receiving Subsidized Child Care.

7. Several states only capture the primary reason for receiving services and therefore do not report any families in Both Employment and Training/Education categories. States reporting no families in this
combination category of Both Employment and Training/Education are lowa, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Wyoming.

8. OCC has observed some issues with income reporting across most states to varying degrees. OCC is working with states to address and resolve internal inconsistencies between ACF-801 element 6
(reason for receiving a subsidy), element 9 (total income for determining eligibility), and elements 10 through 15 (sources of income).

9. Beginning FY 2011, states and territories were no longer allowed to report "Other" as a Reason for Care.

10. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 11
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Children by Racial Group (FY 2021)

. Nat-ive . BIQCk/ Hglvigi\i/:n/ . Multi- Invalid/Not
State/Territory Aﬁrsngl;\:lzr:i\ll . Asian AAr:gerii;n Pacific White Racial Reported Total
Islander
Alabama 0% 0% 68% 0% 30% 2% 0% 100%
Alaska 10% 2% % 2% 47% 26% 6% 100%
American Samoa - - - - - - - -
Arizona 4% 0% 18% 1% 59% 19% 0% 100%
Arkansas 0% 0% 32% 0% 58% 3% 7% 100%
California 2% 4% 20% 1% 2% 1% 0% 100%
Colorado 1% 1% 12% 0% 38% 6% 42% 100%
Connecticut 0% 1% 29% 0% 22% 0% 47% 100%
Delaware 0% 1% 65% 0% 34% 0% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 1% 0% 86% 0% 12% 0% 1% 100%
Florida 0% 0% 46% 0% 40% 6% % 100%
Georgia 0% 0% 69% 0% 16% 0% 15% 100%
Guam 0% 8% 0% 91% 0% 1% 0% 100%
Hawaii 0% 39% 1% 17% 11% 32% 0% 100%
Idaho 0% 0% 9% 0% 81% 2% 8% 100%
Ilinois 0% 1% 42% 0% 20% 4% 32% 100%
Indiana 0% 0% 51% 0% 37% 8% 3% 100%
lowa 0% 0% 18% 0% 58% 8% 15% 100%
Kansas 0% 0% 18% 0% 56% 21% 5% 100%
Kentucky 0% 0% 29% 0% 59% 6% 7% 100%
Louisiana 1% 0% 69% 0% 25% 5% 0% 100%
Maine 0% 0% % 0% 88% 4% 0% 100%
Maryland 1% 1% 75% 0% 18% 6% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 2% 15% 0% 27% 2% 54% 100%
Michigan 1% 0% 51% 0% 44% 2% 2% 100%
Minnesota 1% 1% 53% 0% 32% 8% 5% 100%
Mississippi 0% 0% 78% 0% 18% 2% 2% 100%
Missouri 0% 0% 44% 0% 39% 2% 15% 100%
Montana 16% 0% 3% 0% 70% 5% 5% 100%
Nebraska 2% 0% 27% 0% 47% 12% 11% 100%
Nevada 1% 1% 40% 1% 44% 2% 10% 100%
New Hampshire 1% 0% 3% 0% 59% 4% 33% 100%
New Jersey 0% 1% 42% 1% 45% 1% 9% 100%
New Mexico 7% 1% 5% 0% 74% 0% 14% 100%
New York 1% 2% 35% 2% 39% 6% 15% 100%
North Carolina 1% 0% 62% 0% 33% 3% 0% 100%
North Dakota 13% 0% 17% 0% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 32% 1% 51% 0% 16% 0% 100%
Ohio 0% 0% 51% 0% 27% 5% 17% 100%
Oklahoma 5% 0% 26% 0% 58% 11% 0% 100%
Oregon 2% 1% 10% 1% 83% 5% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 0% 1% 45% 0% 34% 3% 17% 100%
Puerto Rico 1% 0% 5% 0% 94% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 1% 0% 11% 0% 22% 0% 66% 100%
South Carolina 0% 0% 59% 0% 30% 9% 2% 100%
South Dakota 21% 0% 4% 0% 61% 14% 0% 100%
Tennessee 0% 1% 35% 0% 64% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 0% 0% 31% 0% 51% 2% 15% 100%
Utah 1% 0% 2% 0% 15% 0% 81% 100%
Vermont 0% 1% 4% 0% 91% 4% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - - - - - -
Virginia 1% 2% 62% 0% 35% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 1% 2% 20% 1% 50% 0% 23% 100%
West Virginia 0% 0% % 0% 80% 11% 2% 100%
Wisconsin 1% 1% 34% 0% 22% 6% 36% 100%
Wyoming 2% 0% 4% 0% 84% 0% 10% 100%
National 1% 1% 38% 0% 45% 4% 11% 100%

Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™” numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted™ number is the raw or “unadjusted” number reported by the state
multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that
only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children
served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months
of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The multi-racial category includes any child where more than one race was answered Yes (1). Several states do not capture and report more than one race per child and thus do not provide multi-racial data.
7. The Invalid/Not Reported category includes children where one or more race fields had anything other than a No (0) or Yes (1), blank, null, or space.

8. Several states and territories are still reporting ethnicity (Latino/Hispanic) as a race rather than as an ethnicity in accordance with the Pre-FY 2000 Technical Bulletin 3 standard. In many of these instances, if a child is
designated as Latino, no race is designated.

9. “-“ indicates data not reported.
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Table 12
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Children by Latino Ethnicity (FY 2021)

State/Territory Latino Not Latino Ig\/earj:)?/t?gt Total

Alabama 1% 99% 0% 100%
Alaska 12% 86% 2% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 34% 66% 0% 100%
Arkansas 6% 94% 0% 100%
California 56% 44% 0% 100%
Colorado 29% 71% 0% 100%
Connecticut 31% 69% 0% 100%
Delaware 14% 86% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 14% 86% 0% 100%
Florida 29% 64% 7% 100%
Georgia 15% 85% 0% 100%
Guam 0% 100% 0% 100%
Hawaii 8% 92% 0% 100%
Idaho 24% 73% 3% 100%
Illinois 22% 60% 18% 100%
Indiana 8% 89% 3% 100%
lowa 12% 88% 0% 100%
Kansas 7% 92% 0% 100%
Kentucky 6% 94% 0% 100%
Louisiana 3% 97% 0% 100%
Maine 3% 97% 0% 100%
Maryland 6% 94% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 37% 63% 0% 100%
Michigan 6% 94% 0% 100%
Minnesota 6% 94% 0% 100%
Mississippi 1% 94% 5% 100%
Missouri 7% 80% 13% 100%
Montana 8% 86% 6% 100%
Nebraska 18% 82% 0% 100%
Nevada 30% 65% 5% 100%
New Hampshire 7% 93% 0% 100%
New Jersey 41% 59% 0% 100%
New Mexico 65% 35% 0% 100%
New York 28% 61% 11% 100%
North Carolina 4% 96% 0% 100%
North Dakota 0% 100% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 100% 0% 100%
Ohio 5% 78% 17% 100%
Oklahoma 13% 87% 0% 100%
Oregon 28% 2% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 18% 80% 2% 100%
Puerto Rico 100% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 17% 83% 0% 100%
South Carolina 5% 95% 0% 100%
South Dakota 6% 94% 0% 100%
Tennessee 3% 97% 0% 100%
Texas 44% 56% 0% 100%
Utah 7% 39% 55% 100%
Vermont 2% 98% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - |-
Virginia 8% 92% 0% 100%
Washington 33% 67% 0% 100%
West Virginia 2% 98% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 11% 73% 16% 100%
Wyoming 10% 90% 0% 100%
National 24% 73% 4% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on “adjusted”” numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These “adjusted” numbers
represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers
to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The “adjusted” number is the raw or “unadjusted”” number reported by
the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the
“adjusted” numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of
child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families
was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the
unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly
numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A “0%” indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may
not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021.
Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted
nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported category includes children where anything other than a No (0) or Yes (1) was in the Ethnicity field.

7."-" indicates data not reported.
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Native American/Alaska

Table 12a

Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percent of Children In Care By Race and Ethnicity (FY 2021)

Native Hawaiian/Pacific

Native Asian Black/African American Islander White Multi-Racial Invalid Race
State/Territory Total
Hispanic et Hispanic et Hispanic it Hispanic e Hispanic bt Hispanic bt Hispanic Mt
b Hispanic b Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic P Hispanic

Alabama 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 68% 0% 0% 1% 29% 0% 2% 0% 0% 100%
Alaska 0% 9% 0% 2% 1% 7% 0% 2% 6% 41% 2% 23% 3% 3% 100%
American Samoa - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Arizona 1% 3% 0% 0% 2% 16% 0% 0% 30% 29% 2% 17% 0% 0% 100%
Arkansas 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 32% 0% 0% 2% 56% 0% 3% 4% 3% 100%
California 1% 0% 0% 3% 1% 19% 0% 0% 52% 20% 1% 1% 0% 0% 100%
Colorado 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 10% 0% 0% 14% 24% 2% 5% 10% 32% 100%
Connecticut 0% 0% 0% 1% 6% 24% 0% 0% 8% 14% 0% 0% 16% 31% 100%
Delaware 0% 0% 0% 1% 3% 62% 0% 0% 10% 24% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 84% 0% 0% 11% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 100%
Florida 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 43% 0% 0% 21% 19% 1% 5% 3% 5% 100%
Georgia 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 62% 0% 0% 3% 13% 0% 0% 5% 10% 100%
Guam 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 91% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 0% 0% 1% 38% 0% 1% 1% 16% 2% 9% 5% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 21% 60% 0% 1% 3% 6% 100%
Illinois 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 41% 0% 0% 6% 13% 0% 4% 14% 18% 100%
Indiana 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 50% 0% 0% 6% 31% 1% 7% 0% 3% 100%
lowa 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 17% 0% 0% 9% 49% 1% 7% 1% 14% 100%
Kansas 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 17% 0% 0% 5% 51% 1% 19% 0% 5% 100%
Kentucky 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 28% 0% 0% 4% 54% 0% 5% 1% 6% 100%
Louisiana 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 69% 0% 0% 2% 23% 0% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Maine 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 0% 3% 86% 0% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Maryland 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 73% 0% 0% 4% 15% 1% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 13% 0% 0% 8% 19% 1% 1% 26% 27% 100%
Michigan 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 50% 0% 0% 4% 40% 0% 2% 0% 2% 100%
Minnesota 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 53% 0% 0% 4% 28% 1% 7% 0% 4% 100%
Mississippi 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 7% 0% 0% 1% 17% 0% 2% 0% 2% 100%
Missouri 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 41% 0% 0% 3% 36% 0% 2% 1% 13% 100%
Montana 1% 15% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 5% 65% 1% 4% 0% 5% 100%
Nebraska 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 26% 0% 0% 11% 36% 2% 10% 3% 7% 100%
Nevada 0% 1% 0% 1% 3% 37% 0% 1% 23% 22% 0% 2% 3% 7% 100%
New Hampshire 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 5% 54% 1% 3% 2% 32% 100%
New Jersey 0% 0% 0% 1% 5% 37% 1% 0% 26% 19% 0% 1% 8% 1% 100%
New Mexico 1% 5% 0% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 55% 19% 0% 0% 7% 7% 100%
New York 1% 0% 0% 2% 5% 29% 2% 0% 14% 25% 2% 4% 4% 12% 100%
North Carolina 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 62% 0% 0% 3% 30% 0% 3% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 0% 13% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 70% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana

Islands 0% 0% 0% 32% 0% 1% 0% 51% 0% 0% 0% 16% 0% 0% 100%
Ohio 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 50% 0% 0% 2% 25% 0% 5% 3% 14% 100%
Oklahoma 1% 4% 0% 0% 1% 25% 0% 0% 11% 47% 1% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Oregon 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 9% 0% 1% 25% 58% 1% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 43% 0% 0% 6% 28% 0% 2% 10% 7% 100%
Puerto Rico 1% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 94% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 10% 0% 0% 4% 18% 0% 0% 11% 54% 100%
South Carolina 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 58% 0% 0% 2% 28% 1% 9% 1% 0% 100%
South Dakota 0% 20% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 4% 57% 1% 13% 0% 0% 100%
Tennessee 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 34% 0% 0% 3% 61% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 29% 0% 0% 37% 14% 0% 2% 4% 11% 100%
Utah 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 3% 12% 0% 0% 4% 7% 100%
Vermont 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 4% 0% 0% 2% 89% 0% 3% 0% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Virginia 0% 1% 0% 2% 2% 60% 0% 0% 6% 29% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 1% 3% 0% 2% 2% 18% 0% 1% 15% 36% 0% 0% 15% 8% 100%
West Virginia 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 0% 0% 80% 0% 11% 2% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 33% 0% 0% 3% 20% 1% 5% 6% 30% 100%
Wyoming 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 84% 0% 0% 10% 1% 100%
National 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 37% 0% 0% 12% 28% 1% 4% 5% 9% 100%

Notes applicable to this report:

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

2. All numbers are "adjusted" numbers of children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™ numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of
Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the “adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of children served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each
month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801

summary (header) record.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801
data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. For the purposes of this report, cases with missing ethnicity information are considered as Non-Hispanic.

6. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 13
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Children in Child Care by Age Category and Care Type (FY 2021)

Age Group Child's Home Family Home Group Home Center Invalid Setting Total

Infants (0 to <1 yr) 1% 12% 6% 76% 5% 100%
Toddlers (1 yr to <3 yrs) 1% 12% 6% 75% 5% 100%
Preschool (3 yrs to <6 yrs) 1% 11% 6% 7% 5% 100%
School Age (6 yrs to <13 yrs) 2% 19% 7% 69% 3% 100%
13 years and older 5% 39% 11% 35% 9% 100%
Invalid Age 1% 23% 4% 64% 9% 100%
All Ages 1% 14% 7% 73% 4% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These “adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which
includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted” number is the raw or
"unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or

percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly
counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families
to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as
reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of
rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data.
Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The National values were determined by multiplying each state's percentage by the adjusted number of children served for each state, summing across the states and then dividing by the
adjusted number of children served for the Nation. "Adjusted” means adjusted to represent CCDF funding only.

7. Some children are reported to have multiple settings for the same month. Children in more than one setting category within the same month were counted in each setting in proportion to
the number of hours of service received in each setting. For example, if the child spent 70 hours in a center and 30 hours in a child's home, the child would be scored as 0.7 count in Center
and 0.3 count in Child's Home (proportional counting).

8. Arizona, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Washington have high percentages of out of range/invalid or missing hours and payments, which impact the national invalid
records. Percent of invalid records by state are available in Table 6. States are working to correct these issues.
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Table 14
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates

Average Monthly Hours for Children In Care By Age Group and Care Type (FY 2021)

Age Group Child's Home Family Home Group Home Center \’/A\v\zggéig
Oto<lyr 157 170 165 171 171
lto<2yrs 157 176 178 178 177
2to<3yrs 164 179 182 179 179
3to<4yrs 156 180 179 178 178
4to<5yrs 159 183 178 174 175
5to<6yrs 157 175 167 156 159
6 to<13yrs 148 167 153 133 141
13+ yrs 163 168 186 128 155
National 153 173 168 160 162
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-N2%\2/2-

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. Nationally, 4.5% of the children served with CCDF funds were excluded from the above table because either their age was missing or invalid or their setting information
was invalid, due to out-of-range or missing care type, hours, or payment. See Tables #6 and #9 for state-by-state details, including invalid/not reported percentages.

3. Average hours per month were based on sums of hours per month in categories divided by counts of children in categories as further defined below.

4. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™ numbers represent the number funded through
CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The
"adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into
consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

5. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were
directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the
reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was
obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

6. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-
801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted
the full 12 months of data.

7. For children served by multiple providers, the child's count is proportioned based on the ratio of the monthly hours with each provider divided by the monthly total hours of
service. The average hours and payments for each state-month combination are based on the sum of hours in each category divided by the sum of proportional counts in each
category. The state's annual results are determined by calculating a weighted average of the monthly results where the weight was the "adjusted"” number of children served in
each month. The National results shown above represent a weighted average of the state's fiscal annual results, where the weight for each state is the average monthly
"adjusted" number of children served in each State for the fiscal year.

8. Some states have been reporting the maximum number of hours authorized rather than the actual number of service hours provided.
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Table 15
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Subsidy Paid to Provider by Age Group and Care Type (FY 2021)

Age Group Chslldl Fa)r/nll GLOU Cente Weighted

Home | Home | Home r TR
Oto<1lyr $422 $601 $833 $754 $735
lto<2yrs $417 $624 $871 $748 $735
2to<3yrs $406 $618 $853 $708 $703
3to<4yrs $380 $581 $777 $628 $631
4to<5yrs $390 $593 $787 $613 $620
5to<6yrs $379 $584 $741 $558 $571
6to<13yrs $370 $503 $639 $469 $486
13+yrs $414 $480 $659 $453 $488
National $382 $553 $740 $591 $593
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-N2%\2/2-

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. Nationally, 4.5% of the children served with CCDF funds were excluded from the above table because either their age was missing or invalid or their setting information was invalid, due to out-of-range or missing care type, hours, or
payment. See Tables #6 and #9 for state-by-state details, including invalid/not reported percentages.

3. Subsidy is the amount paid directly to the provider by the state or territory. It does not include the family copay.
4. Average subsidy per month is based on sums of subsidies per month in categories divided by counts of children in categories as further defined below.
5. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and

Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800.
This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

6. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the
ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number
of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

7. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data.
New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

8. For children served by multiple providers, the child's count is proportioned based on the ratio of the monthly hours with each provider divided by the monthly total hours of service. The average hours and subsidies for each state-month
combination are based on the sum of hours in each category divided by the sum of proportional counts in each category. The state's annual results are determined by calculating a weighted average of the monthly results where the weight was
the "adjusted" number of children served in each month. The National results shown above represent a weighted average of the state's fiscal annual results, where the weight for each state is the average monthly "adjusted" number of children
served in each state for the fiscal year.

9. Some states have been reporting the maximum number of hours authorized and/or dollars authorized rather than the actual number provided.

Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Report to Congress 74



Table 16
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percent of Families Reporting Income from TANF (FY 2021)

State/Territory TANF (% Yes) TANF (% No) 'g‘;ﬂ(‘)‘i’t':gt Total
Alabama 2% 98% 0% 100%
Alaska 7% 93% 0% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 4% 96% 0% 100%
Arkansas 0% 100% 0% 100%
California 9% 91% 0% 100%
Colorado 22% 78% 0% 100%
Connecticut 3% 97% 0% 100%
Delaware 11% 89% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 36% 28% 37% 100%
Florida 1% 71% 28% 100%
Georgia 4% 96% 0% 100%
Guam 1% 99% 0% 100%
Hawaii 6% 94% 0% 100%
Idaho 2% 98% 0% 100%
Illinois 2% 98% 0% 100%
Indiana 0% 100% 0% 100%
lowa 0% 100% 0% 100%
Kansas 1% 99% 0% 100%
Kentucky 1% 99% 0% 100%
Louisiana 1% 88% 11% 100%
Maine 2% 97% 1% 100%
Maryland 6% 94% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 0% 100% 0% 100%
Michigan 5% 95% 0% 100%
Minnesota 12% 88% 0% 100%
Mississippi 1% 99% 0% 100%
Missouri 2% 63% 35% 100%
Montana 10% 90% 0% 100%
Nebraska 10% 90% 0% 100%
Nevada 2% 28% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 15% 82% 3% 100%
New Jersey 1% 99% 0% 100%
New Mexico 2% 98% 0% 100%
New York 32% 68% 0% 100%
North Carolina 4% 96% 0% 100%
North Dakota 3% 97% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 100% 0% 100%
Ohio 7% 93% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 4% 96% 0% 100%
Oregon 5% 95% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 5% 95% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 100% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 9% 91% 0% 100%
South Carolina 3% 97% 0% 100%
South Dakota 4% 96% 0% 100%
Tennessee 6% 94% 0% 100%
Texas 2% 89% 10% 100%
Utah 3% 97% 0% 100%
Vermont 1% 99% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - -
Virginia 37% 63% 0% 100%
Washington 9% 91% 0% 100%
West Virginia 2% 98% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 10% 90% 0% 100%
Wyoming 0% 100% 0% 100%
National 6% 90% 4% 100%

Notes applicable to this report:
Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted™ numbers represent the number
funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and
Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted” number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported
on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records
reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month
from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month.
The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header)
record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add
up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted
ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All
other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 17
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Mean Family Co-payment as a Percent of Family Income (FY 2021)

Percent of Families PR ERIFLY e R
State/Territory In;a:;nel.hase\gég:j?y a Families with Families with IncIuQing Exclu_d_ing
Child: ,In Priesie $0 CoPa_y CoPay > $O Total c_>f_ All Farr_ulles Far’r_nlles
Services:; Invalid CoPay (and not in (and not in Families with with

or Income (Category A) Category A) Category A) $0 CoPay $0 CoPay
Alabama 35% 52% 13% 100% 1% 4%
Alaska 31% 0% 69% 100% 6% 6%
American Samoa - - - - - -
Arizona 42% 19% 40% 100% 2% 3%
Arkansas 72% 27% 1% 100% 0% 1%
California 19% 63% 18% 100% 1% 5%
Colorado 17% 9% 73% 100% 4% 4%
Connecticut 3% 6% 91% 100% 5% 5%
Delaware 17% 82% 0% 100% 0% 8%
District of Columbia 42% 18% 40% 100% 2% 3%
Florida 31% 28% 41% 100% 3% 4%
Georgia 39% 11% 50% 100% 5% 6%
Guam 15% 40% 46% 100% 5% 9%
Hawaii 98% 1% 2% 100% 11% 14%
Idaho 10% 2% 88% 100% 4% 4%
Illinois 3% 2% 95% 100% 4% 4%
Indiana 5% 63% 32% 100% 3% 7%
lowa 17% 36% 47% 100% 3% 5%
Kansas 51% 14% 35% 100% 3% 4%
Kentucky 20% 16% 63% 100% % 9%
Louisiana 13% 80% 7% 100% 1% 5%
Maine 5% 4% 91% 100% 8% 8%
Maryland 8% 5% 87% 100% 4% 5%
Massachusetts 29% 71% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Michigan 14% 73% 13% 100% 0% 3%
Minnesota 2% 31% 67% 100% 2% 3%
Mississippi 34% 66% 0% 100% 0% 19%
Missouri 40% 26% 34% 100% 3% 5%
Montana 34% 0% 66% 100% 6% 6%
Nebraska 25% 53% 22% 100% 2% %
Nevada 14% 26% 60% 100% 3% 4%
New Hampshire 17% 2% 81% 100% 7% 8%
New Jersey 10% 18% 73% 100% 2% 3%
New Mexico 4% 8% 88% 100% 6% 7%
New York 20% 55% 25% 100% 1% 4%
North Carolina 24% 0% 75% 100% 9% 9%
North Dakota 7% 54% 39% 100% 2% 6%
Northern Mariana Islands 17% 0% 83% 100% 2% 2%
Ohio 3% 58% 39% 100% 3% 7%
Oklahoma 27% 40% 33% 100% 3% 7%
Oregon 5% 95% 0% 100% 0% 11%
Pennsylvania 6% 1% 93% 100% 7% 7%
Puerto Rico 8% 90% 1% 100% 0% 1%
Rhode Island 28% 55% 17% 100% 1% 2%
South Carolina 14% 56% 30% 100% 1% 3%
South Dakota 32% 60% 8% 100% 1% 4%
Tennessee 3% 75% 22% 100% 2% 8%
Texas 21% 4% 76% 100% % 7%
Utah 3% 97% 0% 100% 0% 1%
Vermont 40% 19% 41% 100% 4% 6%
Virgin Islands - - - - - -
Virginia 24% 46% 30% 100% 3% 3%
Washington 16% 8% 76% 100% 6% 7%
West Virginia 75% 2% 23% 100% 7% 8%
Wisconsin 19% 0% 81% 100% 6% 6%
Wyoming 31% 5% 64% 100% 10% 11%
National 21% 34% 45% 100% 3% 6%

Data as of 11-NOV-
2022

Notes applicable to this report:

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal
Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state
multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states
that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of
children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data.
Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The "Mean Copay/Income" columns exclude families with zero income because dividing by zero is undefined.

7. The column labeled as "Category A" includes: families with zero income; families in Protective Services or families headed by a child; and families with invalid income or copay.

8. The "Families with $0 Copay ..." category is the percentage of families that had a $0 co-payment and were not in Category A, divided by the count of all families. The sum of these three categories is 100%.

9. The results shown under "Mean Copay/Income" feature two different statistics, "Including” and "Excluding" $0 copay. The data analyzed for the "Including Families with $0 Copay" category includes all
families except those families in the "Category A" data, i.e., the total minus the Category A data. The data analyzed for "Excluding Families with $0 Copay" includes only those families in the category “Families
with Copay >$0 (and not in Category A)." Alternatively, the data used for "Excluding Families with $0 Copay" is all the family data minus those families in Category A and minus those families with $0 Copay.

10. The National weighted values were determined by multiplying each state's average co-payment/income percentage by the adjusted number of children in each state, summing across the states and then dividing
by the adjusted number of children served for the Nation.
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11. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 18
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Head of Family Status (FY 2021)

_ . . Headed bya |\ oji/Not
State/Territory Single Not Single Child (Protective Total
Services) Reported

Alabama 86% 14% 0% 0% 100%
Alaska 68% 9% 23% 0% 100%
American Samoa - - - - -
Arizona 60% 7% 34% 0% 100%
Arkansas 31% 6% 0% 64% 100%
California 77% 15% 2% 7% 100%
Colorado 87% 13% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 89% 6% 0% 4% 100%
Delaware 89% 11% 0% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 90% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Florida 60% 12% 28% 0% 100%
Georgia 71% 20% 9% 0% 100%
Guam 78% 18% 4% 0% 100%
Hawaii 41% 59% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 86% 14% 0% 0% 100%
Illinois 94% 4% 0% 2% 100%
Indiana 94% 6% 0% 0% 100%
lowa 72% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Kansas 63% 37% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 86% 14% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana 91% 3% 6% 0% 100%
Maine 60% 40% 0% 0% 100%
Maryland 90% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 67% 9% 24% 0% 100%
Michigan 61% 39% 0% 0% 100%
Minnesota 82% 18% 0% 0% 100%
Mississippi 75% 6% 0% 19% 100%
Missouri 62% 2% 35% 0% 100%
Montana 60% 9% 31% 0% 100%
Nebraska 73% 27% 0% 0% 100%
Nevada 78% 8% 13% 1% 100%
New Hampshire 29% 60% 11% 0% 100%
New Jersey 86% 7% 7% 0% 100%
New Mexico 90% 10% 0% 0% 100%
New York 83% 13% 4% 0% 100%
North Carolina 92% 0% 1% 7% 100%
North Dakota 87% 13% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 68% 32% 0% 0% 100%
Ohio 94% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 81% 9% 0% 10% 100%
Oregon 88% 12% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 92% 8% 0% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 81% 19% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 82% 18% 0% 0% 100%
South Carolina 82% 9% 9% 0% 100%
South Dakota 63% 11% 25% 0% 100%
Tennessee 90% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 85% 5% 10% 0% 100%
Utah 92% 8% 0% 0% 100%
Vermont 58% 25% 17% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - - -

Virginia 72% 28% 0% 0% 100%
Washington 87% 10% 0% 3% 100%
West Virginia 63% 37% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 88% 1% 11% 0% 100%
Wyoming 78% 14% 0% 7% 100%
National Total 79% 11% 7% 3% 100%
Notes applicable to this table: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1. The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent
the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and
State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by
its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or
percentages.

3. A"0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not
appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

4. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021.
Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted
nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

5. The ACF-801 single status definition is as follows: A single parent/adult living with a child who is legally/financially responsible for and
living with a child and where there is no other adult legally/financially responsible for the child in that eligible family. If there is someone else
in the household, who does not have legal/financial responsibility for the child, then the legally/financially responsible applicant is still
considered a single parent.
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Table 19
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Families by Homeless Status (FY 2021)

This table provides a snapshot of the progress states are making in reporting this data and should not be used to describe the national landscape
of CCDF families experiencing homelessness.

Family Homeless Status Definition: Agencies must use the term homeless as defined in section 725 of subtitle V11-B of the McKinney-Vento
Act. See footnote #7 for the detailed description of "homeless children."

State/Territory Not Homeless Homeless Ir;e\gaplgc:/tl:gt Total
Alabama 100% 0% 0% 100%
Alaska 76% 1% 23% 100%
American Samoa - - - -
Arizona 65% 1% 34% 100%
Arkansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
California 0% 0% 100% 100%
Colorado 98% 2% 0% 100%
Connecticut 100% 0% 0% 100%
Delaware 99% 1% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 96% 4% 0% 100%
Florida 99% 1% 0% 100%
Georgia 94% 6% 0% 100%
Guam 100% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 100% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 100% 0% 0% 100%
Illinois 100% 0% 0% 100%
Indiana 90% 10% 0% 100%
lowa 100% 0% 0% 100%
Kansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 100% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana 91% 2% 6% 100%
Maine 99% 1% 0% 100%
Maryland 99% 1% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 97% 3% 0% 100%
Michigan 99% 1% 0% 100%
Minnesota 85% 10% 5% 100%
Mississippi 100% 0% 0% 100%
Missouri 99% 1% 0% 100%
Montana 97% 2% 1% 100%
Nebraska 97% 3% 0% 100%
Nevada 86% 4% 10% 100%
New Hampshire 96% 4% 0% 100%
New Jersey 98% 2% 0% 100%
New Mexico 100% 0% 0% 100%
New York 100% 0% 0% 100%
North Carolina 100% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 99% 1% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 0% 100% 100%
Ohio 99% 1% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 100% 0% 0% 100%
Oregon 100% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 95% 1% 4% 100%
Puerto Rico 100% 0% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 100% 0% 0% 100%
South Carolina 97% 3% 0% 100%
South Dakota 99% 1% 0% 100%
Tennessee 100% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 98% 2% 0% 100%
Utah 94% 6% 0% 100%
Vermont 98% 2% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands
Virginia 99% 1% 0% 100%
Washington 95% 5% 0% 100%
West Virginia 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 97% 3% 0% 100%
Wyoming 99% 1% 0% 100%
Notes applicable to this report: Data as of 11-NOV-2022

1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the number funded
through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of
Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted" number reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This
report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted™ numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child records reported each
month was directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined each month from the samples and then
multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of
families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear to add up to
exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021. Alabama submitted
ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other
states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported column only includes family records with an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 16a, Family Homeless Status.

7. Agencies must use the term homeless as defined in section 725 of subtitle V1I-B of the McKinney-Vento Act. The term "homeless children and youths" refers
to individuals who lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence and includes the following four categories:

1. Children and youth who:

a) share the housing of other persons due to loss of housing, economic hardship, or a similar reason;

b) are living in motels, hotels, trailer parks, or camping grounds due to the lack of alternative accommodations;

c) are living in emergency or transitional shelters; or

d) are abandoned in hospitals.

2. Children and youth who have a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping
accommodation for human beings.

3. Children and youth who are living in cars, parks, public spaces, abandoned buildings, substandard housing, bus or train stations, or similar settings.
4. Children of migrant or seasonal workers who qualify as homeless because they are living in circumstances described in the first three categories.

. "-"indicates data not reported.
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Table 20

Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Primary Language Spoken at Home (FY 2021)

This table provides a snapshot of the progress states are making in reporting this data and should not be used to describe the
national landscape of the languages spoken at home for children receiving child care services.

State/Territory English Spanish Other Unspecified/Invalid Total
Alabama 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Alaska 73% 2% 1% 23% 100%
American Samoa - - - - -
Arizona 98% 2% 0% 0% 100%
Arkansas 98% 2% 0% 0% 100%
California 82% 13% 4% 0% 100%
Colorado 94% 4% 1% 1% 100%
Connecticut 81% 13% 1% 5% 100%
Delaware 95% 4% 0% 1% 100%
District of Columbia 24% 3% 1% 72% 100%
Florida 59% 10% 1% 30% 100%
Georgia 98% 1% 1% 0% 100%
Guam 99% 0% 1% 0% 100%
Hawaii 97% 0% 3% 0% 100%
Idaho 94% 2% 4% 0% 100%
Illinois 88% 10% 0% 2% 100%
Indiana 97% 2% 1% 0% 100%
lowa 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Kansas 97% 2% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 98% 2% 0% 0% 100%
Louisiana 93% 1% 0% 6% 100%
Maine 94% 0% 6% 0% 100%
Maryland 97% 2% 1% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 77% 16% 6% 0% 100%
Michigan 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Minnesota 85% 1% 14% 0% 100%
Mississippi 65% 0% 0% 35% 100%
Missouri 99% 1% 0% 0% 100%
Montana 94% 0% 1% 5% 100%
Nebraska 92% 3% 1% 3% 100%
Nevada 95% 5% 0% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 91% 1% 1% 8% 100%
New Jersey 91% 8% 1% 1% 100%
New Mexico 93% % 0% 0% 100%
New York 65% 14% 3% 18% 100%
North Carolina 98% 2% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Ohio 96% 2% 2% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 89% 2% 0% 9% 100%
Oregon 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Pennsylvania 93% 5% 2% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 0% 99% 1% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 84% 15% 1% 0% 100%
South Carolina 99% 1% 0% 0% 100%
South Dakota 74% 0% 0% 26% 100%
Tennessee 86% 0% 0% 14% 100%
Texas 86% 3% 0% 11% 100%
Utah 94% 3% 3% 0% 100%
Vermont 99% 0% 1% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands - - - - -
Virginia 96% 3% 1% 0% 100%
Washington 90% 7% 3% 0% 100%
West Virginia 99% 0% 0% 1% 100%
Wisconsin 96% 4% 0% 0% 100%
Wyoming 74% 1% 0% 25% 100%

Notes applicable to this report:
1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

2. All counts are based on "adjusted" numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers represent the
number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF transfers to CCDF; and State
Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted" number is the raw or "unadjusted” number reported by the state multiplied by its
pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of child

records reported each month was directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families was determined
each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the unadjusted number of children
served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the
ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A "0%" indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may not appear
to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021.
Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted
nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Unspecified / Invalid column only includes family records with unspecified code (unknown or head of household declined to identify home
language), or an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 16d, Primary Language Spoken at Home.

7. Languages reported under "Other" include: Native Central, South American, and Mexican languages (e.g., Mixteco, Quichean); Caribbean
Languages (e.g., Haitian-Creole, Patois); Middle Eastern and South Asian Languages (e.g., Arabic, Hebrew, Hindi, Urdu, Bengali); East Asian
Languages (e.g., Chinese, Vietnamese, Tagalog); Native North American/Alaska Native Languages; Pacific Island Languages (e.g., Palauan,
Fijian); European and Slavic Languages (e.g., German, French, Italian, Croatian, Yiddish, Portuguese, Russian); African Languages (e.g., Swahili,
Wolof); and Other (e.g., American Sign Language).

8. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Table 21
Child Care and Development Fund

Preliminary Estimates
Average Monthly Percentages of Children With a Disability (FY 2021)

This table provides a snapshot of the progress states are making in reporting this data and should not be used to describe
the national landscape of children with disabilities receiving child care services.

Child With a Disability Definition: Refer to footnote #7 for the definition

State/Territory No Disability Has Disability 'g‘gﬂé‘i’t':gt Total
Alabama 100% 0% 0% 100%
Alaska 100% 0% 0% 100%
American Samoa
Arizona 100% 0% 0% 100%
Arkansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
California 0% 1% 99% 100%
Colorado 100% 0% 0% 100%
Connecticut 100% 0% 0% 100%
Delaware 98% 2% 0% 100%
District of Columbia 94% 6% 0% 100%
Florida 100% 0% 0% 100%
Georgia 87% 13% 0% 100%
Guam 100% 0% 0% 100%
Hawaii 100% 0% 0% 100%
Idaho 98% 2% 0% 100%
Illinois 92% 0% 8% 100%
Indiana 98% 2% 0% 100%
lowa 97% 3% 0% 100%
Kansas 100% 0% 0% 100%
Kentucky 98% 2% 0% 100%
Louisiana 98% 2% 0% 100%
Maine 98% 2% 0% 100%
Maryland 98% 2% 0% 100%
Massachusetts 99% 1% 0% 100%
Michigan 96% 4% 0% 100%
Minnesota 0% 1% 99% 100%
Mississippi 99% 1% 0% 100%
Missouri 96% 4% 0% 100%
Montana 94% 4% 2% 100%
Nebraska 96% 4% 0% 100%
Nevada 99% 1% 0% 100%
New Hampshire 99% 1% 0% 100%
New Jersey 99% 1% 0% 100%
New Mexico 100% 0% 0% 100%
New York 97% 2% 1% 100%
North Carolina 100% 0% 0% 100%
North Dakota 99% 1% 0% 100%
Northern Mariana Islands 0% 0% 100% 100%
Ohio 99% 1% 0% 100%
Oklahoma 98% 2% 0% 100%
Oregon 100% 0% 0% 100%
Pennsylvania 98% 2% 0% 100%
Puerto Rico 79% 21% 0% 100%
Rhode Island 100% 0% 0% 100%
South Carolina 96% 4% 0% 100%
South Dakota 99% 1% 0% 100%
Tennessee 100% 0% 0% 100%
Texas 98% 2% 0% 100%
Utah 100% 0% 0% 100%
Vermont 91% 9% 0% 100%
Virgin Islands
Virginia 99% 1% 0% 100%
Washington 100% 0% 0% 100%
West Virginia 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wisconsin 100% 0% 0% 100%
Wyoming 100% 0% 0% 100%

Data as of 11-NOV-2022

Notes applicable to this table
1.The source for this table is ACF-801 data for FY 2021.

2. All percentages are based on "adjusted™ numbers of families and children, unless otherwise indicated. These "adjusted" numbers
represent the number funded through CCDF only (which includes Federal Discretionary, Mandatory, and Matching Funds; TANF
transfers to CCDF; and State Matching and Maintenance of Effort Funds). The "adjusted"” number is the raw or "unadjusted™ number
reported by the state multiplied by its pooling factor, as reported on the ACF-800. This report takes this factor into consideration in
calculating the "adjusted" numbers or percentages.

3. All states provide an actual unadjusted count of families served each month. For states reporting full population data, the number of
child records reported each month were directly counted. However, for states that only submit samples, the ratio of children-to-families
was determined each month from the samples and then multiplied by the reported number of families to obtain an estimate of the
unadjusted number of children served each month. The unadjusted average number of families and children was obtained from the
monthly numbers in the FY, as reported on the ACF-801 summary (header) record.

4. A “0%” indication often means the value is less than 0.5% rather than actually zero. In a few instances, the sum of the categories may
not appear to add up to exactly 100% because of rounding.

5. At the time of publication, American Samoa and the U.S. Virgin Islands had not yet reported any ACF-801 data for FY 2021.
Alabama submitted ten (10) months of ACF-801 data. Alaska submitted seven (7) months of ACF-801 data. New Hampshire submitted
nine (9) months of ACF-801 data. All other states and territories had submitted the full 12 months of data.

6. The Invalid/Not Reported column only includes child records with an invalid or missing number for ACF-801 element 25a, Child
Disability.

7. Child with a disability is defined to include:

A. a child with a disability, as defined in section 602 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1401) (i.e., a child
receiving special education services based on an Individualized Education Program (IEP) under Part B of IDEA);

B. a child who is eligible for early intervention services under part C of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1431
et seq.) (i.e., an infant or toddler eligible to receive early intervention services based on an Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP)
under Part C of IDEA);

C. a child who is eligible for services under section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) (i.e., a child eligible to receive
services under a 504 Plan); and

D. a child with a disability, as defined by the state involved (states have flexibility regarding part D of the definition.)

8. "-" indicates data not reported.
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Appendix D: Technical Assistance Centers for Lead Agency Support

Technical assistance centers supporting lead agency CCDF implementation for FY 2020 — FY
2021:

Child Care State Capacity Building Center

The Child Care State Capacity Building Center (SCBC) works with state and territory leaders
and their partners to create innovative early childhood systems and programs to improve results
for children and families. Its priorities are to enhance the effectiveness of programs
implemented under the CCDF program and to improve the quality and affordability of child care
services that meet the needs of working parents with low incomes.

National Center on Afterschool and Summer Enrichment

The National Center on Afterschool and Summer Enrichment (NCASE) provides training and
technical assistance to state, territory, and tribal Child Care and Development Fund lead agencies
and their designated networks, which include statewide afterschool networks, state and local
education agencies, provider associations, and child care resource and referral entities.

NCASE’s key goal is to ensure that school age children in families with low incomes have
increased access to high-quality afterschool and summer learning experiences that contribute to
their overall development and academic achievement.

National Center on Early Childhood Quality Assurance

The National Center on Early Childhood Quality Assurance (ECQA Center) supports state and
community leaders and their partners in planning and implementing rigorous approaches to
quality efforts in early care and education settings for children from birth to school-age. The
ECQA Center’s expert staff uses collaborative approaches to advance strong health and safety
standards and licensing regulations that align with the Child Care and Development Fund and
Head Start Program Performance Standards; supports the development and enhancement of state
and territory quality initiatives, including quality rating and improvement systems; and enhances
quality assurance systems through technology, data analysis, and research tasks.

National Center on Subsidy Innovation and Accountability

The National Center on Subsidy Innovation and Accountability (NCSIA) provides technical
assistance to CCDF lead agencies in developing child care subsidy systems that are child
focused, family friendly, and support provider participation in CCDF. NCSIA works with lead
agencies to help them with subsidy eligibility, the integration of quality and subsidy, the
strengthening of program integrity, payment rules, rate setting, and other policies and practices
that support the provision of high-quality care to more children from families with low incomes.

National Center on Tribal Early Childhood Development

The National Center on Tribal Early Childhood Development (NCTECD) helps tribal grantees
administer and implement Child Care and Development Fund program. NCTECD’s activities,
and resources support Indian Tribes and tribal lead agencies in their efforts to increase the
quality, affordability, and availability of child care in Native American communities.



Appendix E: Summaries of OPRE Funded Child Care Research Projects
African American Child and Family Research Center (2021-2026)

The National African American Child and Family Research Center, supported by a 5-year Office
of Planning, Research, and Evaluation (OPRE) grant, will provide national leadership and
excellence by investigating the assets, needs, and experiences of the diverse population of
African American families and children served (or potentially served) by ACF programs, as well
as promising approaches to address economic and social inequities and, ultimately,

promote social and economic well-being. The primary focus of this Center will be on child care
assistance, TANF, and Head Start and Early Head Start programs and the populations they serve.
The work of the Center will draw on interdisciplinary approaches to accomplish the three goals
listed below.

The Center will plan, initiate, and maintain a community-engaged, focused, and high-caliber
research program. The Center’s program of research will build on the existing literature related
to African American children and families and should be directly relevant to the needs and
interests of ACF areas of programmatic concern. The Center will build research capacity and
infrastructure to conduct research relevant to ACF program and policy goals that is culturally
rigorous and informed by an understanding of current and historical circumstances that shape the
experiences of African Americans. In addition, the Center will contribute to the development
and expansion of the pool of researchers reflective of the communities being studied by the
Center. The Center will develop and implement a dissemination strategy that broadly and
efficiently communicates findings from research conducted within and outside of the Center and
increases the use of research, data, and relevant resources for a wide audience including
researchers, federal and state policymakers, ACF grantees, program administrators, and
communities participating in the research.

Assessing Models of Coordinated Services for Low-Income Children and Their Families
(2018-2021)

Through this project, OPRE seeks to learn more about how states and communities coordinate early
care and education, family economic security, and/or other health and human services to most
efficiently and effectively serve the needs of children and families in households with low incomes.
This work builds on the Integrated Approaches to Supporting Child Development and Improving
Family Economic Security project. The goal of this project is to build on previous investments by
identifying the range of existing models that coordinate a broader set of services. Coordinated
services approaches seek to address the multi-faceted needs of families and to support children’s
development by providing access to high-quality early care and education, while simultaneously
addressing additional family needs such as parenting education, supports for family economic
security and/or other health and human services, and site visits with select state and local
coordinated services approaches to gather more in-depth information and how they are serving
families on the ground. A series of reports and briefs were produced to inform both ACF and the
public about the findings and address gaps or needs in the field.
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Assessing the Implementation and Cost of High Quality Early Care and Education (ECE-
ICHQ) (2014-2023)

The goal of the project is to create a technically sound, feasible, and useful instrument that will
provide consistent and systematic measures of the implementation and costs of quality child care
and early education services in center-based programs to help fill the knowledge gap about the cost
of providing and improving quality in early care and education. The first phase of the project
developed this instrument through (1) a literature review and conceptual framework that specifies
the contextual and implementation factors that may contribute to the association between features
of high-quality early care and education and the costs of operating programs of different quality,
(2) consultations with a technical expert panel, and (3) a pilot study conducted in three phases to
support the development and iterative testing of implementation and cost measures. Stages two
and three involve developing and testing the new measure and resources for training of
administration of the measure. The second phase included a field study in a larger sample of
center-based child care and early education programs to test the draft measures and instruments
and inform the development of the final instruments and training resources. Findings from
activities under phase one and future dissemination products are available through the study
website.

Building and Sustaining the Early Care and Education Workforce (BASE) (2020-2025)

The purpose of this project is to assist ACF, states, and localities in understanding what drives
workforce turnover in the early care and education (ECE) field and to evaluate promising
strategies to support recruitment and retention of a qualified ECE workforce. The project seeks
to: assess the knowledge base about what contributes to high rates of turnover among ECE
personnel; identify and assess existing efforts to increase recruitment and reduce the loss of ECE
personnel, including specific efforts being implemented in Head Start/Early Head Start programs
and other subsidized ECE settings; assess the availability and potential of existing data to address
questions about recruitment and maintenance of the workforce; design study options for
investigating factors and strategies to increase workforce retention; including state strategies for
increasing the wages of teachers and assistant teachers in ECE programs; and, analyze existing
data and collect new data to address key questions about workforce retention

Center for Supporting Research on Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
Implementation (2016 — 2022)

This contract supports ACF in learning from high-quality, rigorous research, to be conducted by
CCDF lead agencies in partnership with researchers, on the implementation of policies
responding to the goals of the CCDBG Act of 2014.

Key project tasks include assessment of grantees’ policy interests, proposed approaches, and
evaluation and data capacity; planning and execution of capacity-building activities; review and
summarization of grantee plans and activities; and a process evaluation exploring the benefits
and drawbacks of the two-phase structure of the CCDBG Implementation Research and
Evaluation grants.
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Child and Family Data Archive (2018 — 2023)

The Child and Family Data Archive (CFData) contains accessible data on young children, their
families and communities, and the programs that serve them. OPRE funds numerous data
collection efforts through research studies on a wide range of early care and education (ECE)
topics within and across child care, Head Start, and home visiting. The CFData provides
ongoing support to facilitate sharing data from previous, current, and future OPRE-supported
grants and contracts relevant to the ECE field. Additionally, this archive may support the
sharing of datasets in other ECE-relevant fields such as economic self-sufficiency, welfare, and
employment.

CFData hosts over 300 datasets. The CFData website (www.childandfamilydataarchive.org)
provides user-friendly information that allows stakeholders to access downloadable data 24/7,
search the bibliography of data-related literature, request technical assistance, and much more.

Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) Implementation Research (2018 —
2023)

Cooperative agreements to provide CCDF lead agencies the opportunity to plan for and evaluate

initiatives and policies they are implementing in response to the goals of the CCDBG Act of

2014. Funded projects include:

e Georgia CCDF Evaluation Project, Georgia Department of Early Care and Learning

e Evaluating Child Care Reforms in Illinois, Illinois Department of Human Services

e Evaluation of Massachusetts’ Change in Child Care Subsidy Authorization Policy,
Massachusetts Department of Education and Care

e Evaluating CCDBG in Oregon: Impact of the 2014 Act on Children, Families, and the
Quality of Home-Based Care in Oregon, Oregon State Department of Education

e Improving Childcare Outcomes Research, Cook Inlet Tribal Council, Inc.

e A Dual Generation Approach: Examining the Impact of CCDBG Policies on Child Care
Access, Continuity, and Parental Employment for Families Receiving Wisconsin Shares,
Wisconsin Department of Children and Families

Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Policies Database (2008-2023)

The CCDF Policies Database is a source of information on the detailed policies used to operate
child care subsidy programs under CCDF. The information in the CCDF Policies Database is
based primarily on the documents that caseworkers use as they work with families and providers,
as well as the triennial CCDF Plans and amendments submitted by states and territories to ACF,
state law, and regulations used by the staff operating the program. The Database captures
detailed information on eligibility, family payments, application procedures, and provider-related
policies, including dates of enactment, and some of the policy variations that exist within states
and territories. The information collected by the project is available online and is being
disseminated in different forms to meet the needs of different users — quantitative and qualitative
researchers, policymakers, and administrators at all levels of government.
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Child Care and Early Education Policy and Research Analysis Project (CCEEPRA) (2005-
2025)

The Child Care and Early Education Policy and Research Analysis and Technical Expertise
Project is a contract awarded to support the provision of expert consultation, assessment and
analysis in child care and early education policy and research to OPRE, including activities
related to: (a) providing expert advice, assistance and consultation in support of the agency’s
research priorities and goals, (b) conducting assessment, analyses and summaries of policies,
practices and research of relevance to the agency’s mission; (c) conducting studies to inform
policy and practice and the development of new research priorities, (d) identifying and refining
measures and instruments to improve the collection of data related to program policies and
practices, and to program outcomes for families and children, (e) identifying sources of data and
conducting statistical analyses on national and other original data-sets to answer questions of
relevance to the Agency on child care utilization, child care supply, and the effects of child care
and other early childhood policies on parental and child outcomes, (f) providing technical
assistance and expertise in the preparation of written materials, and (g) convening experts on early
care and education research and policy issues of relevance to the administration of the CCDF and
other early childhood programs in states, territories, and tribes. Products supported through this
contract include literature reviews, measures compendia, meeting summaries, briefing papers,
webinars, research briefs, and research-to-policy/research-to-practice briefs.

Child Care and Early Education RESEARCH CONNECTIONS (1998-2025)

Research Connections is a web-based, interactive database of research documents and public use
data sets for conducting secondary analyses on topics related to early care and education.
Research Connections houses an increasingly comprehensive collection of research reports,
syntheses, and other critical information related to child care and early education, and in
particular, children in low-income families; provides researchers access to data from major child
care , Head Start, and early education research and evaluation studies; provides technical
assistance to researchers and policy makers; provides collaboration and outreach that can
strengthen dissemination and use of research by both the research and the policy maker
communities, and provides support to the Child Care and Early Education Policy Research
Consortium.

Child Care Interstate Background Checks (CC-1BaCs) (2018-2021)

The Child Care Interstate Background Checks (CC-IBaCs) project seeks to fill gaps in knowledge
to inform states’ and territories’ implementation of interstate background checks as mandated by
the CCDBG Act of 2014. The project aims to identify barriers and promising solutions to
implementation of interstate background checks, and provide ACF and CCDF administrators with
timely knowledge, information, and options to help states achieve full implementation of the
background checks requirements. In 2019, the project completed multiple activities, including: a
review of available literature on background check implementation, a survey and interviews to
document states’ and territories’ current implementation challenges, and designed a prevalence
study to evaluate the added value of each component of the background check requirements. A
brief summary of background check implementation challenges was published in 2021.
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Child Care Policy Research Partnerships (2019-2023)

The Child Care Policy Research Partnership grants support research on child care subsidy policy
issues identified by CCDF state lead agencies. The studies are conducted through partnerships
between state CCDF lead agencies and researchers from academic institutions or other
organizations. In fiscal year 2019, eleven (11) cooperative agreements were funded to support
these research partnerships in the following states: Arkansas, California, Illinois, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Mexico, Wisconsin, and the District of
Columbia.

Child Care Research and Evaluation Capacity Building Center (Child Care ECB Center)
(2019-2024)

The Child Care Research and Evaluation Capacity Building Center (Center) assesses and builds
the research and evaluation capacities of state, territory, and Tribal CCDF lead agencies. The
Center engages with stakeholders in planning activities and developing strategies to provide
assistance in research and evaluation capacity. The Center’s focus is on supporting individual
and organizational research and evaluation capacity to create sustained change that lasts beyond
the turnover of individual staff and the changing policies and priorities of federal and state
policymakers.

Child Care Research Scholars (2000-2022)

Child Care Research Scholars grants support dissertation research on child care policy issues in
partnership with state CCDF lead agencies. On average, four grants are funded each year for
approximately two years. Annual cohorts of grantees are described in the link below:

Coordinated Evaluations of Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Policies and
Initiatives: Phase | grants (2021 - 2023)

Research partnerships between CCDF lead agencies in states, territories, or tribes and researchers
to plan rigorous evaluations of policy and practices related to setting and implementing child
care subsidy payment rates and/or family co-payments. This grant program provides an
opportunity for the CCDF lead agencies and their research partners to work together during
Phase I to develop a research plan to examine the effectiveness of child care subsidy payment
rate and family co-payment methods and structures on CCDF participants’ access to quality child
care. These planning grants, which also aim to strengthen research partnerships’ capacity to
carry out rigorous evaluations, may be followed by a separate competitive funding opportunity
(Phase I1), that would support the implementation of the research and evaluation plans designed
under Phase I. The Coordinated Evaluations of CCDF Policies and Initiatives Planning Grant
recipients participate in a Community of Practice named Planning Research on Subsidy Payment
Rates (PROSPR).

Culture of Continuous Learning (CCL) Project: A Breakthrough Series Collaborative for
Improving Child Care and Head Start Quality (2016 — 2024)
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The purpose of this project is to explore how child care and Head Start programs can improve the
quality of services received by young children, while institutionalizing continuous quality
improvement activities. The first phase of the project designed and assessed the feasibility of
implementing a specific approach to continuous quality improvement (CQI), the Breakthrough
Series Collaborative (BSC), to promote implementation of evidence-based practices around
social and emotional learning (SEL) in both child care and Head Start settings.

The BSC is a unique method aimed at improving the uptake, sustainability, and spread of
evidence-based practices. A BSC includes five key elements: the Change Framework; Multi-
Level Inclusive Teams; Expert Faculty; a Shared Learning Environment; and, the Model for
Improvement. The BSC creates a shared learning environment in which CQI strategies are used
to test research-based practices and make adjustments based on short term, informal data
collection. The goal is to influence changes in the culture, climate, structures, and leadership
within ECE settings as well as the knowledge, skills, beliefs, and attitudes of the practitioners
participating in the BSC.

The second phase of the project is designing and implementing an evaluation of the BSC
methodology embedded in professional development systems serving Head Start and child care
programs in multiple sites.

Early Care and Education Leadership Study (ExCELS) (2018-2023)

Leadership is widely recognized as an essential driver of organizational performance and
improvement, but little is known about its role in driving quality of early childhood programs
and desired outcomes for staff and families. The Early Care and Education Leadership Study
(ExCELS) seeks to fill the definitional and measurement gaps to help the early childhood field
understand how effective leaders can improve quality experiences for families in early care and
education (ECE) settings. The project will identify the key features of effective ECE leadership
and highlight gaps in our understanding. The project conducted a research literature review;
constructed a theory of change that shows how ECE leaders can act as change agents for quality
improvement; and developed a compendium of existing measures aligned with the theory of
change to identify measurement gaps. The project is developing a short form instrument to
examine key ECE leadership constructs in center-based settings, identifying promising
leadership quality improvement initiatives and methods of evaluating them, and conducting a
descriptive study in 100 centers that receive funding from Head Start or the Child Care and
Development Fund.

Early Childhood Training and Technical Assistance Cross-Systems Evaluation (2015-2022)

This utilization-focused evaluation of ACF’s Early Childhood Training and Technical Assistance
System (T/TA System) aims to inform ongoing improvement of the T/TA System and to support
the evaluation activities of T/TA system stakeholders. The project includes a comprehensive
literature review, cross-system evaluation studies, and technical support for evaluation and
continuous quality improvement among ACF’s T/TA System stakeholders. Stakeholders include
federal agencies and ACF’s National T/TA network, such as the national centers and the
Regional T/TA network of T/TA developers and providers funded by the Offices of Head Start
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and Child Care.

Home-Based Child Care Supply and Quality (2019-2024)

The Home-Based Child Care (HBCC) Supply and Quality project is filling gaps in our
understanding of HBCC supply addressing challenges in defining and measuring quality in
HBCC settings. The following research questions are driving study activities: What are the key
drivers of HBCC supply?; What are the essential features and drivers of quality in HBCC, and
how should these features be measured?; and, What factors support or inhibit HBCC provider
participation in quality improvement efforts and in early care and education systems? The
project is addressing these questions by reviewing existing literature, quality measures and
indices, and data sets relevant to HBCC; developing a conceptual framework on quality in
HBCC; analyzing existing data on provider characteristics and experiences; and, developing a
research agenda and design reports to guide future research.

Infant and Toddler Caregiver Competencies (2017-2022)

Identifying the competencies (knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics) essential to a
given profession may offer a common language and lens for assessing job performance and
provide a clear structure for professional growth and development. The Infant and Toddler
Teacher and Caregiver Competencies (ITTCC) project examines existing efforts — across
states, institutes of higher education, professional organizations, and providers— related to
competencies of teachers and caregivers serving infants and toddlers. The ITTCC project has
explored approaches to the implementation and assessment of competencies and built a
conceptual foundation for measurement, research, and evaluation. In 2019, the ITTCC project
completed a scan of competency frameworks relevant to the teaching and caregiving of infants
and toddlers and a review of the literature examining what is known about the links between
infant and toddler teacher or caregiver competencies and outcomes in several areas (child,
family, teacher/caregiver, classroom, and/or provider). The ITTCC project also began designing
a research study to learn more about how competencies are being implemented and assessed on
the ground. The ITTCC project supports ACF in its efforts to improve the quality of care for
infants and toddlers in community-based child care and Early Head Start.

National Research Center on Hispanic Children and Families (2013-2023)

The National Research Center on Hispanic Children and Families is a cooperative agreement to
conduct research and provide research-based information addressing three priority areas: (1) early
care and education, (2) poverty reduction and self-sufficiency, and (3) healthy marriage and
responsible fatherhood, in order to inform ACF programs and policies supporting Hispanic families
and children. CCDF funds for research funds Priority 1 activities. The Center has three primary goals
across these priority areas: (1) advance a cutting-edge research agenda, (2) build research capacity,
and (3) implement an innovative communication and dissemination approach.

The National Research Center on Hispanic Children and Families has many research activities
underway to improve understanding of the experiences, needs, and assets of low-income Hispanic
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children nationally. Some of these projects are focused on ECE experiences of Hispanic children and
families, and other projects are addressing topics with great relevance to ECE needs and utilization,
such as family structure and family formation, housing complexity, and income stability.

National Survey of Early Care and Education 2019 (NSECE 2019) (2017-2022)

The National Survey of Early Care and Education (NSECE) of 2019 documented the nation's
supply of early care and education in order to deepen our understanding of early care and
education (ECE) and of provider's offerings and characteristics. The NSECE 2019 collected data
on nationally-representative samples of center- and home-based providers of child care and early
education and of the program staff working directly with children birth through age 5-years, not
yet in kindergarten. The NSECE also collected data from a nationally representative sample of
households with young children, to better understand their demand and utilization of child care
and early education for children under 13-years of age in the households. The study included
interviews in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. Analyses of data from the NSECE 2019
allows us to look at trends in supply and demand using data collected in 2012 and in 2019.
Products from those analyses will report on changes that have occurred since the
implementation of the NSECE of 2012 and that may be responding to policy and funding
initiatives that have been implemented during that 7-year period.

National Survey of Early Care and Education: COVID-19 Follow Up Study (2020-2022)

The NSECE COVID-19 Follow up Study collected data from center-based directors, listed and
unlisted paid providers, and the child care and early education workforce that participated in the
NSECE 2019 study. The follow up study addressed questions related to the experiences of care
and early education providers and workers during the COVID-19 public health emergency, and
during the aftermath of the pandemic. This data collection will provide a nationally
representative picture of the effects of the pandemic on child care and early education providers
and workers, a unique source of critical information for the Office of Child Care, Office of Head
Start, and ACF more broadly.
The study uses the 2019 NSECE data as a baseline against which the impact of the pandemic
will be measured. Data collection involved providers and workers, whether or not they are still in
ECE at the time of the follow up survey. The new data collected on child care and early
education programs and workers during the pandemic will be linked to the NSECE 2019 data
collected from the same programs and workers prior to the pandemic and analyzed to understand
the effects of COVID-19 public health emergency on the supply of child care and early
education for families with young children. The new data was collected at two time points- 6 to
7 months after the onset of the pandemic, and 12 to 13 months after the onset of the pandemic.
Key topical areas addressed by this new data collection include topics such as:

e Number and characteristics of providers who participated in the NSECE 2019 still in

operation in the fall of 2020 and the spring of 2021
e Differences in the services provided to children and families during the pandemic, ages of
children served, enrollment, hours of services, caregiving practices
e Reasons for closures, government policies, and other factors affecting the supply
e Challenges encountered by providers to be able to restore services
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e Access the supports to be able to stay in business and provide services

e Characteristics of workers who stayed or returned to their jobs caring for children and
conditions of their employment

e Health practices implemented in programs and supports for implementation

e Access of workers of resources offered through the CARES Act legislation and other
federal or state sources

e Mental health of caregivers during the pandemic and recovery period

National Survey of Early Care and Education of 2024 (NSECE 2024) (2021-2026)

The National Survey of Early Care and Education (NSECE) of 2024 is repeating the NSECE
surveys implemented in 2012 and 2019 with new cohorts of (1) child care and early education
programs and providers serving families with children from birth through age five who are not
yet in kindergarten; 2) the teachers and caregivers that work directly with young children; and
(3) households with children from birth through age 13. As with previous cohorts, these surveys
of center- and home-based providers (both listed and unlisted) and the workforce include
nationally representative information on the supply of child care and early education available to
families across all income levels, with attention to generating a robust sample of providers
serving low-income families of all racial, ethnic, language, and cultural backgrounds, in diverse
geographic areas. Providers include programs that do or do not participate in the child care
subsidy program, regulated, registered, or otherwise listed home-based providers, unlisted home-
based providers, and center-based programs (e.g., private, community-based child care, Head
Start, and state or local pre-K). The household survey of families with children ages birth
through age 13-years includes information about the characteristics of all adults in the family
and all the children, and will capture schedules of employment, training, and education of the
adults and schedules of care used by the children, including all forms of non-parental care in
centers and homes. In addition, the NSECE 2024 will provide information in a manner that
facilitates comparisons with data collected for the NSECE in 2012, 2019, and the two COVID-
19 follow up surveys conducted between Oct 2020 and February 2022, and will allow for
examination of the changing landscape of child care and early education programs during that
12-year period, and of the interactions of demand and supply/utilization of non-parental care.

Study of Coaching Practices in Early Care and Education Settings (2016-2022)

This contract is exploring how coaching practices are implemented and vary in early care and
education (ECE) classrooms serving children supported by Child Care and Development Fund
(CCDF) subsidies or Head Start grants. The project aims to advance our understanding of how
core features of coaching are implemented in ECE classrooms, how they may vary by key
contextual factors, and which are ripe for more rigorous evaluation. Tasks include establishing
an empirically supported conceptual model for how core features may contribute to desired
changes in teacher knowledge and practice, designing and conducting a descriptive study to
examine the occurrence and variability of coaching features in ECE classrooms, and conducting
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case studies to examine program or systems-level drivers of coaching and the features being
implemented.

Support for Analytic Capacity of NSECE Data (2015-2025)

This project works to enhance analytic capacity of the National Survey of Early Care and
Education (NSECE) data by providing analytic and technical support to facilitate the use of the
data. The project constructs new variables that can be disseminated as part of public-use and
restricted-use data sets to conduct secondary analyses; supports the use of restricted data from the
NSECE 2012, 2019, and COVID-19 Follow up studies; develops training and technical assistance
products and activities to help analysts and researchers use the data; and, responds to the needs of
ACF to conduct analyses of the NSECE data in order to inform its programs.

Tribal Early Childhood Research Center (2016-2025)

The Tribal Early Childhood Research Center (TRC) seeks to address gaps in early childhood
research with American Indian and Alaska Natives through partnerships with Tribal Head Start,
Early Head Start, child care, and home visiting programs. The goals of the research are: to
identify needs and/or develop effective practices for early childhood initiatives in Tribal
communities; to identify, validate, and/or develop culturally meaningful measures of program
practices and outcomes for AIAN families; to establish peer-learning communities and provide
training and professional development to facilitate interest and competencies in research relevant
to early childhood initiatives in Tribal communities. The TRC engages in pilot research with
AIAN communities and secondary analyses of existing data on AIAN children and families.

Understanding the Role of Licensing in Early Care and Education (TRLECE) (2019-2024)

This project seeks to strengthen the field’s understanding of the role of the early care and
education (ECE) licensing system in supporting ECE quality and outcomes for children, families,
and key stakeholders involved in the ECE licensing system (e.g., child care providers, licensing
agencies, state administrations). Features of licensing systems include, but are not limited to,
establishing licensing standards, practices to monitor provider compliance, pre-service and
ongoing health and safety training for child care providers, and training and management of
licensing staff to perform roles related to monitoring and ensuring compliance.

Project activities to assess the status of research and policy on licensing include analysis of
secondary data (e.g., national data sets, state licensing administrative data); primary data
collection with key licensing stakeholders; and design of studies to understand how policies and
administrative practices are related to key outcomes of interest to the Agency. The products
resulting from this project are designed to inform efforts by states, territories, and the Federal
Government in evaluating and strengthening ECE licensing systems.

Variations in Implementation of Quality Interventions: Assessing the Quality-Child
Outcomes Relationships (VIQI) (2016-2024)
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The VIQI study is testing how different levels and features of classroom quality relate to
children’s developmental outcomes. The study looks at the relationship of initial child care and
early education classroom quality to changes in observed quality and children’s outcomes,
through a rigorous experimental design.

Questions about the quality-child outcomes relationship are addressed in the context of an in-
depth implementation study to understand the conditions necessary to plan, install, and
implement an evidence-based intervention that will produce changes in structural, interactional,
and instructional quality, and child outcome. Classrooms include those in Head Start and
community-based child care programs serving children ages three through four, not yet in
kindergarten.
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