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Child care helps children, families, and communities prosper. Children in child care 
have the opportunity to learn and develop skills they need to succeed in school and in 
life. Parents with dependable child care have the support and peace of mind they need 
to be productive at work. And child care helps our nation stay competitive, with a 
stronger workforce now and in the future. Reliable child care is particularly important 
in this difficult economy for parents who are trying to get and keep a job, and for 
children who need stability when their families may be experiencing financial or other 
types of instability. Yet many families, especially in the current economy, struggle to 
afford the high price of child care. The average fee for full-time care ranges from more 
than $3,550 to more than $18,750 annually, depending on where the family lives, the 
type of care, and the age of the child.1 Child care assistance can help parents with these 
costs so that they can afford the care that they want for their children and that they 
need to remain employed.

Between February 2009 and February 2010, the majority of states did not have 
significant changes in the child care assistance policies covered in this report—income 
eligibility limits to qualify for child care assistance, waiting lists for child care assistance, 
copayments required of parents receiving child care assistance, and reimbursement rates 
for child care providers serving families receiving child care assistance. In those states 
in which changes occurred, some states moved forward on one or more policies, and 
others moved backward on one or more policies. Moreover, most states’ policies were 
still the same as, or fell behind where they were, in 2001.2

Although most states did not progress in their child care assistance policies, given that 
many states made cuts to other programs between February 2009 and February 2010 
in order to close budget gaps,3 it is noteworthy that most states’ child care assistance 
policies at least held steady. In most instances, this is because of the infusion of 
federal funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) passed in 
February 2009, which included $2 billion in additional funding for the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant (CCDBG) for FY 2009 and FY 20104 to help states provide 
child care assistance to low-income families and support activities to improve the 
quality of care.5 As states exhaust these funds, however, some are beginning or planning 
to make cuts to their child care assistance programs.

Trends in states’ policies between February 2009 and February 2010 are described in 
more detail below, but to summarize:

Six states increased their income eligibility limits for child care assistance  ♦
beyond what was necessary to adjust for inflation, and an additional thirty-two 
states increased their income limits sufficiently to keep pace with inflation.6 
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All but one of the remaining states kept their income limits the same. Still, in twenty-one states, the 
income limits in 2010 were lower as a percentage of the federal poverty level than in 2001.7

The number of states with waiting lists for child care assistance in 2010—nineteen—was the same as  ♦
the number of states with waiting lists in 2009. Among the fourteen states that had waiting lists and 
for which comparable data were available, the number of children on the waiting list decreased in 
eight states and increased in six between 2009 and 2010. The number of states with waiting lists in 
2010 was still lower than the number of states with waiting lists—twenty-one—in 2001. Among the 
ten states that had waiting lists in both years and for which there were comparable data, the number 
of children on the waiting list decreased in four states and increased in six between 2001 and 2010.

In about one-third of the states, families receiving child care assistance paid a lower percentage  ♦
of their income in copayments in 2010 than in 2009, and in all but a few of the remaining states 
families paid the same percentage of their income in copayments. Yet, in one-third to nearly half of 
the states, depending on income, families receiving child care assistance paid a higher percentage 
of their income in copayments in 2010 than in 2001. In about one-third to over half of the states, 
depending on income, families receiving child care assistance paid a higher percentage of their 
income in copayments in 2010 than the nationwide average percentage of income that families who 
pay for child care spent on that care.

Only six states had reimbursement rates for providers who serve families receiving child care  ♦
assistance at the federally recommended level in 2010, lower than the number—nine—in 2009, and 
less than one-third the number—twenty-two—in 2001. Approximately three-fifths of the states had 
higher reimbursement rates for higher-quality providers in 2010, but in nearly two-thirds of these 
states, even the higher rates were below the federally recommended level.

Looking AheAd: deveLopments since FebruAry 2010
While the ARRA funds helped most states at least maintain or in some cases improve their child care 
assistance policies, some states report that they plan to revert to previous policies or will no longer be able to 
hold off cuts if the ARRA funds expire and no additional child care funds are provided. Several states have 
restricted access to child care assistance or made other cuts to their programs since February 2010.

Two states that used ARRA funds to increase their income eligibility limits for child care assistance  ♦
between 2009 and 2010 have reduced or plan to reduce their income limits, although these states’ 
new income limits will still be higher than their 2009 income limits as a dollar amount.

Connecticut increased its income limit from 50 percent of the 2009 state median income  %

($39,405 for a family of three) in February 2009 to 75 percent of the 2010 state median income 
($61,556 for a family in three) in February 2010, but expects to reduce its income limit back to 
50 percent of the 2010 state median income ($41,037 for a family of three) in the coming year.
Wyoming increased its income limit from 185 percent of poverty %

8 in February 2009 to 250 
percent of poverty9 in February 2010, but reduced its income limit to 225 percent of poverty10 as 
of July 1, 2010.

Eleven states had or expected to have increases in their waiting lists for child care assistance  ♦
(Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Indiana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, and 
Pennsylvania), or expected to start waiting lists (Mississippi and Oregon), or to close intake 



NatioNal WomeN’S laW CeNter

State Child Care aSSiStaNCe poliCieS 2010       3

(Connecticut) due to continuing difficult economic and financial conditions, state budget cuts, and/
or the expiration of ARRA funding. For example:

Arkansas’s waiting list grew from 2,727 children as of February 2010, to approximately 15,000  %

children as of August 2010.
New Hampshire’s waiting list grew from 1,845 children as of April 19, 2010, to 2,359 children  %

as of July 15, 2010, with approximately twelve children being added to the list every business 
day.
New Mexico expects its waiting list to continue to grow because it has been placing all families  %

with incomes between 100 percent of poverty ($18,310 for a family of three) and the state’s 
income eligibility limit of 200 percent of poverty ($36,620 for a family of three) who apply for 
child care assistance on the waiting list since January 1, 2010.11

Oregon, which was providing child care assistance to families with incomes up to 185 percent  %

of poverty ($33,874 for a family of three) and had no waiting list as of February 2010, will only 
allow families who received Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) for at least one 
month in the prior twenty-four months to qualify for child care assistance as of October 1, 2010. 
Families enrolled in the child care assistance program prior to October 1, 2010 who have not 
received TANF for at least one month in the prior twenty-four months will lose their child care 
assistance as of December 31, 2010. In June 2010, the state reported that over 4,600 families 
would lose their child care assistance as a result of this change. The state will start a waiting list 
for families who apply for child care assistance but who do not qualify under the new rule.
Pennsylvania, which had 5,022 children on its waiting list as of February 2010, had cleared its  %

waiting list as of May 7, 2010. However, the state’s waiting list began growing again and had 
10,461 children on it as of September 2010.

Nine states that used ARRA funds to expand access to child care assistance for parents searching for a  ♦
job—by allowing parents searching for a job to continue and/or begin receiving child care assistance 
or by allowing parents searching for a job to receive child care assistance for a longer period of 
time—have reverted to their previous policies or plan to do so once ARRA funds expire.

Colorado is using ARRA funds to increase the amount of time parents can receive child care  %

assistance while searching for a job from thirty days to 180 days (in a twelve-month period). The 
expanded policy went into effect as of April 2009. The state will revert to the previous policy 
when ARRA expires.
Georgia is using ARRA funds for a secondary child care assistance program that allows parents to  %

continue receiving child care assistance while searching for a job. The program went into effect 
as of January 2010 and will end in its entirety on September 30, 2010. The primary child care 
assistance program does not allow parents to receive child care assistance while searching for a 
job.
Illinois is using ARRA funds to increase the amount of time parents receiving child care  %

assistance can continue to receive it while searching for a job from thirty days to ninety days. 
The expanded period for job search went into effect as of November 1, 2009 and will continue 
until September 2011, or as long as funds are available, at which point the state will revert to its 
previous policy.
Louisiana used ARRA funds from July 1, 2009, to December 31, 2009, to maintain a policy  %

that allowed parents to receive child care assistance while searching for a job for up to four 
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months. This policy ended as of January 2010 and parents are no longer able to receive child care 
assistance while searching for a job.
Missouri is using ARRA funds to allow parents to begin or continue receiving child care  %

assistance for up to eight weeks while searching for a job. This policy went into effect May 1, 
2010 and will continue while ARRA funding is available or until September 30, 2011, whichever 
occurs first. At that point, the state will revert to its previous policy, which allows parents 
receiving child care assistance to continue receiving it while searching for a job for up to only 
four weeks, and does not allow parents to qualify for child care assistance while searching for a 
job.
North Carolina used ARRA funds to expand the length of time parents receiving child care  %

assistance could receive it while searching for a job from sixty days under the state’s previous 
policy to six months under a temporary policy that became effective July 1, 2009. Under the 
temporary policy, the state also began allowing families not receiving child care assistance to 
qualify for assistance while searching for a job and receive it for up to six months. ARRA funds 
were used to support the temporary job search policy through May 31, 2010. Other funding was 
used to maintain the temporary policy until June 30, 2010. Any families applying for child care 
assistance after that date are subject to the previous policy (the temporary policy still applies to 
families who were receiving assistance as of that date).
South Dakota is using ARRA funds to allow parents to begin or continue receiving child care  %

assistance for up to two months while searching for a job. Once ARRA funds are exhausted, 
the state will revert to its previous policy, which allows parents receiving child care assistance 
to continue to receive it while searching for a job for up to only thirty days, and does not allow 
parents to qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job.
Utah is using ARRA funds for a separate child care assistance program that allows parents to  %

receive child care assistance for up to 100 hours while searching for a job. The state’s primary 
child care program does not provide child care assistance while a parent searches for a job. The 
separate program was implemented as of June 2009 and will end when ARRA expires.
Wyoming is using ARRA funds to allow parents to qualify for or continue receiving child care  %

assistance for up to sixty days while searching for a job. This policy went into effect as of June 
2009. The state will stop providing child care assistance to parents searching for a job when 
ARRA funds are expended.

methodoLogy
The data in this report were collected by the National Women’s Law Center from state child care 
administrators in the fifty states and the District of Columbia (counted as a state in this report). The state 
child care administrators were sent a survey in the spring of 2010 requesting data on policies as of February 
2010 in four key areas—income eligibility limits, waiting lists, parent copayments, and reimbursement rates. 
States were also asked to report any policy changes in each of the four areas, as well as any other major policy 
changes, they anticipated within the coming year. In addition to these questions, which were largely the 
same as in the previous year’s survey, states were asked about their policies for providing child care assistance 
to parents searching for a job. States were asked to identify their state’s most promising quality initiative and 
their most promising infant/toddler initiative as well; the information they provided about these initiatives 
will be included in a report that the Center will publish separately. The state administrators were contacted 
by Center staff for follow-up information as necessary.
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The 2009 data used in this report for comparison purposes were collected by the Center through a similar 
process and published in the Center’s September 2009 report, State Child Care Assistance Policies 2009: Most 
States Hold the Line, but Some Lose Ground in Hard Times. The 2001 data used in this report were collected 
by the Children’s Defense Fund (CDF) and published in CDF’s report, State Developments in Child Care, 
Early Education and School-Age Care 2001. CDF staff collected the data through surveys and interviews 
with state child care advocates and verified the data with state child care administrators. The CDF data 
reflect policies in effect as of June 1, 2001, unless otherwise indicated. The Center uses 2001 as a basis for 
comparison because it was, until this year, the year between the peak year for TANF funding for child care, 
FY 2000, and the peak year for CCDBG funding, FY 2002 (see the section below on funding for child care 
assistance).

The Center chose to examine the policy areas covered in this report because they are critical in determining 
whether low-income families can receive child care assistance and the extent of assistance they can receive. 
Income eligibility limits reveal how generous a state is in determining families who qualify for child care 
assistance,12 and waiting lists help reveal whether families who qualify for assistance actually receive it. Parent 
copayment levels reveal whether low-income parents receiving child care assistance are left with significant 
out-of-pocket costs for care. Reimbursement rates reveal the extent to which families receiving assistance may 
be limited in both their choice of child care providers and the quality of care those providers offer. Eligibility 
policies for parents searching for work reveal whether parents can receive child care assistance while seeking 
employment without disrupting their child’s child care arrangement.

Funding For chiLd cAre AssistAnce For Low-income FAmiLies
The primary source of funding for child care assistance is the federal Child Care and Development Block 
Grant (CCDBG) program. CCDBG funding was $5.044 billion in FY 2010.13 In addition, the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), passed in February 2009, provided an additional $2 billion in 
CCDBG funding for states to obligate in FY 2009 and FY 2010. Assuming $1 billion of these funds each 
year for FY 2009 and FY 2010, total CCDBG funding in FY 2010 was $6.044 billion. This amount was 
higher, in real terms, than the previous peak for CCDBG funding ($4.817 billion14 before adjusting for 
inflation, or $5.899 billion in FY 2010 dollars15), which occurred in FY 2002.

Another important source of child care funding is the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
block grant. States may transfer up to 30 percent of their TANF block grant funds to CCDBG, or use TANF 
funds directly for child care without first transferring the money. States’ use of TANF dollars for child care 
(including both transfers and direct funding) was $3.514 billion in FY 2009 (the most recent year for which 
data are available).16 Even without adjusting for inflation, the amount of TANF funds used for child care in 
FY 2009 was below its high of $3.966 billion in FY 200017 ($5.150 billion in FY 2010 dollars18).

As a result, total federal child care funding from CCDBG, ARRA, and TANF in FY 2010—$9.558 billion, 
assuming TANF funding for child care in FY 2010, a figure not yet available, was the same as in FY 
2009—remained below total federal child care funding in FY 2001 (just after the peak in TANF funding 
and just before the last peak in CCDBG funding) after adjusting for inflation—$10.178 billion in FY 2010 
dollars.19
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income eLigibiLity Limits
A family’s ability to obtain child care assistance depends on a state’s income eligibility limit. In analyzing 
this policy area, it is important to consider not only a state’s limit in a given year, but also whether the state 
adjusts the limit for inflation each year so that a family does not become ineligible for assistance because its 
income simply keeps pace with inflation.

Between 2009 and 2010, approximately three-quarters of the states increased their income eligibility 
limits as a dollar amount, while only one state decreased its income limit.20 Between 2001 and 2010, 
approximately nine-tenths of the states increased their income limits as a dollar amount. However, not all of 
these states increased their income limits sufficiently to keep pace with or surpass inflation. Even with the 
increases in income limits over the past year, over two-thirds of the states had income limits at or below 200 
percent of poverty in 2010.

Thirty-eight states increased their income eligibility limits as a dollar amount between 2009 and  ♦
2010 (see Table 1a). Six of these states increased their income limits beyond the amount needed to 
adjust for inflation and thirty-two of these states increased their income limits sufficiently to keep 
pace with inflation.21

Twelve states left their income eligibility limits at the same level as a dollar amount between 2009  ♦
and 2010, thereby keeping pace with inflation.

One state decreased its income eligibility limit as a dollar amount between 2009 and 2010. ♦

Forty-six states increased their the income eligibility limits as a dollar amount between 2001 and  ♦
2010 (see Table 1b). In nineteen of these states, the increase was great enough that the income limit 
was higher as a percentage of the federal poverty level in 2010 than in 2001. In eleven of these 
states, the increase was great enough that the income limit stayed the same, or nearly the same, as 
a percentage of the federal poverty level.22 However, in sixteen of these states, the increase was not 
sufficient to keep pace with the federal poverty level, so the income limit was lower as a percentage of 
the federal poverty level in 2010 than in 2001.

In four states, the income eligibility limit was lower as a dollar amount in 2010 than in 2001. In  ♦
one state, the income limit stayed the same as a dollar amount. In all of these states, the income 
limit decreased as a percentage of the federal poverty level, bringing to twenty-one the total number 
of states in which the income limit failed to keep pace with the increase in the federal poverty level 
between 2001 and 2010.

The income eligibility limit was above 100 percent of the federal poverty level ($18,310 a year for a  ♦
family of three in 2010) in all states in 2010. However, a family with an income slightly above 150 
percent of poverty ($27,465 a year for a family of three in 2010) could not qualify for child care 
assistance in thirteen states. A family with an income above 200 percent of poverty ($36,620 a year 
for a family of three in 2010) could not qualify for assistance in thirty-five states. Yet, in the majority 
of communities across the country, a family needs an income equal to at least 200 percent of poverty 
to meet its basic needs, including housing, food, child care, transportation, health care, and other 
necessities, based on a study by the Economic Policy Institute.23
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wAiting Lists
Even families who are eligible for child care assistance may not necessarily receive it. Instead, a state may 
place eligible families on a waiting list or may freeze intake (turn away families without adding their names 
to a waiting list). For some families, the wait for child care assistance may be months or longer, and some 
families may remain stuck on the waiting list without ever receiving assistance. Families on the waiting list 
are often left with few good options, as shown in several studies.24 Many of these families strain their limited 
budgets to afford the cost of stable, good-quality child care on their own while struggling to pay for other 
basic expenses, or use low-cost—and frequently low-quality—care because they cannot afford the care they 
would prefer for their children, or are left without reliable child care and as a result parents find it difficult to 
hold onto their jobs.

In 2010, over three-fifths of the states were able to serve eligible families who applied for child care assistance 
without placing any on waiting lists or freezing intake. Yet nearly two-fifths of the states had waiting lists 
or frozen intake for at least some families applying for assistance. The number of states with waiting lists or 
frozen intake in 2010 was unchanged from 2009, although more states’ waiting lists decreased than increased 
between 2009 and 2010. In addition, the number of states with waiting lists in 2010 was lower than the 
number of states with waiting lists in 2001.25

Nineteen states had waiting lists or frozen intake in 2010, the same number of states as in 2009, and  ♦
fewer than the number of states—twenty-one—that had waiting lists or frozen intake in 2001 (see 
Table 2).26

Eight states had shorter waiting lists in 2010 than in 2009, while six states had longer waiting lists.  ♦
In the remaining two states with waiting lists in both 2009 and 2010, it was not possible to compare 
the length of waiting lists based on the available data.

Four states had shorter waiting lists in 2010 than in 2001, while six states had longer waiting lists.  ♦
In the remaining five states with waiting lists in both 2001 and 2010, it was not possible to compare 
the length of waiting lists based on the available data.

copAyments
Most states require families receiving child care assistance to contribute toward their child care costs based 
on a sliding fee scale that is designed to charge progressively higher copayments to families at progressively 
higher income levels. Some states also take into account the cost of care used by a family in determining the 
amount of the family’s copayment. If states set copayments at levels that are unmanageable for the low-
income families receiving child care assistance, families may strain to afford their copayments, may fail to 
cover their copayments and leave their child care providers to absorb the lost income, or may be discouraged 
from participating in the child care assistance program altogether.

This study compares state copayment policies by considering two hypothetical families: a family of three 
with an income at 100 percent of the federal poverty level and a family of three with an income at 150 
percent of the federal poverty level.27 In about one-third of the states, families paid a lower percentage 
of their income in copayments in 2010 than in 2009, and in most of the remaining states, copayments 
remained the same in 2010 as in 2009. However, copayments were still higher as a percentage of family 
income in 2010 than in 2001 in one-third to nearly half of the states, depending on income.
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Although most states lowered or held steady their copayments between 2009 and 2010, many states still 
had relatively high copayments in 2010. In about one-third to over half of the states, depending on income, 
a family was required to pay more in copayments than the nationwide average amount that families who 
pay for child care (including those who receive child care assistance and those who do not) spent on child 
care—7.0 percent of income.28

In sixteen states, copayments for a family of three at 150 percent of poverty ♦ 29 decreased as a 
percentage of income between 2009 and 2010 (see Table 3a). In twenty-five states, copayments 
remained the same as a percentage of income. In only two states, copayments increased as a 
percentage of income. In three states, a family at 150 percent of poverty was eligible for child care 
assistance in 2010 but not 2009, and in five states, a family at 150 percent of poverty was not eligible 
in either 2009 or 2010.30

In nineteen states, copayments for a family of three at 150 percent of poverty ♦ 31 decreased as a 
percentage of income between 2001 and 2010. In ten states, copayments remained the same as a 
percentage of income. However, in seventeen states, copayments increased as a percentage of income. 
In two states, a family at 150 percent of poverty was eligible for child care assistance in 2001 but 
not in 2010, and in three states, a family at 150 percent of poverty was not eligible in either 2001 or 
2010.

In eighteen states, copayments for a family of three at 100 percent of poverty decreased as a  ♦
percentage of income between 2009 and 2010 (see Table 3b). In thirty states, copayments remained 
the same as a percentage of income. In only three states, copayments increased as a percentage of 
income.

In nine states, copayments for a family of three at 100 percent of poverty decreased as a percentage of  ♦
income between 2001 and 2010. In nineteen states, copayments remained the same as a percentage 
of income. However, in twenty-three states, copayments increased as a percentage of income.

In twenty-eight states, the copayment for a family of three at 150 percent of poverty was above $160  ♦
per month (7.0 percent of income) in 2010. In an additional five states, a family at this income level 
was not eligible for child care assistance.

In sixteen states, the copayment for a family of three at 100 percent of poverty was above $107 per  ♦
month (7.0 percent of income) in 2010.

reimbursement rAtes
States determine reimbursement rates for child care providers who care for children receiving child care 
assistance. States set a maximum level up to which they will reimburse providers, and a provider must 
charge private-paying parents a fee that is equal to or greater than this level to receive the maximum rate. 
Reimbursement rates may vary by geographic region, age of the child, type of care, and other factors. 
Reimbursement rates affect the resources child care providers have to maintain their businesses, pay salaries 
to attract and retain staff, keep their child-staff ratios low, and support facilities, materials, and supplies for 
activities that promote children’s learning. When reimbursement rates are low, child care providers lack the 
resources they need to offer high-quality care and high-quality providers may be discouraged from serving 
families who receive child care assistance.
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States are required to conduct surveys of child care providers’ market rates every two years, but are 
not required to set their rates at any particular level or update their rates regularly. Federal regulations 
recommend, but do not mandate, that rates be set at the 75th percentile of current market rates,32 a rate 
that is designed to allow families access to 75 percent of the providers in their communities. In 2010, 
only about one-eighth of the states set their reimbursement rates at the 75th percentile of current market 
rates, lower than in 2009, and substantially lower than in 2001, when over two-fifths of the states set 
their reimbursement rates at this recommended level.33 In 2010, many states’ reimbursement rates were 
significantly below the 75th percentile of current market rates.

When the state reimbursement rate falls short of the fee a child care provider charges private-paying parents, 
over three-quarters of the states allow child care providers to ask parents receiving child care assistance to 
cover the difference (beyond any required copayment). This approach may be intended to help child care 
providers avoid losing income, but it places a financial burden on low-income families whose very eligibility 
for child care assistance demonstrates that they cannot afford this additional charge.

Only six states set their reimbursement rates at the 75 ♦ th percentile of current market rates (rates from 
2008 or 2009) in 2010 (see Table 4a). This was lower than the number of states—nine—that set 
their reimbursement rates at this level in 2009 (see Table 4b). In addition, it was less than one-third 
the number of states—twenty-two—that set their reimbursement rates at this level in 2001.

Twenty-seven states updated their reimbursement rates in 2008 or more recently. ♦ 34 Only one state 
had not updated its reimbursement rates since 2001.

In twenty-one states, reimbursement rates for center-based care for a four-year-old in 2010 were at  ♦
least 20 percent below the 75th percentile of market rates (based on the state’s most recent market 
survey) for this type of care (see Table 4c).35

In twenty-one states, reimbursement rates for center-based care for a one-year-old in 2010 were at  ♦
least 20 percent below the 75th percentile of market rates (based on the state’s most recent market 
survey) for this type of care.36

Thirty-nine states allowed child care providers to charge parents receiving child care assistance the  ♦
difference between the state reimbursement rate and the fee that the provider charged private-paying 
parents if the state reimbursement rate was lower in 2010—the same number of states as in 2009.37

Approximately three-fifths of the states reimbursed child care providers that met higher-quality standards 
at higher reimbursement rates (tiered rates) in 2010.38 Some states had a single higher reimbursement rate; 
other states had progressively higher reimbursement rates for progressively higher levels of quality. Tiered 
reimbursement rates can offer child care providers encouragement and resources to improve the quality of 
their care. However, a small rate differential may not be sufficient to cover the additional costs entailed in 
meeting the criteria required to qualify for a higher rate, such as costs for increasing the number of staff in 
order to reduce child-staff ratios, recruiting and retaining staff with advanced education in early childhood 
development, training staff, upgrading facilities, and/or purchasing new equipment and materials. Yet, in 
nearly two-thirds of states with tiered rates, the highest rate fell below the 75th percentile of current market 
rates. In the majority of states with tiered rates, the highest reimbursement rate was also less than 20 percent 
above the basic rate.

Thirty-one states paid higher reimbursement rates for higher-quality care in 2010 ( ♦ see Table 4d).39
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Fourteen of the thirty-one states with tiered rates in 2010 had two rate levels (including the base  ♦
level),40 four states had three levels, six states had four levels, five states had five levels, and two states 
had six levels.

In approximately two-thirds of the thirty-one states with tiered rates in 2010, the reimbursement rate  ♦
for center-based care for a four-year-old at the highest quality level was still below the 75th percentile 
of current market rates (which includes providers at all levels of quality).

In twenty of the thirty-one states, the reimbursement rate at the highest quality level was  %

below the 75th percentile of current market rates.41 This includes eight states in which the 
reimbursement rate at the highest quality level was more than 20 percent lower than the 75th 
percentile.
In one of the thirty-one states, the reimbursement rate at the highest quality level was the same as  %

the 75th percentile of current market rates.
In ten of the thirty-one states, the reimbursement rate at the highest quality level was higher than  %

the 75th percentile of current market rates. This includes five states in which the reimbursement 
rate at the highest quality level was at least 10 percent above the 75th percentile.

The difference between the states’ lowest and highest reimbursement rates for center-based care for  ♦
a four-year-old ranged from 5 percent to 67 percent in 2010. There was no consistent relationship 
between the percentage difference and whether the highest rate was below or above the 75th 
percentile of current market rates.

In six of the thirty-one states, the highest rate was less than 10 percent greater than the lowest  %

rate. In four of these six states, the highest rate was below the 75th percentile of current market 
rates.
In twelve of the thirty-one states, the highest rate was 10 percent to 19 percent greater than the  %

lowest rate. In six of these twelve states, the highest rate was below the 75th percentile of current 
market rates.
In six of the thirty-one states, the highest rate was 20 percent to 29 percent greater than the  %

lowest rate. In all six of these states, the highest rate was below the 75th percentile of current 
market rates.
In seven of the thirty-one states, the highest rate was at least 30 percent greater than the lowest  %

rate. In four of these seven states, the highest rate was below the 75th percentile of current market 
rates.

eLigibiLity For pArents seArching For A Job
Child care assistance provided to parents searching for work can help parents who lose a job hold onto their 
child care until they find a new job. Parents looking for work often need child care so that they have time 
and availability for job interviews and other activities related to searching for a new job. Parents may also 
want to retain their child care while they are searching for work so it is available as soon as they find a new 
job, and so that their children have continuity in their care. Child care assistance for parents searching for a 
job is particularly important in today’s challenging economy.

All but four of the states allow families receiving child care assistance to continue receiving it while a parent 
searches for a job for at least some amount of time. Yet less than two-fifths of the states (eighteen) allow 
families to qualify for and begin receiving child care assistance while a parent is searching for work.42 Among 
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states setting a limit by the number of days, weeks, or months, the amount of time parents can receive child 
care assistance while searching for a job ranges from two weeks to six months.

Forty-seven states allow families receiving child care assistance to continue receiving it while a parent  ♦
searches for a job (see Table 5).

Two states allow families to continue receiving child care assistance until the end of the month in  %

which the parent lost his or her job, so the amount of time a parent has to search for a new job 
depends on when during the month s/he lost a job.
Three states allow families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches for  %

a job for up to a certain number of hours, including one state with a limit of 80 hours, one state 
with a limit of 100 hours, and one state with a limit of 240 hours.
One state allows families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches for a  %

job for up to two weeks.
One state allows families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches for a  %

job for up to twenty-one days.
Eighteen states allow families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches  %

for a job for up to either thirty days, four weeks, or one month.
Four states allow families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches for a  %

job for up to either forty days, forty-five days, fifty-six days, or six weeks.
Ten states allow families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches for a  %

job for up to either sixty days, eight weeks, or two months.
Six states allow families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches for a  %

job for up to either ninety days, twelve weeks, thirteen weeks, or three months.
Two states allow families to continue receiving child care assistance while a parent searches for a  %

job for up to either 180 days or six months.

Four states do not allow families receiving child care assistance to continue receiving it while a parent  ♦
searches for a job.

Eighteen states allow families not receiving child care assistance to qualify for assistance while a  ♦
parent searches for a job.

Three states allow families to receive child care assistance while a parent searches for a job for up  %

to a certain number of hours, including one state with a limit of 80 hours, one state with a limit 
of 100 hours, and one state with a limit of 240 hours.
One state allows families to receive child care assistance while a parent searches for a job for up to  %

two weeks.
Three states allow families to receive child care assistance while a parent searches for a job for up  %

to either thirty days, four weeks, or one month.
Three states allow families to receive child care assistance while a parent searches for a job for up  %

to either forty days, forty-five days, or six weeks.
Six states allow families to receive child care assistance while a parent searches for a job for up to  %

either sixty days, eight weeks, or two months.
Two states allow families to receive child care assistance while a parent searches for a job for up to  %

either 180 days or six months.
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One state permits localities to allow families not receiving child care assistance to qualify for  ♦
assistance while a parent searches for a job and receive assistance for up to six months (if funds are 
available).

Thirty-two states do not allow families not receiving child care assistance to qualify for assistance  ♦
while a parent searches for a job.

concLusion
Most states were able to maintain their child care assistance policies on income eligibility limits, waiting lists, 
parent copayments, and reimbursement rates between February 2009 and February 2010, due to help from 
ARRA funds. Yet, most state child care assistance policies have not improved since 2001. As a result, most 
states continue to fall short in their policies, particularly on reimbursement rates, which are so essential to 
ensuring low-income children have access to good-quality care that promotes their healthy development. 
Moreover, as states exhaust their ARRA funds, some are beginning to make cuts, or are considering cuts, to 
their child care assistance programs. Additional child care investments are essential to prevent such cuts and 
allow states to improve their policies, so that low-income families have help affording the reliable child care 
that parents need to work and children need to grow and learn.
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* indicates notes found on pages 18 and 19.

tAbLe 1A: income eLigibiLity Limits For A FAmiLy oF three 2009 And 2010 
Income limit in 2010 Income limit in 2009 Change in income limit 2009 to 2010

State As annual 
dollar amount

As percent 
of poverty        
($18,310 a 

year)

As percent of 
state median 

income
As annual 

dollar amount

As percent 
of poverty        
($18,310  
a year)

As percent of 
state median 

income
As annual 

dollar amount
As percent 
of poverty

As percent of 
state median 

income

Alabama* $23,808 130% 47% $22,320 122% 44% $1,488 8% 3%
Alaska* $46,248 253% 69% $46,248 253% 77% $0 0% -8%
Arizona $30,216 165% 54% $29,052 159% 53% $1,164 6% 1%
Arkansas* $28,345 155% 62% $28,345 155% 65% $0 0% -3%
California* $45,228 247% 70% $44,664 244% 71% $564 3% -1%
Colorado* $23,803-$54,108 130%-296% 37%-85% $22,880-$39,600 125%-216% 36%-62% $923-$14,508 5%-80% 1%-23%
Connecticut* $61,556 336% 75% $39,405 215% 50% $22,151 121% 25%
Delaware $36,624 200% 55% $35,208 192% 54% $1,416 8% 1%
District of Columbia* $45,775 250% 84% $40,225 220% 67% $5,550 30% 17%
Florida* $27,465 150% 49% $27,465 150% 50% $0 0% -1%
Georgia $35,200 192% 61% $26,560 145% 47% $8,640 47% 14%
Hawaii* $47,124 257% 66% $47,124 257% 66% $0 0% 0%
Idaho $23,184 127% 46% $23,184 127% 48% $0 0% -2%
Illinois* $36,624 200% 56% $35,208 192% 56% $1,416 8% 1%
Indiana* $23,256 127% 40% $22,356 122% 39% $900 5% 1%
Iowa* $26,556 145% 45% $25,524 139% 45% $1,032 6% 0%
Kansas $33,876 185% 58% $32,568 178% 57% $1,308 7% 1%
Kentucky* $27,468 150% 53% $26,400 144% 52% $1,068 6% 1%
Louisiana $37,896 207% 73% $35,244 192% 70% $2,652 14% 4%
Maine* $45,775 250% 81% $40,006 218% 75% $5,769 32% 6%
Maryland $29,990 164% 37% $29,990 164% 38% $0 0% -1%
Massachusetts* $39,207 214% 50% $37,526 205% 50% $1,681 9% 0%
Michigan $23,880 130% 38% $23,880 130% 39% $0 0% -1%
Minnesota* $32,944 180% 47% $32,167 176% 47% $777 4% 0%
Mississippi $34,999 191% 79% $34,999 191% 79% $0 0% 0%
Missouri* $23,520 128% 42% $22,620 124% 43% $900 5% -1%
Montana $27,468 150% 52% $26,400 144% 52% $1,068 6% 1%
Nebraska* $21,972 120% 37% $21,120 115% 36% $852 5% 1%
Nevada $43,248 236% 75% $41,640 227% 75% $1,608 9% 0%
New Hampshire $45,775 250% 61% $44,000 240% 60% $1,775 10% 2%
New Jersey* $36,620 200% 45% $35,200 192% 44% $1,420 8% 0%
New Mexico $36,620 200% 82% $35,200 192% 81% $1,420 8% 2%
New York* $36,620 200% 56% $35,200 192% 55% $1,420 8% 0%
North Carolina $37,476 205% 69% $36,684 200% 71% $792 4% -2%
North Dakota $29,556 161% 52% $29,556 161% 52% $0 0% 0%
Ohio* $27,468 150% 46% $35,208 192% 61% -$7,740 -42% -15%
Oklahoma* $35,100 192% 73% $35,100 192% 76% $0 0% -3%
Oregon $33,874 185% 60% $33,874 185% 62% $0 0% -3%
Pennsylvania* $36,620 200% 58% $35,200 192% 57% $1,420 8% 1%
Rhode Island $32,958 180% 47% $31,680 173% 48% $1,278 7% -1%
South Carolina* $27,465 150% 53% $26,400 144% 53% $1,065 6% 0%
South Dakota* $38,150 208% 70% $36,675 200% 69% $1,475 8% 1%
Tennessee* $31,044 170% 60% $30,312 166% 60% $732 4% 0%
Texas* $27,465-$44,524 150%-243% 52%-85% $26,400-$42,703 144%-233% 53%-85% $1,065-$1,821 6%-10% -1%-0%
Utah* $31,992 175% 58% $31,111 170% 58% $881 5% 0%
Vermont $36,600 200% 59% $35,484 194% 62% $1,116 6% -3%
Virginia* $27,468-$45,780 150%-250% 40%-67% $26,400-$44,000 144%-240% 40%-67% $1,068-$1,780 6%-10% 0%
Washington $36,624 200% 56% $35,208 192% 56% $1,416 8% 0%
West Virginia* $27,468 150% 58% $26,400 144% 56% $1,068 6% 2%
Wisconsin* $33,876 185% 54% $33,876 185% 56% $0 0% -2%
Wyoming* $48,175 263% 79% $34,968 191% 58% $13,207 72% 21%
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tAbLe 1b: income eLigibiLity Limits For A FAmiLy oF three 2001 And 2010 
Income limit in 2010 Income limit in 2001 Change in income limit 2001 to 2010

State As annual 
dollar amount

As percent 
of poverty        
($18,310  
a year)

As percent of 
state median 

income
As annual 

dollar amount

As percent 
of poverty        
($14,630 
a year)

As percent of 
state median 

income
As annual dollar 

amount
As percent 
of poverty

As percent of 
state median 

income

Alabama* $23,808 130% 47% $18,048 123% 41% $5,760 7% 6%
Alaska* $46,248 253% 69% $44,328 303% 75% $1,920 -50% -6%
Arizona $30,216 165% 54% $23,364 160% 52% $6,852 5% 1%
Arkansas* $28,345 155% 62% $23,523 161% 60% $4,822 -6% 2%
California* $45,228 247% 70% $35,100 240% 66% $10,128 7% 4%
Colorado* $23,803-$54,108 130%-296% 37%-85% $19,020-$32,000 130%-219% 36%-61% $4,783-$22,108 0%-77% 1%-24%
Connecticut* $61,556 336% 75% $47,586 325% 75% $13,970 11% 0%
Delaware $36,624 200% 55% $29,260 200% 53% $7,364 0% 2%
District of Columbia* $45,775 250% 84% $34,700 237% 66% $11,075 13% 18%
Florida* $27,465 150% 49% $20,820 142% 45% $6,645 8% 4%
Georgia $35,200 192% 61% $24,278 166% 50% $10,922 26% 11%
Hawaii* $47,124 257% 66% $46,035 315% 83% $1,089 -57% -16%
Idaho $23,184 127% 46% $20,472 140% 51% $2,712 -13% -6%
Illinois* $36,624 200% 56% $24,243 166% 43% $12,381 34% 13%
Indiana* $23,256 127% 40% $20,232 138% 41% $3,024 -11% -1%
Iowa* $26,556 145% 45% $19,812 135% 41% $6,744 10% 4%
Kansas $33,876 185% 58% $27,060 185% 56% $6,816 0% 1%
Kentucky* $27,468 150% 53% $24,140 165% 55% $3,328 -15% -2%
Louisiana* $37,896 207% 73% $29,040 205% 75% $8,856 2% -2%
Maine* $45,775 250% 81% $36,452 249% 75% $9,323 1% 6%
Maryland $29,990 164% 37% $25,140 172% 40% $4,850 -8% -3%
Massachusetts* $39,207 214% 50% $28,968 198% 48% $10,239 16% 2%
Michigan $23,880 130% 38% $26,064 178% 47% -$2,184 -48% -10%
Minnesota* $32,944 180% 47% $42,304 289% 76% -$9,360 -109% -29%
Mississippi $34,999 191% 79% $30,999 212% 77% $4,000 -21% 2%
Missouri* $23,520 128% 42% $17,784 122% 37% $5,736 7% 4%
Montana $27,468 150% 52% $21,948 150% 51% $5,520 0% 1%
Nebraska* $21,972 120% 37% $25,260 173% 54% -$3,288 -53% -17%
Nevada $43,248 236% 75% $33,420 228% 67% $9,828 8% 8%
New Hampshire $45,775 250% 61% $27,797 190% 50% $17,978 60% 11%
New Jersey* $36,620 200% 45% $29,260 200% 46% $7,360 0% -1%
New Mexico* $36,620 200% 82% $28,300 193% 75% $8,320 7% 7%
New York* $36,620 200% 56% $28,644 202% 61% $7,976 -2% -5%
North Carolina $37,476 205% 69% $32,628 223% 69% $4,848 -18% 0%
North Dakota $29,556 161% 52% $29,556 202% 69% $0 -41% -17%
Ohio* $27,468 150% 46% $27,066 185% 57% $402 -35% -11%
Oklahoma* $35,100 192% 73% $29,040 198% 66% $6,060 -7% 7%
Oregon $33,874 185% 60% $27,060 185% 60% $6,814 0% 0%
Pennsylvania* $36,620 200% 58% $29,260 200% 58% $7,360 0% 0%
Rhode Island $32,958 180% 47% $32,918 225% 61% $40 -45% -14%
South Carolina* $27,465 150% 53% $21,225 145% 45% $6,240 5% 8%
South Dakota* $38,150 208% 70% $22,826 156% 52% $15,324 52% 18%
Tennessee* $31,044 170% 60% $24,324 166% 56% $6,720 3% 4%
Texas* $27,465-$44,524 150%-243% 52%-85% $21,228-$36,516 145%-250% 47%-82% $6,237-$8,008 -7%-5% 3%-5%
Utah* $31,992 175% 58% $27,048 185% 56% $4,944 -10% 2%
Vermont $36,600 200% 59% $31,032 212% 64% $5,568 -12% -5%
Virginia* $27,468-$45,780 150%-250% 40%-67% $21,948-$27,060 150%-185% 41%-50% $5,520-$18,720 0%-65% -1%-17%
Washington $36,624 200% 56% $32,916 225% 63% $3,708 -25% -6%
West Virginia* $27,468 150% 58% $28,296 193% 75% -$828 -43% -17%
Wisconsin* $33,876 185% 54% $27,060 185% 51% $6,816 0% 3%
Wyoming* $48,175 263% 79% $21,948 150% 47% $26,227 113% 32%

* indicates notes found on pages 18 and 19.
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notes For tAbLes 1A And 1b: income eLigibiLity Limits
The income eligibility limits shown in the table represent the maximum income families can have when they apply for child care assistance. Some states  
allow families, once receiving assistance, to continue receiving assistance up to a higher income level than that initial limit. These higher exit eligibility 
limits are reported below for states that have them.

Changes in income limits were calculated using raw data, rather than the rounded numbers shown in the table.
Alabama: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $27,756. In 2009, the exit eligibility 

limit was $25,752 and in 2010, it was $27,468. 

Alaska: The Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend (PFD) payment, which the majority of families in the state receive, is not counted when 
determining eligibility.

Arkansas: The income limits shown in the table take into account a $100-per-month deduction ($1,200 a year) that is allowed for an adult 
household member who works at least 30 hours per week. It is assumed there is one working parent. The stated income limits, in policy, were 
$22,323 in 2001 and $27,145 in 2009 and 2010.

California: Under policies in effect in 2001, families who had been receiving assistance as of January 1, 1998 could continue doing so until their 
income reached $46,800 since they were subject to higher income guidelines previously in effect. Also note that two pilot counties (San 
Mateo and San Francisco) allowed families already receiving assistance to continue to receive it up to an income of $54,096 in 2009 and 
2010.

Colorado: Counties set their income limits within state guidelines. Also note that counties may allow families already receiving assistance to 
continue doing so after their income exceeds the county’s initial income eligibility limit for up to six months, if their income remains below 
85 percent of the state median income ($50,484 in 2009 and $54,108 in 2010). 

Connecticut: In 2009, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $59,107. In 2010, the state did not 
have a separate exit eligibility limit. 

District of Columbia: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $41,640. In 2009, the exit 
eligibility limit was $48,270, and in 2010, it was $51,101. 

Florida: In 2009 and 2010, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $36,620.

Hawaii: In 2001, the state allowed a 20 percent deduction of all countable income in determining eligibility, which is taken into account in the 
figure shown here. The stated income limit, in policy, was $36,828. The state no longer used the deduction in 2009 or 2010.

Illinois: In 2001, the state allowed a 10 percent earned income deduction in determining eligibility, which is taken into account in the figure 
shown here. The stated income limit, in policy, was $21,819. The state no longer used the deduction in 2009 or 2010.

Indiana: In 2009, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $29,916. In 2010, the exit eligibility 
limit was $31,128. 

Iowa: For special needs care, the income limit was $35,200 in 2009 and $36,620 in 2010. Also note that in some areas of the state a separate 
ARRA-funded scholarship program helps families with incomes between $26,556 and $33,874 pay for infant and toddler care offered by 
providers that are accredited by the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) or the National Association for 
Family Child Care (NAFCC) or that have a rating of a level three or higher under the state’s child care quality rating and improvement 
system. The scholarship program began in July 2009 and will end in June 2011 or earlier if the amount of funding available is expended.

Kentucky: In 2009, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $29,040. In 2010, the exit eligibility 
limit was $30,216. 

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

Maine: In 2009, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $45,340. In 2010, there was no separate 
exit eligibility limit.

Massachusetts: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $49,248. In 2009, the exit 
eligibility limit was $63,794 and in 2010, it was $64,103. Also note that, for special needs care, the income limit to qualify for assistance was 
$63,794 in 2009 and $64,103 in 2010, and the exit eligibility limit was $75,052 in 2009 and $78,415 in 2010. 

Minnesota: In 2009, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $45,855. In 2010, the exit eligibility 
limit was $49,963.

Missouri: In 2009, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $24,756. In 2010, the exit eligibility 
limit was $25,740.

Nebraska: For families transitioning from TANF, the income limit was $32,568 in 2009 and $33,876 in 2010. 

New Jersey: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $36,575. In 2009, the exit eligibility 
limit was $44,000 and in 2010, it was $45,776. 

New Mexico: For a period of time following August 1, 2001, the state lowered its income limit for non-TANF families to 100 percent of poverty. 
Parents whose child care cases were open prior to August 1, 2001 were not subject to this new income limit. 
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New York: A few small demonstration projects set the income limit at $44,880 in 2009 and $46,691 in 2010. Also note that data on the state’s 
policies as of 2001 are not available, so data on policies as of March 15, 2000 are used instead.

Ohio: In 2010, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $36,624. The state did not have a separate 
exit eligibility limit in 2001 or 2009.

Oklahoma: The income limit depends on how many children are in care. The income limits shown in the table assume that the family had two 
children in subsidized care. The income limit for a family of three with only one child in subsidized care was $29,100 in 2009 and 2010.

Pennsylvania: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $34,381. In 2009, the exit 
eligibility limit was $41,360 and in 2010, it was $43,029. 

South Carolina: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $24,763. In 2009, the exit 
eligibility limit was $30,800 and in 2010, it was $32,043. 

South Dakota: The income limits shown in the table take into account that the state disregards 4 percent of earned income in determining 
eligibility. The stated income limits, in policy, were $21,913 in 2001, $35,208 in 2009, and $36,624 in 2010. 

Tennessee: The state has a separate ARRA-funded child care scholarship program that provides assistance to low-income, working parents who 
have incomes up to $43,968, who are not receiving child care benefits through any other state program, and who are referred to the program 
by their child care provider. The scholarship program began April 1, 2009 and will end September 30, 2010; the state has not been accepting 
new children into the program since April 1, 2010.

Texas: Local workforce development boards set their own income limits within state guidelines. Some local boards allow families an extended year 
of child care assistance up to a higher income than the initial eligibility limit; however, this exit eligibility limit cannot exceed 85 percent of 
state median income. As of October 2010, the maximum income at which local boards can set their eligibility limits will increase to $46,658 
to adjust for the 2011 state median income estimate.

Utah: The income limits shown in the table take into account a monthly standard deduction of $100 ($1,200 a year) for each working parent, 
assuming there is one working parent in the family. The stated income limits, in policy, were $25,848 in 2001, $29,911 in 2009, and 
$30,792 in 2010. The state allows a deduction of $100 per month for the household for medical expenses as well. Also note that in 2009, 
families already receiving assistance could remain eligible up to a stated income limit of $37,388. In 2010, the exit eligibility limit was 
$38,496. The income limit to qualify for special needs care was $45,396 in 2009 and $46,740 in 2010.

Virginia: The state has different income limits for different regions of the state. In 2001, the state had three separate regional income limits, which 
for a family of three were: $21,948, $23,400, and $27,060. In 2009, the state had four separate regional income limits: $26,400, $28,164, 
$32,568, and $44,000. In 2010, the state also had four separate regional income limits: $27,468, $29,304, $33,876, and $45,780. 

West Virginia: In 2009, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $32,556. In 2010, the exit 
eligibility limit was $33,876.

Wisconsin: In 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $29,256. In 2009 and 2010, the exit 
eligibility limit was $36,624.

Wyoming: The income limits shown in the table for 2009 and 2010 take into account a standard deduction of $200 per month ($2,400 a year) 
for each working parent, assuming there is one working parent in the family. The stated income limits, in policy, were $32,568 in 2009 and 
$45,775 in 2010. Also note that, in 2001, families already receiving assistance could continue doing so until their income reached $27,060. 
In 2009, the stated exit eligibility limit was $35,200. The state did not have a separate exit eligibility limit in 2010. As of July 1, 2010, the 
stated income limit to qualify for assistance was decreased to $41,198 (225 percent of poverty).
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tAbLe 2: wAiting Lists For chiLd cAre AssistAnce 
State Number of children or families on 

waiting lists as of early 2010
Number of children or families on 

waiting lists as of early 2009
Number of children or families on 
waiting lists as of December 2001

Alabama* 6,682 children 9,682 children 5,089 children
Alaska No waiting list No waiting list 588 children
Arizona 11,391 children 178 children No waiting list
Arkansas 2,727 children 3,001 children 8,000 children
California* 194,460 children 220,069 children 280,000 children (estimated)
Colorado* 1,455 children No waiting list Waiting lists at county level
Connecticut No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Delaware No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
District of Columbia* No waiting list No waiting list 9,124 children
Florida* 66,947 children 57,671 children 46,800 children
Georgia No waiting list 2,992 children 16,099 children
Hawaii No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Idaho No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Illinois No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Indiana* 11,622 children 9,629 children 11,958 children
Iowa No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Kansas No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Kentucky No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Louisiana No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Maine No waiting list 867 children 2,000 children
Maryland No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Massachusetts 22,426 children 20,694 children 18,000 children
Michigan No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Minnesota* 3,728 families 7,787 families 4,735 children
Mississippi No waiting list 6,667 children 10,422 children
Missouri No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Montana No waiting list No waiting list Varies by resource and referral district
Nebraska No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Nevada* 2,545 children 3,035 children No waiting list
New Hampshire* 1,845 children No waiting list No waiting list
New Jersey* 2,931 children 6,185 children 9,800 children
New Mexico 1,216 children No waiting list No waiting list
New York* Waiting lists at county level Waiting lists at county level Waiting lists at county level
North Carolina 37,929 children 23,288 children 25,363 children
North Dakota No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Ohio No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Oklahoma No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Oregon No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Pennsylvania 5,022 children 15,446 children 540 children
Rhode Island No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
South Carolina No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
South Dakota No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Tennessee* Frozen intake Frozen intake 9,388 children (and frozen intake)
Texas* 11,572 children 25,049 children 36,799 children
Utah No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Vermont No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Virginia* 9,670 children 8,157 children 4,255 children
Washington No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
West Virginia No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Wisconsin No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list
Wyoming No waiting list No waiting list No waiting list

* indicates notes found on page 21.
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notes For tAbLe 2: wAiting Lists For chiLd cAre AssistAnce
Alabama: Data for December 2001 are not available so data from November of that year are used instead.

California: The waiting list total for 2001 is an estimated figure. The waiting list total for 2009 reflects data as of September 30, 2008. The waiting 
list total for 2010 is from June 2009.

Colorado: Waiting lists are kept at the county level, rather than at the state level. Four counties had waiting lists in 2001, but data on the total 
number of children on waiting lists in counties that had them are not available. In addition, four counties had frozen intake in 2001. No 
counties had waiting lists February 2009. The waiting list total for 2010 is the total of reported county waiting lists.

District of Columbia: The waiting list total for 2001 may include some children living in the wider metropolitan area that encompasses parts of 
Maryland and Virginia.

Florida: The waiting list total for 2009 is from April of that year. The waiting list total for 2010 reflects data as of March 31, 2010. 

Indiana: In addition to the waiting list, some counties froze intake in 2001.

Minnesota: The waiting list total for 2009 is from January of that year. The waiting list total for 2010 is from March of that year. 

Nevada: The waiting list went into effect as of July 1, 2008.

New Hampshire: The waiting list total for 2010 reflects data as of April 19, 2010.

New Jersey: Data for 2001 are not available, so data from March 2002 are used instead. The waiting list total for 2010 reflects data as of April 22, 
2010. 

New York: Waiting lists are kept at the county level and statewide data are not available. Each county also has the authority to freeze intake and 
stop adding names to its waiting list.

Tennessee: When the state reported its data in 2001, the state had frozen intake for families not in the TANF or Transitional Child Care programs. 
The waiting list total for 2001 represents the number of children on the waiting list when intake was closed. The state did not provide a 
similar number for 2009 or 2010, when intake was also frozen. The state only provides child care assistance to families with a connection to 
the TANF program, teenage parents in school, and caretakers in TANF child-only cases who are employed full time.

Texas: Local workforce development boards maintain waiting lists. The totals in the table represent the aggregate number of children on waiting 
lists across all boards. The waiting list total for 2010 is from March of that year. In addition, some boards have frozen intake. 

Virginia: Data for December 2001 are not available, so data from January of that year are used instead.
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tAbLe 3A: pArent copAyments For A FAmiLy oF three  
with An income At 150 percent oF poverty And one chiLd in cAre 

Monthly fee in 2010 Monthly fee in 2009 Monthly fee in 2001 Change 2009 to 2010 Change 2001 to 2010
State As a dollar 

amount
As a percent  

of income
As a dollar 

amount
As a percent 

of income
As a dollar 

amount
As a percent 

of income
In dollar 
amount

In percent of 
income

In dollar 
amount

In percent of 
income

Alabama $197 9% Not eligible Not eligible $215 12% N/A N/A -$18 -3%
Alaska $67 3% $67 3% $71 4% $0 0% -$4 -1%
Arizona $152 7% $217 9% $217 12% -$65 -3% -$65 -5%
Arkansas $407 18% $407 18% $224 12% $0 0% $183 6%
California $87 4% $87 4% $0 0% $0 0% $87 4%
Colorado $155 7% $253 11% $185 10% -$98 -4% -$30 -3%
Connecticut $137 6% $137 6% $110 6% $0 0% $27 0%
Delaware $208 9% $229 10% $159 9% -$21 -1% $49 0%
District of Columbia $88 4% $124 5% $91 5% -$36 -2% -$3 -1%
Florida* $173 8% $173 8% $104 6% $0 0% $69 2%
Georgia $190 8% Not eligible Not eligible $139 8% N/A N/A $51 1%
Hawaii $405 18% $68 3% $38 2% $338 15% $367 16%
Idaho Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible N/A N/A N/A N/A
Illinois $186 8% $186 8% $134 7% $0 0% $52 1%
Indiana* $170 7% $207 9% $154 8% -$37 -2% $16 -1%
Iowa* Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible N/A N/A N/A N/A
Kansas $88 4% $207 9% $162 9% -$119 -5% -$74 -5%
Kentucky $242 11% $242 11% $177 10% $0 0% $65 1%
Louisiana* $154 7% $231 10% $114 6% -$77 -3% $40 0%
Maine $227 10% $228 10% $183 10% -$1 0% $44 0%
Maryland* $313 14% $313 14% $236 13% $0 0% $77 1%
Massachusetts $195 9% $195 9% $160 9% $0 0% $35 0%
Michigan Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible $24 1% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Minnesota $74 3% $75 3% $53 3% -$1 0% $21 0%
Mississippi* $155 7% $155 7% $105 6% $0 0% $50 1%
Missouri Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible N/A N/A N/A N/A
Montana $227 10% Not eligible Not eligible $256 14% N/A N/A -$29 -4%
Nebraska* Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible Not eligible $129 7% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Nevada $149 7% $202 9% $281 15% -$53 -2% -$132 -9%
New Hampshire $309 13% $214 9% $2 <1% $95 4% $307 13%
New Jersey $51 2% $111 5% $133 7% -$60 -3% -$82 -5%
New Mexico $138 6% $144 6% $115 6% -$6 0% $23 0%
New York* $267 12% $288 13% $191 10% -$21 -1% $76 1%
North Carolina $229 10% $229 10% $159 9% $0 0% $70 1%
North Dakota $336 15% $336 15% $293 16% $0 0% $43 -1%
Ohio $200 9% $205 9% $88 5% -$5 0% $112 4%
Oklahoma $189 8% $189 8% $146 8% $0 0% $43 0%
Oregon $334 15% $334 15% $319 17% $0 0% $15 -3%
Pennsylvania $173 8% $173 8% $152 8% $0 0% $21 -1%
Rhode Island $113 5% $183 8% $19 1% -$71 -3% $94 4%
South Carolina $74 3% $87 4% $77 4% -$13 -1% -$3 -1%
South Dakota $172 7% $343 15% $365 20% -$172 -8% -$193 -12%
Tennessee $189 8% $186 8% $112 6% $3 0% $77 2%
Texas* $114-$251 5%-11% $205-$251 9%-11% $165-$256 9%-14% -$91-$0 -4%-0% -$51- -$5 -4%- -3%
Utah $204 9% $216 9% $220 12% -$12 -1% -$16 -3%
Vermont $224 10% $272 12% $123 7% -$47 -2% $101 3%
Virginia $228 10% $228 10% $183 10% $0 0% $45 0%
Washington $134 6% $170 7% $87 5% -$36 -2% $47 1%
West Virginia $54 2% $54 2% $54 3% $0 0% $0 -1%
Wisconsin $204 9% $204 9% $160 9% $0 0% $44 0%
Wyoming $68 3% $68 3% $98 5% $0 0% -$30 -2%

* indicates notes found on page 24.
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tAbLe 3b: pArent copAyments For A FAmiLy oF three  
with An income At 100 percent oF poverty And one chiLd in cAre 

Monthly fee in 2010 Monthly fee in 2009 Monthly fee in 2001 Change 2009 to 2010 Change 2001 to 2010
State As a dollar 

amount
As a percent 

of income
As a dollar 

amount
As a percent 

of income
As a dollar 

amount
As a percent 

of income
In dollar 
amount

In percent of 
income

In dollar 
amount

In percent of 
income

Alabama $78 5% $78 5% $65 5% $0 0% $13 0%
Alaska $15 1% $15 1% $14 1% $0 0% $1 0%
Arizona $43 3% $65 4% $65 5% -$22 -1% -$22 -2%
Arkansas $102 7% $102 7% $0 0% $0 0% $102 7%
California $0 0% $0 0% $0 0% $0 0% $0 0%
Colorado $253 17% $155 10% $113 9% $98 6% $140 7%
Connecticut $61 4% $61 4% $49 4% $0 0% $12 0%
Delaware $113 7% $100 7% $55 5% $13 1% $58 3%
District of Columbia $35 2% $49 3% $32 3% -$14 -1% $3 0%
Florida* $106 7% $106 7% $69 6% $0 0% $37 1%
Georgia $129 8% $130 9% $21 2% -$1 0% $108 7%
Hawaii $203 13% $0 0% $0 0% $203 13% $203 13%
Idaho $153 10% $153 10% $65 5% $0 0% $88 5%
Illinois $87 6% $87 6% $65 5% $0 0% $22 0%
Indiana* $0 0% $77 5% $0 0% -$77 -5% $0 0%
Iowa* $9 1% $20 1% $22 2% -$11 -1% -$13 -1%
Kansas $0 0% $58 4% $22 2% -$58 -4% -$22 -2%
Kentucky $132 9% $132 9% $97 8% $0 0% $35 1%
Louisiana* $77 5% $154 10% $49 4% -$77 -5% $28 1%
Maine $121 8% $122 8% $97 8% -$1 0% $24 0%
Maryland* $200 13% $200 13% $90 7% $0 0% $110 6%
Massachusetts $119 8% $119 8% $40 3% $0 0% $79 5%
Michigan $23 1% $23 1% $24 2% $0 0% -$2 0%
Minnesota $42 3% $41 3% $5 <1% $1 0% $37 2%
Mississippi* $80 5% $80 5% $47 4% $0 0% $33 1%
Missouri $110 7% $110 7% $43 4% $0 0% $67 4%
Montana $42 3% $61 4% $49 4% -$19 -1% -$7 -1%
Nebraska $0 0% $58 4% $30 2% -$58 -4% -$30 -2%
Nevada $25 2% $51 3% $0 0% -$26 -2% $25 2%
New Hampshire $80 5% $139 9% $0 0% -$58 -4% $80 5%
New Jersey $0 0% $77 5% $71 6% -$77 -5% -$71 -6%
New Mexico $62 4% $64 4% $47 4% -$2 0% $15 0%
New York* $4 <1% $21 1% $4 <1% -$17 -1% $0 0%
North Carolina $153 10% $153 10% $106 9% $0 0% $47 1%
North Dakota $252 17% $252 17% $158 13% $0 0% $94 4%
Ohio $101 7% $108 7% $43 4% -$7 0% $58 3%
Oklahoma $120 8% $120 8% $54 4% $0 0% $66 3%
Oregon $125 8% $125 8% $90 7% $0 0% $35 1%
Pennsylvania $65 4% $87 6% $65 5% -$22 -1% $0 -1%
Rhode Island $0 0% $31 2% $0 0% -$31 -2% $0 0%
South Carolina $48 3% $61 4% $43 4% -$13 -1% $5 0%
South Dakota $0 0% $10 1% $0 0% -$10 -1% $0 0%
Tennessee $90 6% $87 6% $39 3% $4 0% $51 3%
Texas* $76-$167 5%-11% $137-$167 9%-11% $109-$170 9%-14% -$61-$0 -4%-0% -$33- -$3 -4%- -3%
Utah $1 <1% $14 1% $36 3% -$13 -1% -$35 -3%
Vermont $0 0% $74 5% $0 0% -$74 -5% $0 0%
Virginia $152 10% $152 10% $122 10% $0 0% $30 0%
Washington $50 3% $50 3% $20 2% $0 0% $30 2%
West Virginia $38 2% $38 2% $27 2% $0 0% $11 0%
Wisconsin $78 5% $78 5% $61 5% $0 0% $17 0%
Wyoming $10 1% $10 1% $10 1% $0 0% $0 0%

* indicates notes found on page 24.
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notes For tAbLes 3A And 3b: pArent copAyments
For a family of  three, an income at 100 percent of  poverty was equal to $14,630 a year in 2001 and $18,310 a year in 2009 and 2010.

For a family of  three, an income at 150 percent of  poverty was equal to $21,945 a year in 2001 and $27,465 a year in 2009 and 2010.

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

Changes in copayments were calculated using raw data, rather than the rounded numbers shown in the table.
Florida: Local coalitions have flexibility in setting copayments; the copayments in the table reflect the maximum copayment levels allowed under 

state policy and used by a local coalition.

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

Iowa: A family with an income at 150 percent of poverty would be eligible for assistance if the family were using special needs care. For this family, 
the copayment in 2009 would have been $185 per month and in 2010, it would have been $174 per month. A family of three with an 
income at 100 percent of poverty that is using special needs care would have the same copayment as a family using basic care. Also note that 
no copayment is assessed for families with incomes under 100 percent of poverty.

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

Maryland: The state determines copayments based on maximum state reimbursement rates in the region where the family lives.

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

Nebraska: A family with an income at 150 percent of poverty would be eligible if the family were transitioning from TANF. In 2009, this family’s 
copayment would have been $176 per month and in 2010, it would have been $160 per month.

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

Texas: Local workforce development boards set their own copayments within state guidelines. Also note that parents participating in the TANF 
work program (Choices) and the Food Stamp Employment and Training program are exempt from the copayment.
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tAbLe 4A: stAte reimbursement rAtes 2010
State State reimbursement rates compared to market rates Year when rates  

last updated 
If state rate is lower than rate 

provider charges, is provider allowed 
to charge parents the difference?

Alabama 12th-51st percentile of 2009 rates 2009 Yes
Alaska* 50th/75th percentile of 2009 rates 2008 Yes
Arizona* 75th percentile of 2000 rates 2006 Yes
Arkansas* 75th percentile of 2007 rates 2006 Yes, for quality accredited
California 85th percentile of 2005 rates 2006 Yes
Colorado* Locally determined Varies by locality No
Connecticut 60th percentile of 2001 rates 2002 Yes
Delaware* 57%-74% of the 75th percentile of 2007 rates 2006 Yes
District of Columbia 75th percentile of 2004 rates 2006 No
Florida* Locally determined 2009 Yes
Georgia 50th percentile of 2005 rates 2007 Yes
Hawaii* At or below the 75th percentile of 2009 rates 2008/2010 Yes
Idaho* 75th percentile of 2001 rates 2001 Yes
Illinois* 25th-100th percentile of 2008 rates 2010 Yes, unless contracted
Indiana 75th percentile of 2007 rates 2007 Yes
Iowa 2% above the 75th percentile of 2004 rates 2008 No
Kansas 65th percentile of 2000 rates 2002 Yes
Kentucky 68th percentile of 2005 rates 2006 Yes
Louisiana* Below the 75th percentile of 2007 rates (except school-based) 2007 Yes
Maine 75th percentile of 2008 rates 2009 No
Maryland 51st percentile of 2005 rates 2010 Yes
Massachusetts* 20th-75th percentile of 2008 rates 2009 No
Michigan 50%-97% of the 75th percentile of 2009 rates 2009 Yes
Minnesota* 30th-42nd percentile of 2009 rates 2006 Yes
Mississippi* 36th-75th percentile of 2009 rates 2007 Yes
Missouri* 33rd percentile of 2008 rates 2008 Yes
Montana 75th percentile of 2009 rates 2009 Yes
Nebraska 60th percentile of 2009 rates 2009 No
Nevada 50th-65th percentile of 2004 rates 2004 Yes
New Hampshire 50th percentile of 2007 rates 2009 Yes
New Jersey* 30th-40th percentile of 2008 rates 2008 Yes, unless contracted
New Mexico 41%-97% of the 75th percentile of 2009 rates 2007 No
New York 75th percentile of 2009 rates 2009 Yes
North Carolina* Below the 75th percentile of 2007 rates 2007 Yes
North Dakota 85% of the 75th percentile of 2008 rates 2009 Yes
Ohio 35th percentile of 2008 rates 2009 No
Oklahoma 38th-87th percentile of 2008 rates 2009 No
Oregon 75th percentile of 2006 rates 2007 Yes
Pennsylvania* 40th-72nd percentile of 2007 rates 2007 Yes
Rhode Island 75th percentile of 2002 rates 2002 No
South Carolina 40th to above the 85th percentile of 2009 rates 2007 Yes
South Dakota 75th percentile of 2009 rates 2009 Yes
Tennessee* 45th-60th percentile of 2006 rates 2008 Yes
Texas* 23rd-88th percentile 2009 rates Varies by locality Yes
Utah Below the 75th percentile of 2009 rates 2007 Yes
Vermont Below the 75th percentile of 2008 rates 2010 Yes
Virginia* 25th-40th percentile of 2008 rates 2009 Yes
Washington* 17th-86th percentile of 2008 rates 2008 No
West Virginia* 45th-85th percentile of 2008 rates 2009 No
Wisconsin 75th percentile of 2005 rates 2006 Yes
Wyoming 75th percentile of 2008 rates 2008 Yes

* indicates notes found on pages 29 and 30.
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tAbLe 4b: stAte reimbursement rAtes compAred to 
the 75th percentiLe oF current mArket rAtes  
2010, 2009, And 2001 

Rates equal to or above the 75th percentile of current market rates….
State In 2010? In 2009? In 2001?
Alabama No No Yes
Alaska* No No No
Arizona No No No
Arkansas* Yes Yes Yes
California No No Yes
Colorado* No No Yes
Connecticut No No No
Delaware No No No
District of Columbia No No No
Florida* No No Yes
Georgia No No No
Hawaii No Yes No
Idaho No No Yes
Illinois* No No No
Indiana No Yes Yes
Iowa No No No
Kansas No No No
Kentucky No No Yes
Louisiana* No No Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes
Maryland No No Yes
Massachusetts* No No No
Michigan No No No
Minnesota No No Yes
Mississippi* No No Yes
Missouri No No No
Montana* Yes Yes No
Nebraska No No No
Nevada No No Yes
New Hampshire No No No
New Jersey* No No No
New Mexico No No No
New York Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina* No No No
North Dakota No No Yes
Ohio No No No
Oklahoma No No No
Oregon No No No
Pennsylvania* No No No
Rhode Island No No Yes
South Carolina No Yes No
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee No No No
Texas* No No Yes
Utah No No No
Vermont No No No
Virginia No No No
Washington* No No No
West Virginia* No No Yes
Wisconsin No No Yes
Wyoming Yes Yes Yes

* indicates notes found on pages 29 and 30.
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tAbLe 4c: stAte reimbursement rAte Amount in 2010  
compAred to mArket rAte Amount For chiLd cAre centers

Center care for a four-year-old Center care for a one-year-old

State City/county/region* 
Monthly state 

reimbursement 
rate

75th 
percentile 
of market 

rate

Year of 
market 

rate

Difference 
between 
state rate 
and 75th 

percentile

Percentage 
difference 
between 
state rate 
and 75th 

percentile

Monthly state 
reimbursement 

rate

75th 
percentile 
of market 

rate

Year of 
market 

rate

Difference 
between 
state rate 
and 75th 

percentile

Percentage 
difference 
between 
state rate 
and 75th 

percentile
Alabama Birmingham Region $442 $559 2009 -$117 -21% $481 $615 2009 -$135 -22%
Alaska* Anchorage $645 $690 2009 -$45 -7% $790 $850 2009 -$60 -7%
Arizona Maricopa County $515 $780 2008 -$265 -34% $576 $901 2008 -$325 -36%
Arkansas* Little Rock/Pulaski County $457 $457 2007 $0 0% $552 $552 2007 $0 0%
California Los Angeles County $744 $787 2007 -$44 -6% $1,029 $1,228 2007 -$199 -16%
Colorado Denver $578 $953 2009 -$375 -39% $721 $1,097 2009 -$376 -34%
Connecticut North Central Region $645 $993 2009 -$348 -35% $813 $1,230 2009 -$417 -34%
Delaware New Castle County $478 $782 2009 -$304 -39% $539 $1,018 2009 -$478 -47%
District of Columbia Citywide $632 $1,340 2008 -$708 -53% $862 $1,430 2008 -$568 -40%
Florida Miami-Dade County $403 $541 2009 -$139 -26% $442 $585 2009 -$143 -24%
Georgia Fulton County $493 $584 2009 -$91 -16% $558 $649 2009 -$91 -14%
Hawaii Statewide $675 $675 2009 $0 0% $1,395 $1,425 2009 -$30 -2%
Idaho* Boise Metro Area (Region IV) $492 $602 2006 -$110 -18% $594 $667 2006 -$73 -11%
Illinois* Metropolitan Region (Group 1A) $727 $922 2008 -$195 -21% $1,033 $1,199 2008 -$166 -14%
Indiana Marion County $693 $736 2009 -$43 -6% $814 $866 2009 -$52 -6%
Iowa* Statewide $561 $660 2008 -$99 -15% $696 $774 2008 -$79 -10%
Kansas Sedgwick County $444 $567 2008 -$123 -22% $661 $777 2008 -$117 -15%
Kentucky Central Region $473 $541 2008 -$68 -13% $540 $606 2008 -$66 -11%
Louisiana Statewide $385 $476 2009 -$91 -19% $407 $520 2009 -$113 -22%
Maine Cumberland $805 $805 2008 $0 0% $996 $996 2008 $0 0%
Maryland* Region W $532 $758 2009 -$226 -30% $844 $1,101 2009 -$257 -23%
Massachusetts Greater Boston (Region 6) $795 $1,150 2008 -$355 -31% $1,181 $2,032 2008 -$851 -42%
Michigan Statewide $487 $974 2009 -$487 -50% $731 $1,136 2009 -$405 -36%
Minnesota Hennepin County $859 $1,044 2009 -$184 -18% $1,154 $1,412 2009 -$258 -18%
Mississippi Statewide $312 $380 2009 -$68 -18% $339 $436 2009 -$97 -22%
Missouri St. Louis Metropolitan Area $348 $771 2008 -$423 -55% $596 $931 2008 -$335 -36%
Montana Billings Region $624 $624 2009 $0 0% $714 $714 2009 $0 0%
Nebraska Urban Counties $671 $736 2009 -$65 -9% $812 $866 2009 -$54 -6%
Nevada Clark County $498 $1,083 2008 -$585 -54% $606 $844 2008 -$238 -28%
New Hampshire Statewide $680 $767 2007 -$88 -11% $810 $953 2007 -$143 -15%
New Jersey Statewide $573 $844 2008 -$271 -32% $695 $1,100 2008 -$405 -37%
New Mexico Metropolitan areas $440 $728 2009 -$288 -40% $521 $786 2009 -$264 -34%
New York New York City $940 $940 2009 $0 0% $1,464 $1,464 2009 $0 0%
North Carolina* Mecklenburg $702 $853 2008-09 -$151 -18% $737 $988 2008-09 -$251 -25%
North Dakota Statewide $430 $506 2007 -$76 -15% $480 $565 2007 -$85 -15%
Ohio Large Metro Counties (Group F) $669 $890 2008 -$221 -25% $883 $1,031 2008 -$148 -14%
Oklahoma* Enhanced Area (Metro) Counties $438 $476 2008 -$38 -8% $601 $606 2008 -$5 -1%
Oregon* Region A $705 $800 2008 -$95 -12% $894 $987 2008 -$93 -9%
Pennsylvania Philadelphia $714 $736 2007 -$22 -3% $888 $888 2007 $0 0%
Rhode Island Statewide $680 $862 2009 -$182 -21% $814 $989 2009 -$175 -18%
South Carolina Statewide Urban Counties $476 $454 2009 $22 5% $528 $411 2009 $117 28%
South Dakota Minnehaha County/Sioux Falls $614 $614 2009 $0 0% $722 $722 2009 $0 0%
Tennessee* Top 21 Counties $515 $563 2008 -$48 -8% $598 $628 2008 -$30 -5%
Texas Gulf Coast Workforce Development Area $447 $679 2009 -$233 -34% $565 $926 2009 -$361 -39%
Utah Statewide $450 $516 2009 -$66 -13% $564 $710 2009 -$146 -21%
Vermont Statewide $561 $730 2008 -$169 -23% $594 $772 2008 -$178 -23%
Virginia Fairfax City/Fairfax County/Falls Church $827 N/A N/A N/A N/A $1,208 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Washington King County/Seattle Area $673 $969 2008 -$296 -31% $961 $1,365 2008 -$404 -30%
West Virginia Statewide $498 $498 2008 $0 0% $606 $644 2008 -$38 -6%
Wisconsin Milwaukee $779 $870 2008 -$91 -10% $1,005 $1,121 2008 -$117 -10%
Wyoming Statewide $540 $540 2008 $0 0% $603 $603 2008 $0 0%

* indicates notes found on pages 29 and 30.
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tAbLe 4d: stAte tiered reimbursement rAtes For center cAre For A Four-yeAr-oLd in 2010

State City/county/region* 

Number of 
tier levels 
(including 
base rate)

Reimbursement 
rate for lowest 

tier

Reimbursement 
rate for highest 

tier

Reimbursement rates 
between highest and 

lowest tiers

Difference 
between 
highest 

and lowest 
tiers

Percentage 
difference 
between 
highest 

and lowest 
tiers

75th 
percentile 
of market 

rate

Difference 
between 
rate at 

highest 
tier and 

75th 
percentile

Percentage 
difference 
between 
rate at 

highest tier 
and 75th 

percentile
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona Maricopa County 2 $515 $567 N/A $52 10% $780 -$214 -27%
Arkansas
California
Colorado* Denver 6 $578 $773 $619, $643, $706, $740 $196 34% $953 -$179 -19%
Connecticut North Central Region 2 $645 $677 N/A $32 5% $993 -$316 -32%
Delaware
District of Columbia Citywide 3 $632 $909 $771 $277 44% $1,340 -$431 -32%
Florida* Miami-Dade County 2 $403 $483 N/A $81 20% $541 -$58 -11%
Georgia
Hawaii* Statewide 2 $675 $710 N/A $35 5% $675 $35 5%
Idaho 
Illinois* Metropolitan Region (Group 1A) 5 $632 $759 $664, $696, $727 $126 20% $922 -$163 -18%
Indiana Marion County 2 $693 $762 N/A $69 10% $736 $26 4%
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky* Central Region 4 $462 $523 See notes $61 13% $541 -$18 -3%
Louisiana* Statewide 5 $385 $462 $397, $416, $437 $77 20% $476 -$14 -3%
Maine Cumberland 4 $805 $886 $821, $846 $81 10% $805 $81 10%
Maryland* Region W 4 $532 $671 $585, $633 $139 26% $758 -$87 -11%
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota Hennepin County 2 $859 $988 N/A $129 15% $1,044 -$55 -5%
Mississippi Statewide 2 $312 $339 N/A $27 9% $380 -$41 -11%
Missouri St. Louis Metropolitan Area 2 $348 $417 N/A $70 20% $771 -$353 -46%
Montana Billings Region 3 $624 $717 $686 $94 15% $624 $94 15%
Nebraska Urban Counties 2 $671 $736 N/A $65 10% $736 $0 0%
Nevada* Clark County 2 $498 $573 N/A $75 15% $1,083 -$510 -47%
New Hampshire
New Jersey Statewide 2 $573 $604 N/A $31 5% $844 -$240 -28%
New Mexico Metropolitan areas 5 $395 $527 $440, $465, $500 $132 33% $728 -$201 -28%
New York* New York City 2 $940 $1,081 N/A $141 15% $940 $141 15%
North Carolina* Mecklenburg County 5 $477 $702 $501, $641, $670 $225 47% $853 -$151 -18%
North Dakota
Ohio Large Metro Counties (Group F) 3 $669 $736 $703 $67 10% $890 -$154 -17%
Oklahoma* Enhanced Area (Metro) Counties 4 $292 $487 $373, $438 $195 67% $476 $11 2%
Oregon
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 4 $714 $779 $730, $762 $65 9% $736 $43 6%
Rhode Island
South Carolina Statewide Urban Counties 5 $390 $624 $455, $476, $580 $234 60% $454 $170 37%
South Dakota
Tennessee* Top 21 Counties 4 $429 $515 $450, $494 $87 20% $563 -$48 -8%
Texas Gulf Coast Workforce Development Area 2 $447 $474 N/A $27 6% $679 -$206 -30%
Utah
Vermont Statewide 6 $561 $786 $589, $617, $673, $730 $224 40% $730 $56 8%
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia Statewide 3 $498 $585 $541 $87 17% $498 $87 17%
Wisconsin Milwaukee 2 $779 $857 N/A $78 10% $870 -$13 -1%
Wyoming

* indicates notes found on pages 29 and 30.
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notes For tAbLes 4A, 4b, 4c And 4d: reimbursement rAtes
State reimbursement rates are compared to the 75th percentile of  market rates (the rate that allows families access to 75 percent of  providers in their  
community) because federal regulations recommend that rates be set at this level.

A state is considered to have rates that were based on current market prices if  the market survey used to set its rates was conducted no more than two 
years earlier (so, for example, rates used in 2010 are considered current if  set at the 75th percentile of  2008 or more recent market rates).

States were asked to report reimbursement rates and the 75th percentile of  market rates for their most populous city, county, or region. Monthly rates were 
calculated from hourly, daily, and weekly rates assuming the child was in care 9 hours a day, 5 days a week, 4.33 weeks a month. Differences between 
state reimbursement rates and the 75th percentile were calculated using raw data, rather than the rounded numbers shown in the table.

For states that pay higher rates for higher-quality care, the most common rate level (the level representing the greatest number of  providers) for each state 
is used for the data analysis in Tables 4a, 4b, and 4c, unless otherwise indicated. The rates analyzed in the tables do not reflect other types of  higher rates 
or rate enhancements, such as higher rates paid for care for children with special needs or care during non-traditional hours.
Alaska: Reimbursement rates are set at the 75th percentile of market rates for infant and toddler care and at the 50th percentile of market rates for 

all other categories of care. Also note that the state updated its reimbursement rates on March 1, 2010. 

Arizona: Reimbursement rates were set at the 75th percentile of 2000 market rates in 2006. On July 1, 2007, the state implemented a 5 percent 
increase in rates. On April 1, 2009, the state reversed this 5 percent increase and rates reverted to the level at which they had been set in 
2006.

Arkansas: Reimbursement rates have not changed since 2006; however, a market rate survey has been conducted each year and reimbursement 
rates still fall within the 75th percentile. Also note that only providers with state quality accreditation are allowed to charge parents the 
difference between the state reimbursement rate and the rate charged to private-paying parents.

Colorado: Each county determines its own reimbursement rates and whether to offer higher rates for higher-quality care.

Delaware: Providers are allowed to charge parents the difference between the state reimbursement rate and the private-pay rate under the Purchase 
of Care Plus option.

Florida: Reimbursement rates vary by local coalition; on average, reimbursement rates are 74 percent of the 75th percentile of market rates. In 
addition, counties may pay rates that are up to 20 percent higher than the basic rate for Gold Seal providers, a quality care designation 
authorized by the legislature tied to accreditation. Miami-Dade reimburses Gold Seal providers at a rate that is 20 percent higher than the 
basic rate.

Hawaii: Reimbursement rates were last updated for licensed care in 2008 and for license-exempt care in 2010. Also note that the state has higher 
reimbursement rates for accredited center-based care for children over age 24 months through the time the children are eligible to enroll in 
kindergarten or junior kindergarten (usually age five by the end of the calendar year, depending on the child’s birth date). The state does not 
have accredited rates for care for infants and toddlers or for family child care.

Idaho: Compared to the most recent market rate survey, from January 2008, reimbursement rates are at the 52nd percentile of market rates for 
child care centers and family child care homes and at the 48th percentile for group child care. Also note that Region IV includes Ada, Boise, 
Elmore, and Valley Counties.

Illinois: Reimbursement rates are not based on a percentile of market rates. Rates vary by age of child, type of care, and region of the state. Rates 
generally range from below the 25th percentile to above the 50th percentile of market rates, and in some areas of the state, exceed the 100th 
percentile. Reimbursement rates are reported for the Metropolitan Region (referred to as Group 1A), which includes Cook, DeKalb, DuPage, 
Kane, Kendall, Lake, and McHenry Counties. Also note that a provider that has a contract with the state is not permitted to ask families to 
pay the difference between the state reimbursement rate and the rate charged to private-paying parents.

Iowa: The state calculates reimbursements based upon units of care. A unit is a 5-hour block of time. The rates shown in the table are calculated 
assuming that if a family is using 9 hours of care, 5 days per week, 4.33 weeks per month, this would translate into 2 units of care per day for 
22 days per month, or 44 units per month.

Kentucky: The state has four star levels. The amount of the bonus at each star level—for four-year-olds, $7 to $11 per month for two-star 
providers, $11 to $15 per month for three-star providers, and $14 to $18 per month for four-star providers—depends on the percentage of 
children served by the provider who are receiving child care assistance. For all levels, a licensed or certified provider may receive, to the extent 
funds are available, $2 per day beyond the maximum rate if the provider is accredited. The highest rate shown in Table 4d assumes that the 
provider receives the maximum allowable bonus at the four-star level and is accredited.

Louisiana: Reimbursement rates for care for infants, toddlers, and children ages three and over in centers, family child care, and in-home care are 
below the 75th percentile of market rates. Reimbursement rates for children ages three and over in school-based programs are above the 75th 
percentile. Rates were last updated as of January 2007, except for the addition of rates for military providers on October 30, 2009. Also note 
that bonuses for higher-quality care are paid quarterly.

Maryland: Region W includes Anne Arundel, Calvert, Carroll, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties.

Massachusetts: Reimbursement rates are between the 20th and 75th percentile of market rates for center care and between the 35th and 55th 
percentile of market rates for family child care.
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Minnesota: Reimbursement rates for licensed centers are at approximately the 33rd percentile of market rates statewide (30th percentile in rural 
counties and 34th percentile in urban counties). Reimbursement rates for licensed family child care are at approximately the 40th percentile of 
market rates statewide (42nd percentile in rural counties and 37th percentile in urban counties).

Mississippi: Reimbursement rates for licensed centers are at the 51st percentile for infants, 49th percentile for toddlers, 56th percentile for 
preschoolers, 62nd percentile for school-age care during the summer, and 75th percentile for special needs care. Reimbursement rates for family 
child care are at the 36th percentile for infants, 65th percentile for toddlers, 64th percentile for preschoolers, 75th percentile for school-age care 
during the summer, and 42nd percentile for special needs care. 

Missouri: The state does not allow parents involved in the protective services system to be asked to pay the difference between the state 
reimbursement rate and the rate providers charge private-paying parents.

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

Nevada: The state has established four levels in its tiered reimbursement system, but only two are currently in effect. The first level is for all licensed 
centers and family child care homes. The fourth level is for all accredited centers and family child care homes, which receive a reimbursement 
rate that is 15 percent above the rate for licensed care. The second and third levels, which will pay 5 percent and 10 percent, respectively, 
above the rate for licensed care, have not been implemented yet.

New Jersey: The percentile of the market rate at which reimbursement rates are set depends on the age of the child and category of care. Also note 
that centers that have direct contracts with the state are not permitted to ask families receiving child care assistance to pay the difference 
between the state reimbursement rate and the rate charged to private-paying parents. Data on policies as of 2001 are not available, so policies 
as of March 2000 are used instead.

New York: Social services districts may set reimbursement rates for accredited programs that are up to 15 percent higher than basic reimbursement 
rates.

North Carolina: The state’s market rate survey differentiates between quality levels and the 75th percentile of market rates is obtained for providers 
at each quality level. Reimbursement rates were increased on October 1, 2007, for three-, four-, and five-star licensed facilities if the market 
rate survey data supported a change, but were not brought up to the 75th percentile of 2007 market rates. Rates for one- and two-star licensed 
facilities are based on 2003 market rate survey data. In Table 4c, the reimbursement rate for the most common rate level is compared to the 
75th percentile for that same quality level. In Table 4d, the reimbursement rate for the highest quality level is compared to the 75th percentile 
for that quality level.

Oklahoma: Enhanced Area Rates apply to 19 out of 77 counties in the state (Caddo, Canadian, Cherokee, Cleveland, Comanche, Creek, Garfield, 
Kay, Logan, McCurtain, Oklahoma, Ottawa, Payne, Pittsburg, Pottawatomie, Tulsa, Wagoner, Washington, and Woods).

Oregon: Region A includes the Ashland, Bend, Corvallis, Eugene, Monmouth, and Portland areas.

Pennsylvania: Reimbursement rates for center care for infants, toddlers, and preschoolers are set at least at the 62nd percentile of market rates for 
full-time care and the 58th percentile for part-time care. Rates for center care in counties with a concentration of young children in poverty 
are set at least at the 72nd percentile for full-time care and the 60th percentile for part-time care. Rates for group or family child care for 
infants, toddlers, and preschoolers are set at least at the 55th percentile for full-time care and the 50th percentile for part-time care. Rates for 
center, group, or family child care for school-age children are set at least at the 40th percentile.

Tennessee: Reimbursement rates are at the 60th percentile of market rates for infants, 50th percentile for toddlers, and 45th percentile and above for 
all others. The rates shown in the table apply to the 21 counties that meet the criteria for being paid the higher reimbursement rate (counties 
that were among the top 15 in average population in 2004 and/or among the top 15 in per capita income in 2002-2004). There is a separate 
set of reimbursement rates that apply to the remaining counties.

Texas: Local workforce development boards determine and update reimbursement rates at their own discretion. The average maximum rates across 
board areas range from the 23rd to the 88th percentile of market rates. Twenty-two of the 28 boards have updated reimbursement rates in at 
least one category of care within the last two years. Also note that providers are allowed to ask parents to pay the difference between the state 
reimbursement rate and the private-pay rate, unless specifically prohibited by the local board or when the parent is exempt from having to 
pay a copayment or the parent’s copayment is calculated to be zero.

Virginia: Reimbursement rates, depending on age group, are between the 35th and 40th percentile of market rates for center care and between the 
25th and 40th percentile for family child care.

Washington: Reimbursement rates for center care range from the 17th percentile of market rates for infants in Region 4 to the 60th percentile for 
school-age children in Region 3. Rates for family child care range from the 25th percentile for school-age children in Region 3 to the 86th 
percentile for infants in Region 2.

West Virginia: The percentile of the market rate for reimbursement rates varies by the type of care, age of child, and quality tier. Also note that 
policies as of 2001 are not available, so policies as of March 2000 are used instead.
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tAbLe 5: eLigibiLity For chiLd cAre AssistAnce  
whiLe pArents seArch For A Job 2010 

Parents receiving child care assistance  
when they lose a job 

Parents applying for child care assistance  
while searching for a job 

State Can they continue receiving 
assistance? For how much time? Can they qualify for assistance? For how much time?

Alabama No N/A No N/A
Alaska* Yes 80 hours Yes 80 hours
Arizona* Yes 60 days No N/A
Arkansas* Yes 45 days Yes 45 days
California Yes 6 weeks Yes 6 weeks
Colorado* Yes 180 days Yes 180 days
Connecticut* Yes 2 months No N/A
Delaware Yes 3 months No N/A
District of Columbia* Yes 3 months No N/A
Florida* Yes 30 days No N/A
Georgia* Yes 12 weeks No N/A
Hawaii Yes 30 days Yes 30 days
Idaho* Yes Until end of month No N/A
Illinois* Yes 90 days No N/A
Indiana Yes 13 weeks No N/A
Iowa Yes 30 days Yes 30 days
Kansas* Yes Until end of month No N/A
Kentucky Yes 4 weeks No N/A
Louisiana* No N/A No N/A
Maine* Yes 8 weeks No N/A
Maryland* Yes 30 days No N/A
Massachusetts* Yes 8 weeks Yes 8 weeks
Michigan No N/A No N/A
Minnesota* Yes 240 hours Yes 240 hours
Mississippi* Yes 60 days Yes 60 days
Missouri* Yes 4 weeks No N/A
Montana* Yes 30 days No N/A
Nebraska* Yes 2 months Yes 2 months
Nevada Yes 2 weeks Yes 2 weeks
New Hampshire* Yes 40 days Yes 40 days
New Jersey* Yes 90 days No N/A
New Mexico* Yes 30 days No N/A
New York* Yes 4 weeks Locally determined See notes
North Carolina* Yes 6 months Yes 6 months
North Dakota* Yes 8 weeks Yes 8 weeks
Ohio* Yes 30 days No N/A
Oklahoma* Yes 30 days No N/A
Oregon* Yes 30 days No N/A
Pennsylvania* Yes 60 days No N/A
Rhode Island* Yes 21 days No N/A
South Carolina Yes 30 days No N/A
South Dakota* Yes 2 months Yes 2 months
Tennessee Yes 30 days No N/A
Texas* Yes 4 weeks No N/A
Utah* Yes 100 hours Yes 100 hours
Vermont* Yes 30 days Yes 30 days
Virginia No N/A No N/A
Washington* Yes 56 days No N/A
West Virginia Yes 30 days No N/A
Wisconsin* Yes 4 weeks No N/A
Wyoming* Yes 60 days Yes 60 days

* indicates notes found on pages 32 and 33.



NatioNal WomeN’S laW CeNter

32 State Child Care aSSiStaNCe poliCieS 2010

notes For tAbLe 5: eLigibiLity For chiLd cAre AssistAnce whiLe pArents seArch For 
A Job
The table reflects policies that apply to families not receiving TANF; policies may differ for families receiving TANF.
Alaska: Parents may receive child care assistance while searching for a job for up to 80 hours in a 12-month period.

Arizona: Each parent in a family receiving child care assistance can continue to receive it while searching for a job for up to two 30-day periods or 
one 60-day period in each 12-month period. Only certain TANF participants can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job.

Arkansas: In addition to the 45 days a parent may receive child care assistance while searching for a job, a one-time extension of 15 consecutive 
calendar days may be granted if needed to secure employment. A handwritten statement listing job contacts or documentation of the job 
search must be provided in order to receive the extension. 

Colorado: The amount of time parents could receive child care assistance while searching for a job was extended from 30 days to 180 days (in a 
12-month period) as of April 2009 using ARRA funds. The state will revert to the previous policy when ARRA expires.

Connecticut: Payment eligibility can start up to 10 days prior to the start of employment.

District of Columbia: If a parent quits a job or terminates for cause, child care assistance is ended, but if a parent loses employment due to no fault 
of his/her own, child care assistance will be continued for up to 3 months from the effective date of termination from employment. Only 
parents in a structured job search program through TANF can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job. 

Florida: Local early learning coalitions, which administer the child care assistance program, may seek a waiver to the 30-day time limit and allow 
parents to continue to receive child care assistance while searching for a job for up to 60 or 90 days. Parents who qualify for unemployment 
compensation may continue to receive child care assistance for up to 6 months. Only TANF recipients can qualify for child care assistance 
while searching for a job; they are limited to 24 months of services.

Georgia: Parents can continue to receive child care assistance while searching for a job under an ARRA-funded secondary child care program. The 
program in its entirety will end September 30, 2010. Only TANF applicants/recipients can qualify for child care assistance while searching 
for a job.

Idaho: Parents searching for a new job can continue to receive child care assistance only during the month in which they lost their previous job. 

Illinois: The state is using ARRA funds to increase the amount of time parents can continue to receive child care assistance while searching for a 
job from 30 days to 90 days. This policy went into effect November 1, 2009, and will continue until September 2011, or as long as funds are 
available. When ARRA expires, the state will revert to the previous policy of limiting the time parents can receive child care assistance while 
searching for a job to 30 days.

Kansas: A parent receiving child care assistance must report the loss of a job within 10 days, and the caseworker must provide 10 days notice 
that the case will be closed. Cases always close the last day of the month. Only TANF participants can qualify for child care assistance while 
searching for a job and it must be part of the parent’s work program plan.

Louisiana: The state’s previous policy, in effect until January 2010, allowed parents to receive child care assistance for up to 4 months while 
searching for a job. 

Maine: Parents can continue to receive child care assistance for 20 hours per week for 8 weeks while searching for a job.

Maryland: Only TANF recipients can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job. 

Massachusetts: Parents can receive child care assistance while searching for a job for an additional 4 weeks (on top of the initial 8 weeks allowed) if 
they were laid off or there are other extraordinary circumstances. 

Minnesota: Parents can receive child care assistance while searching for a job for up to 240 hours per calendar year. TANF recipients can receive 
child care assistance while searching for a job for additional time if it is identified in the parent’s employment plan. 

Mississippi: Families can qualify for child care assistance for up to 60 days from the last day of the parent’s employment.

Missouri: As of May 1, 2010, parents applying for or receiving child care assistance can receive assistance for up to 8 weeks while searching for a 
job. This policy will be in effect while ARRA funding is available or until September 30, 2011, whichever occurs first.

Montana: Parents receiving child care assistance can continue to receive it while searching for a job if the child care agency has been notified of the 
job loss. 

Nebraska: Parents can receive child care assistance while searching for a job for up to 2 calendar months, with a possible extension.

New Hampshire: Parents can receive child care assistance while searching for a job for up to 40 days in a 6-month period.

New Jersey: Only TANF participants can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job; they can receive child care assistance for up to 4 
weeks of job search activities. 

New Mexico: Only TANF participants can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job; they can receive child care assistance for up to 
6 weeks.
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New York: For TANF participants, child care assistance must be maintained while a parent searches for a job for up to 2 weeks, or 4 weeks if 
child care arrangements would be lost if child care assistance was not continued. For families who are not participating in TANF, child care 
assistance may be maintained while a parent searches for a job for up to 2 weeks, or 4 weeks if child care arrangements would be lost if 
child care assistance was not continued. In addition, each local social services district may choose to provide child care assistance to parents 
searching for a job for up to 6 months (including those receiving and applying for child care assistance) as funds are available.

North Carolina: From July 1, 2009 until June 30, 2010, parents applying for or receiving child care assistance could receive child care assistance 
while searching for a job for up to 6 months. As of July 1, 2010, this policy ended for all new applicants and the state reverted to its previous 
policy, which limits the amount of time parents receiving child care can continue to receive it while searching for a job to 60 days and does 
not allow parents to qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job. 

North Dakota: Parents can receive child care assistance while searching for a job for up to 8 weeks in a calendar year.

Ohio: Parents receiving child care assistance can continue to receive it while searching for a job for up to 30 days if they are scheduled to return to 
work, school, or training within that timeframe. 

Oklahoma: Parents receiving child care assistance can continue to receive it while searching for a job if they have been receiving assistance for 
at least 30 days and will continue to use the same child care provider. Only TANF participants can qualify for child care assistance while 
searching for a job and it must be part of their employability plan; they can receive child care assistance for up to 4 consecutive weeks. 

Oregon: Only TANF participants can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job. 

Pennsylvania: Parents who lose a job voluntarily can continue to receive child care assistance during a 13-day notification period. A parent who 
loses a job involuntarily can continue to receive child care assistance for up to 60 days, in addition to the 13-day notification period. 

Rhode Island: Parents receiving child care assistance may continue to receive it for up to 21 consecutive days from the beginning of a period of 
temporary unemployment resulting from a job loss or transition between jobs. Rhode Island Works Program participants can receive child 
care assistance while engaged in activities required to comply with their approved employment plan.

South Dakota: The state’s standard policy allows parents receiving child care assistance to continue to receive it while searching for a job for up to 
30 days. The state is using ARRA funds to also allow parents applying for or receiving child care assistance to receive it while searching for a 
job for up to 2 months; this policy went into effect as of June 2009. 

Texas: Parents receiving child care assistance can continue to receive it while searching for a job for up to 4 weeks in a federal fiscal year. 

Utah: The state’s standard child care assistance program, Employment Support Child Care, does not provide child care assistance while a parent 
searches for a job. However, the Kids-In-Care Program, which is funded through ARRA, allows parents to receive child care assistance for 
up to 100 hours while searching for a job. Kids-In-Care began in June 2009 and will end when ARRA expires. TANF participants, who had 
previously been allowed to receive child care assistance while searching for a job, will still be able do so. 

Vermont: The amount of time parents can receive child care assistance while searching for a job can be extended.

Washington: Parents receiving child care assistance can continue to receive it while searching for a job for up to a 28-day period twice per year or 
a total of 56 days once per year. Only TANF participants can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job, and it must be part of 
the family’s plan. 

Wisconsin: If a parent loses a job, the family has 10 days before the authorization for child care assistance is ended. In addition, if the parent is 
laid off, but will be returning to work within 4 weeks, up to 4 weeks of child care assistance can be authorized. Only parents participating in 
Wisconsin Works or FoodShare Employment and Training can qualify for child care assistance while searching for a job.

Wyoming: The state is using ARRA funds to allow parents to receive child care assistance while searching for a job. This policy went into effect as 
of June 2009. The state will stop providing child care assistance to parents searching for a job when ARRA funds are expended.
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