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When a family qualifies for subsidized child care, that qualification is not open-ended; a family
is certified to receive the subsidy for only a certain period of time, during which they must
continue to meet eligibility criteria and are often required by States/Territories to report
interim changes in circumstances. In most places, the redetermination period has usually been
set at either 6 or 12 months, with families sometimes losing subsidies during the period due to
changes in circumstances affecting their eligibility. The establishment of these policies was
previously left up to the States and Territories. Now, the reauthorization of the legislation that
governs federally-funded child care subsidies has put in place a national-level policy requiring
redetermination periods of at least 12 months, with related rules covering situations when
income increases or families experience other changes that affect eligibility.! States and
Territories will need to change their policies to meet the new federal requirements.

Background

The Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) provides funding from the Child Care and
Development Block Grant (CCDBG) to the States, District of Columbia, and Territories to
administer child care subsidy programs for low-income families.” States/Territories must

! For information about how job losses affect eligibility, see “Reauthorization of the Child Care and
Development Block Grant: Changes to Job Search Policies.”

2 “States/Territories” is used throughout the brief to refer to the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. While not covered in this brief, the CCDF program also provides funding for the Tribes.
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comply with broad federal guidelines, including but not limited to establishing income eligibility
limits at or below 85 percent of state median income (SMI); setting the maximum age for
children at or below 12 years, or at or below 18 years if children have special needs; and
defining what activities qualify for assistance (work, education, training, etc.). Within the broad
federal guidelines, States/Territories are given discretion to establish many of the detailed
policies used to operate their CCDF programs.

The CCDBG Act of 2014 is the first reauthorization of the federal block grant since 1996. The
reauthorization of CCDBG emphasizes family-friendly eligibility policies, increased quality of
care, more explicit health and safety requirements for child care providers, and transparent and
accessible information about providers to help parents make informed decisions.? The Act
includes new requirements related to ongoing eligibility, including redetermination periods of
at least 12 months and ongoing eligibility during the redetermination period as long as the
family’s income does not exceed 85 percent of SMI. While many of the new policies went into
effect when the law was signed on November 19, 2014, some policies have later
implementation dates. For requirements without specified dates, the Office of Child Care set
September 30, 2016 as the implementation date. Additional guidance is provided to the
States/Territories through the CCDF Plan Preprint and program instruction memorandums from
the Office of Child Care.”

In this brief, we look at current State/Territory policies for ongoing eligibility as they are
addressed in the new legislation in order to understand what State/Territories are currently
doing and how those policies might have to change. We discuss three broad policy areas:
redetermination periods, income limits for ongoing eligibility, and family reporting
requirements. For each policy area, we provide an overview of the policy, a snapshot of
State/Territory policies prior to CCDBG reauthorization, and a description of how the policies
will have to change to align with the new requirements. Finally, we provide information about
additional resources for understanding State/Territory policies and CCDBG reauthorization.

The policies discussed in this brief are drawn from several resources. We use the CCDF
Policies Database to understand current State/Territory policies, and the CCDBG legislation, as
well as the CCDF Plan Preprint, to describe the federal policy requirements. The U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) has issued proposed regulations based on the
new law. In addition to providing information on how to implement the law, the regulations
may include additional requirements, within the CCDBG legislation, for States’/Territories’ child
care subsidy policies.

3 For more information about the new child care provisions and the full law, see the Office of Child
Care’s CCDF reauthorization resources webpage at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ccdf-
reauthorization.

* The CCDF Plan serves as a State’s/Territory’s application for funds by providing a description of the
program and must be submitted every three years.
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Policies Related to Ongoing Eligibility

Policies related to eligibility periods, ongoing eligibility requirements, and family reporting
requirements can impact how long families keep child care subsidies, which can also affect how
long a child can remain with the same provider. Additionally, policies related to entrance and
exit thresholds and how quickly families are phased off assistance once they no longer meet
initial eligibility thresholds can affect a family’s ability to provide continuous care for their
children.

Redetermination Periods

The redetermination period (sometimes referred to as a recertification period, reauthorization
period, or eligibility period) is the length of time after which a family’s eligibility for CCDF must
be re-assessed. In other words, the redetermination period is the number of months the family
can receive assistance before having to complete new documentation to show they are still
eligible for the subsidy. Unlike the Early Head Start and Head Start programs, which allow a
child who is determined to be eligible to stay in the program until the child exceeds the age
limit, the CCDF program ties eligibility to parental work or education and family income level.
Research suggests a positive relationship between longer eligibility periods and a family’s
longer subsidy retention.’

Redetermination periods prior to CCDBG reauthorization varied by State/Territory and
sometimes varied according to a family’s particular circumstances or eligibility group. As of
October 2014, almost half (25) of the CCDF programs used a redetermination period of less
than 12 months for most families (figure 1 and appendix table 1), with 24 States/Territories
using a six-month period and one State using an eight-month period. More than half of the
States/Territories (31) used a 12-month redetermination period. While the redetermination
periods specify the general requirement, States/Territories often set shorter periods in cases
where a parent’s approved activity (work, education, or training) is expected to last fewer
months. For example, a State/Territory might have a redetermination period of 12 months, but
if the parent indicates his or her training activity is only scheduled to last 6 months, the
State/Territory might set the redetermination period for that family at 6 months.

Under CCDBG reauthorization, all States/Territories are now required to use a minimum 12-
month redetermination period, meaning a family’s CCDF eligibility will last for at least a year
before it must be recertified. The 25 States/Territories that did not previously use a 12-month
redetermination period will have to implement at least a 12-month period to meet the new
requirements of the law.

> Adams, Gina and Jessica F. Compton. 2012. “Client-Friendly Strategies: What Can CCDF Learn from
Research on Other Systems?” The Urban Institute. http://www.urban.org/research/publication/client-
friendly-strategies-what-can-ccdf-learn-research-other-systems.
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FIGURE 1
State/Territory Redetermination Period Policies (2014)
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Source: CCDF Policies Database October 1, 2014 data.

Number of States/Territories

Policies Regarding Changes in Income during the Eligibility Period

Higher income limits for continuing eligibility (sometimes referred to as tiered eligibility) allow
families to remain eligible for subsidies even when their income increases above the initial
income limit. For example, in a State/Territory with an initial monthly income eligibility limit of
$1,250 for a three-person family and a continuing income eligibility limit of $1,500, a family of
that size must have income at or below $1,250 to initially qualify for assistance, but if that
family’s income increases above $1,250, the family can continue to receive a subsidy as long as
their income does not exceed $1,500. By establishing higher continuing eligibility thresholds,
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States/Territories allow families to work toward increasing employment and income without
losing their child care benefits.

As with redetermination periods, State/Territory policies for ongoing income requirements
also varied prior to CCDBG reauthorization. Under the previous block grant requirements,
States/Territories could set initial and continuing eligibility requirements at or below 85 percent
of SMI. As of October 2014, 16 States/Territories used higher income limits for continuing
eligibility. The maximum income families could have and continue to qualify for assistance
(whether or not the State/Territory had different initial and continuing eligibility thresholds)
ranged from 34 percent of SMI to 85 percent of SMI.® In the majority of States (42) the
maximum allowable income ranged from 46 to 75 percent of SMI. Four States had maximum
income thresholds below 46 percent of SMI, and only five States had income thresholds above
75 percent of SMI (figure 2 and appendix table 1).”

Under CCDBG reauthorization, States/Territories may continue to use income thresholds
below 85 percent of SMI when determining initial eligibility, but once a family qualifies for
assistance and begins their eligibility period, the States/Territories must continue to provide
assistance during the entire eligibility period as long as the family’s income does not exceed 85
percent of SMI and the family does not experience a permanent change in employment,
education, or training status. This is especially beneficial for families whose earnings fluctuate
during the year (such as those with seasonal employment) because they will no longer lose
assistance as the result of a small or temporary increase in income.

® The 2014 SMI figures come from the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)
Information Memorandum released in July of 2014, and also published in the Federal Register:
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/ocs/im liheap 05 fyl5 smi 072314.pdf.

’ This does not include the Territories because SMI figures were not available.
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FIGURE 2
State Ongoing Income Thresholds as a Percent of State Median Income (2014)
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Source: Income thresholds available from the CCDF Policies Database; SMI figures available from the Federal Register.

Interim Reporting Requirements

Throughout the eligibility period and prior to redetermination, families are often required by
States/Territories to report changes that might affect their eligibility. For example,
States/Territories might require families to report any changes in employment status or
income. In addition, how often families must report changes, how they are required to report
changes, and the level of documentation they must provide when doing so can all affect their
ability to continue receiving assistance. Policies that reduce interim reporting requirements
have the potential to reduce the workload of state or local agencies, as they will have to
process fewer changes that might have little or no impact on a family’s eligibility. Fewer
reporting requirements can also reduce the burden on families if they are able to submit
documentation less frequently or only report permanent changes in circumstances.

As with redetermination periods and income limits for ongoing eligibility, reporting
requirements prior to CCDBG reauthorization varied by State/Territory. As of October 2014, all
States/Territories required families to report at least some interim changes, with all but three
States/Territories requiring families to report changes in employment. All but four
States/Territories required families to report changes in income in at least some circumstances.
Of the States/Territories that required changes in income to be reported, thirty-four required
families to report all changes in income, whereas eighteen required families to only report
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changes over a certain amount. Appendix table 1 provides more detail about
States’/Territories’ interim reporting requirements for October 2014.

Neither CCDF reauthorization nor current regulations explicitly discuss interim reporting. As
States/Territories work to implement the longer eligibility periods and accommodate
fluctuations in income, they may also consider ways to reduce reporting requirements. While
the legislation does not focus on interim reporting requirements, it does outline requirements
for States/Territories to describe in their CCDF Plans their policies for simplifying the
redetermination process and outline how they will ensure parents’ employment and other
activities are not disrupted as a result of the process. For example, instead of requiring parents
to bring paper documentation to an agency office during business hours, a State/Territory could
allow families to report and verify eligibility information electronically. While the new law
requires States/Territories to reassess the reporting requirements for redetermination and
reduce the burden on families, States/Territories may have flexibility in establishing these
policies since the new law does not provide explicit requirements. However, more guidance or
additional requirements may be outlined in the new regulations.

Phasing Families Off of Assistance

The continuity of child care subsidies is affected not only by the length of the redetermination
period, but also by how quickly families are phased off of assistance once their income is over
the eligibility threshold but less than 85 percent of SMI. When a family’s income exceeds the
income limit and the family no longer qualifies for assistance, if the family immediately loses
subsidies and cannot afford the full rate charged by the provider, the family might need time to
make alternative child care arrangements. Gradual phase-out periods can help families make
new arrangements for child care, if necessary and help families avoid gaps in child care
arrangements.

Prior to CCDBG reauthorization, there was wide variation across programs in when services
could be terminated if a family was no longer eligible for the subsidy. As of October 1, 2014, in
the great majority of States/Territories (48), families were given a grace period between when
they were notified of the termination and when services were terminated, ranging from 5 to 30
days. Three States/Territories terminated subsidies retroactive to the date of the change in
eligibility status or upon notification of a change in eligibility status.

The new legislation requires States/Territories to include in their CCDF Plans policies for a
graduated phase-out of care at the end of the eligibility period when the family’s income
exceeds the State’s/Territory’s income limit, but the parents continue to participate in work,
training, or education activities and the family’s income is below 85 percent of SMI. While the
legislation specifically states that States/Territories cannot end the subsidy during the eligibility
period if the family’s income exceeds the State’s/Territory’s income eligibility threshold but
stays below 85 percent of SMI, it is unclear how States/Territories will set income thresholds at
the end of an eligibility period. In particular, it is unclear whether States/Territories will choose
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to terminate the subsidy at the end of the eligibility period if the family’s income remains below
85 percent of SMI but exceeds the State’s/Territory’s eligibility threshold.

Understanding State/Territory Policy Changes Going Forward

Over the next several years, State/Territory CCDF policies will change significantly as a result of
the reauthorization of the CCDBG Act. Policy changes that affect ongoing eligibility
requirements could result in changes in the numbers of eligible families and children at a given
point in time. For example, lower-income families, who are more likely to experience
fluctuations in their income, might be more likely to retain subsidies under policies that allow
for longer eligibility periods and higher income thresholds for families already receiving
assistance. A study using data from the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP)
found that over a nearly three-year period, low- and middle-income families experienced an
average of 2.6 “shocks”, or periods where their income increased or decreased more than 33
percent from their average income.? Lower-income families experienced more shocks on
average. Families receiving subsidies will now be able to stay on the program during the full
eligibility period even when their income changes, as long as their income remains below 85
percent of SMI.

While the new policies could result in significant changes in the number of children and
families who are eligible for assistance at a given point in time, it is unclear at this time how the
actual caseloads will change as States/Territories make decisions about how to implement the
new requirements and how other related policies might change. States/Territories will face
decisions about how to implement the new requirements, and how to fund the changes, as the
new law did not guarantee higher federal funding.’ Over the next several years, as
States/Territories revise their policies to come into alignment with the new law, additional
information about CCDBG reauthorization and guidance for States/Territories, how and when
State/Territory policies change, and how caseloads change, will be available through several
public resources.

= Resources from the CCDF Policies Database: The CCDF policies shown here are taken
from the CCDF Policies Database. The CCDF Policies Database tracks State/Territory
policies over time, with hundreds of variables tracking policies related to family
eligibility, application and wait list procedures, family copayments, provider

& Wolf, Sharon, Lisa A. Gennetian, Pamela A. Morris, and Heather D. Hill. 2014. “Patterns of Income
Instability Among Low- and Middle Income Households with Children.” Family Relations 63 (July 2014):
397-410.

® The law does include a 16 percent increase in authorized discretionary funds over six years, but this
increase must be allocated by Congress each year. For more information about the funding for CCDBG,
see the guide to reauthorization prepared by the Center for Law and Social Policy and the National
Women’s Law Center http://www.clasp.org/resources-and-publications/publication-1/ccdbg-guide-for-

states-final.pdf.
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reimbursement rates, and other provider policies. The Database is maintained by the
Urban Institute and funded by the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation within
the Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. The data are available for public use through annual published reports and
access to the full Database detail.'® This brief is one in a series of briefs on the
implications of CCDBG reauthorization on state child care subsidy policies. The other
two briefs describe the changes to requirements for eligibility during periods of job
search and the changes to requirements for legally unregulated child care providers.
Additionally, policy changes resulting from CCDBG reauthorization will be picked up as
part of future updates to the Database, with the data made available for public use.

= Resources from the Office of Child Care: Information on CCDBG reauthorization, as well
as information on CCDF caseloads and spending, can be obtained from the Office of
Child Care (OCC), within the Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services.

» CCDBG Reauthorization: OCC provides the statutory language of the Act, guidance
for States/Territories provided in the CCDF Plan Preprint, details on the timeline for
implementing the new requirements, and additional resources.*!

»  CCDF Statistics: OCC provides CCDF Statistics, including information on the number
and characteristics of children and families served, the types of provider settings
used, and State/Territory expenditures.12

= Resources from the Child Care Administrative Data Center (CCADAC): CCADAC, a
project run by Child Trends and funded by OPRE, supports the use of administrative data
to address policy-relevant early care and education research questions for state child
care administrators and their research partners.'® State/Territory leaders and
researchers may be interested in analyzing data to understand the effects of changes to
ongoing eligibility requirements. Analysis of administrative data is a cost-effective
means of assessing the intended and unintended outcomes of policies and
administrative procedures. Box 1, with information provided by CCADAC, provides
examples of questions that can be answered with administrative data and next steps

1% For more information about the CCDF Policies Database and access to the Database products, see
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/research/project/child-care-and-development-fund-ccdf-
policies-database-2008-2013 and http://www.urban.org/policy-centers/income-and-benefits-policy-
center/projects/ccdf-policies-database.

' For more CCDBG reauthorization information from the Office of Child Care, see
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ccdf-reauthorization.

12 CCDF statistics are available from OCC at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/ccdf-
statistics. CCDF expenditure data are available from OCC at
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/ccdf-expenditure-data-all-years.

3 For more resources on working with administrative data from CCADAC, see
http://www.researchconnections.org/content/childcare/understand/administrative-data.html.
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that States/Territories can take now to capture relevant information in their
administrative records.

BOX 1
Using Administrative Data to Understand Policy Changes Going Forward

What kinds of questions can be answered with administrative data?

Below are a few examples of questions that can be answered using administrative data:

= Family outcomes related to redetermination periods: What percentage of families leave
the subsidy program around the time of a required reporting event or redetermination,
even if they are still eligible? Are these percentages consistent across subgroups of
subsidy recipients (e.g., different income categories)?

= Qutcomes before and after a change in policy or practice related to redetermination and
reporting requirements: Using information from the CCDF Policies Database and
administrative records, are recent policy or practice changes in
redetermination/reporting requirements associated with longer subsidy spells and/or
greater continuity in families’ use of high quality care?

Next steps in using administrative data to address redetermination and reporting

= Building or maintaining longitudinal data systems: States/Territories that maintain
administrative data longitudinally can compare data over time to assess how
redetermination and reporting policies and practices might affect families’ experiences
with the subsidy program. Researchers may be interested in longitudinal variables, such
as the number of times a family has entered and exited the subsidy program or the
number of care arrangements and type of care a child receiving subsidies has utilized.

= Linking subsidy data to other data systems: Subsidy data can be linked to employment
data to see if longer redetermination periods, policies that offer graduated phase-out of
assistance, and less burdensome reporting requirements for families are associated with
greater employment stability or increased wages over time. Subsidy data can also be
linked to Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) ratings to see if longer subsidy
authorizations are associated with more consistent use of high-quality providers.

Box 1 Source: This information was developed as part of the Child Care Administrative Data Analysis
Center (CCADAC) through the Child Care and Early Education Policy and Research Analysis contract at
Child Trends. The work is funded by the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for
Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. CCADAC works to strengthen the
ability of State/Territory child care administrators and their research partners to utilize administrative
data to address policy-relevant early care and education research questions.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1
State/Territory Ongoing Eligibility Policies (2014)

Ongoing Income If Changes in Employment
Redetermination Thresholds as a or Income Must Be
State Period Percent of SMI Reported !
Alabama 12 months 53 Employment; all income
changes
Alaska 6 months 73 Employment; income
changes of $200 or more
monthly
Arizona 6 months 61 Employment; all income
changes
Arkansas 6 months 60 Employment; all income
changes
California 12 months 65 Employment; all income
changes
Colorado 12 months 61 Employment; income above
85% SMI
Connecticut 8 months 50 Employment; all income
changes
Delaware 12 months 55 Employment; income
changes of $S75 or more
monthly
D.C. 12 months 61 Employment; all income
changes
Florida 12 months 72 Employment; all income
changes
Georgia 12 months 49 Employment; all income
changes
Hawaii 6 months 66 Income above 85% SMI
Idaho 6 months 49 Employment; income above
eligibility threshold
Illinois 6 months 53 Employment; all income
changes
Indiana 6 months 56 Employment
lowa 6 months 44 Employment; all income
changes
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Redetermination

Ongoing Income
Thresholds as a

If Changes in Employment

or Income Must Be

State Period Percent of SMI Reported !
Kansas 12 months 58 Employment; income
changes of $101 or more
monthly
Kentucky 12 months 46 Employment; all income
changes
Louisiana 12 months 52 Employment; income
changes of $101 or more
monthly
Maine 12 months 75 Employment; income
changes of $100 or more
monthly
Maryland 12 months 34 Employment; all income
changes
Massachusetts 12 months 85 Employment; income
changes of at least 20
percent of income
Michigan 12 months 38 Employment; income
changes of $S51 or more
monthly
Minnesota 6 months 65 Employment; all income
changes
Mississippi 12 months 74 Employment; all income
changes
Missouri 12 months 57 Employment; all income
changes
Montana 12 months 51 Employment; all income
changes
Nebraska 12 months 41 Employment; all income
changes
Nevada 6 months 79 Employment; all income
changes
New 12 months 60 Employment; all income
Hampshire changes
New Jersey 12 months 55 Employment; all income

12

changes
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Redetermination

Ongoing Income
Thresholds as a

If Changes in Employment

or Income Must Be

State Period Percent of SMI Reported !
New Mexico 6 months 81 Employment
New York 12 months 56 Employment; all income
changes
North Carolina 12 months 70 Employment; all income
changes
North Dakota 6 months 81 Income above eligibility
threshold
Ohio 12 months 63 Employment; all income
changes
Oklahoma 6 months 65 Employment; all income
changes
Oregon 6 months 63 Employment; all income
changes
Pennsylvania 6 months 68 Employment
Rhode Island 12 months a7 Employment; income
changes of $100 or more
monthly
South Carolina 12 months 65 Employment; all income
changes
South Dakota 6 months 56 Employment; all income
changes
Tennessee 6 months 60 Employment; all income
changes
Texas 12 months 2 85 Employment; all income
changes
Utah 6 months 70 Income above 70 percent of
SMI
Vermont 12 months 58 Employment; all income
changes
Virginia 12 months a7 Employment; income above
eligibility threshold or no
income
Washington 12 months 56 Employment; income above

eligibility threshold

IMPLICATIONS OF CCDBG REAUTHORIZATIONFOR STATE POLICIES 13



Ongoing Income If Changes in Employment

Redetermination  Thresholds as a or Income Must Be
State Period Percent of SMI Reported !
West Virginia 6 months 64 Employment
Wisconsin 6 months 58 Employment; income

increases of $250 or more
monthly, decreases of $100
or more monthly, or income

above 200 percent of FPG

Wyoming 6 months 69 Employment; all income
changes
American 6 months NA Employment; income
Samoa changes of $25 or more
Guam 12 months NA Employment; income
changes of $25 or more
No Mariana 12 months NA Employment; all income
Islands changes
Puerto Rico 6 months NA Employment; all income
changes
Virgin Islands 6 months NA Employment; all income
changes

Source: CCDF Policies Database October 1, 2014 data. The 2014 SMI figures, used to calculate eligibility
thresholds as a percent of SMI, are available from the Federal Register:
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/ocs/im liheap 05 fyl5 smi 072314.pdf.

! Changes in employment may include changes in employment status or the number of hours worked.
?Policy coded for Gulf Coast Region.
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