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Families receiving federally-funded child care subsidies are free to choose from a broad range 
of types of child care. Families can choose a child care center or family child care home—the 
most common types of child care subsidized with federal money.1 But in most places, families 
can also choose a less-formal type of care, such as having a relative or neighbor care for the 
child. These less-formal types of care are typically “license-exempt”, meaning that the people 

providing care have to comply with relatively few regulations. Now, with the recent 
reauthorization of the main federal program that funds child care subsidies, the federal 
government is applying new requirements to license-exempt child care providers receiving 
subsidy funds.  

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.2 States/Territories must 

                                                                            
1 In the average month of Federal Fiscal Year 2014, 72 percent of children received care in centers and 
18 percent of children received care in family homes. See “FFY 2014 CCDF Data Tables (Preliminary 
Estimates)”, Table 3, available online at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/fy-2014-ccdf-
data-tables-preliminary. 
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, including requirements for child care providers. 

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.3 The Act 
includes several new requirements for policies related to providers. While many of the new 

requirements apply to both licensed and license-exempt providers, in this brief we focus on the 
policy changes for license-exempt providers, particularly legally unregulated home-based 
providers. The policy changes for providers are likely to have a greater impact on license-
exempt providers, since in many States/Territories these providers had to meet relatively few 
requirements prior to CCDBG reauthorization.4 

The new law creates uniform requirements for license-exempt providers that will apply to 
all States/Territories. The new requirements include comprehensive background checks at least 
every five years, annual health, safety, and fire inspections, and requirements for pre-service 
and ongoing training. 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.5 

In this brief, we look at current State/Territory policies for legally unregulated home-based 
providers 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 for legally unregulated providers: criminal history background checks, 
health, safety, and fire inspections, and training requirements. For each policy area, we provide 
an overview of the federal policy, a snapshot of State/Territory policies prior to reauthorization, 
and a description of how the State/Territory policies will have to change to align with the new 

                                                                            
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. 
4 Policies for legally unregulated home-based providers are included in the CCDF Policies Database. 
Polices regarding licensed providers are available through other public resources, including those 
provided by the National Association for Regulatory Administration (http://naralicensing.org/). 
5 The CCDF Plan serves as a State’s/Territory’s application for funds by providing a description of the 
program and policies and must be submitted every three years. 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ccdf-reauthorization
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ccdf-reauthorization
http://naralicensing.org/


 

IMPLICATIONS OF CCDBG REAUTHORIZATION FOR STATE POLICES  3  
 

federal requirements. Finally, we provide information about additional resources for 
understanding State/Territory policies and 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. 

Policies for Legally Unregulated Home-Based Providers 

Families receiving subsidies through CCDF may choose care from licensed or regulated 
providers, or from legally unregulated providers (also referred to as providers legally operating 
without regulation or license-exempt providers).6 In federal fiscal year 2014, 13 percent of 
children receiving CCDF subsidies in the average month received care from legally unregulated 
providers.7 Providers who are licensed or regulated must meet certain standards, such as 
health and safety requirements, criminal history checks, staff-to-child ratios, and trainings in 
order to provide care. Legally unregulated providers—who are often home-based providers 
(meaning they provide care in the child’s home or their own home)—may provide care without 
meeting the same licensing or other standards. Historically, requirements for license-exempt 
providers have varied based on each State’s/Territory’s subsidy policies. While these providers 

are referred to as “legally operating without regulation,” many State/Territory CCDF policies do 
place requirements on this group if they receive payments through the subsidy system.  

CCDBG reauthorization attempts to ensure the health and safety of children in subsidized 
care through mandatory background checks, annual inspections, pre-service or orientation 
training and ongoing training, and clear standards for providers, including license-exempt 
providers. While many of these requirements will also apply to licensed providers, in this brief 
we focus on how the policy changes affect legally unregulated home-based providers.  

As States/Territories implement the new health and safety requirements (including 
background checks, annual inspections, and training), they will have the option to exempt 
legally unregulated providers who are related to all of the children in their care. A significant 

                                                                            
6 The one exception is North Carolina, where unregulated providers cannot provide care through the 
subsidy program. Beginning August 1, 2012, the State required all providers participating in the subsidy 
program to be licensed at the three-star level or above. 
7See “FFY 2014 CCDF Data Tables (Preliminary Estimates)”, Table 4, available online at 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/fy-2014-ccdf-data-tables-preliminary. 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/fy-2014-ccdf-data-tables-preliminary
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number of in-home providers could be exempt; on average during federal fiscal year 2014, 62 
percent of children in legally unregulated care received care from a relative.8 

Background Checks  

Criminal history background checks are one method for determining whether or not child care 
providers are able to provide a safe environment for the children in their care. Background 
checks can be conducted at different levels, including State, FBI, and National Sex Offender 
Registry checks. States/Territories can check for specific crimes as well as complaints with child 
and adult protective services.9 States/Territories can then restrict participation in the subsidy 
program to providers who meet certain standards, while excluding providers who have been 
convicted of serious crimes. 

The use of background checks for legally unregulated home-based providers, as well as the 
types of checks required, varied by State/Territory prior to reauthorization. As of October 1, 
2014, 40 States/Territories required criminal history background checks for the provider and 
some other staff or household members with access to the children in care (figure 1 and 
appendix table 1). Ten States/Territories required criminal history background checks for only 
the provider, and five States/Territories did not require criminal history background checks for 
unregulated providers. 

In States/Territories that required background checks prior to reauthorization, the type of 
checks varied greatly, with most States/Territories requiring some combination of checks 
(appendix table 1). Forty-seven States/Territories required a State level check, 29 required an 

FBI check, 28 required a state sex offender registry check, and 3 required a local criminal 
background check. In addition to the criminal history background checks, most of the 
States/Territories (49) required providers to undergo some sort of child protective services 
screening, and 15 States/Territories required providers to undergo an adult protective services 
check. The background check requirements sometimes varied depending on whether the 
unregulated provider was a relative, with at least seven States exempting certain relative 

home-based providers from undergoing at least one of the types of criminal history background 
checks required for other providers.  

  

                                                                            
8 See “FFY 2014 CCDF Data Tables (Preliminary Estimates)”, Table 5, available online at 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/fy-2014-ccdf-data-tables-preliminary. 
9 Adult protective services are provided to ensure the safety of the elderly and adults with disabilities. 
Protective services agencies maintain records of abuse, neglect, or exploitation of vulnerable adults. See 
http://www.ncea.aoa.gov/Stop_Abuse/Partners/APS/index.aspx for more information. 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/fy-2014-ccdf-data-tables-preliminary
http://www.ncea.aoa.gov/Stop_Abuse/Partners/APS/index.aspx
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FIGURE 1  

State/Territory Criminal History Background Check Requirements Prior to Reauthorization 
(2014)  

 
*Unregulated providers cannot provide care through the subsidy program. 

Source: CCDF Policies Database October 1, 2014 data 

With the reauthorization of the CCDBG, States/Territories are now required to conduct 
comprehensive background checks at least every five years for all license-exempt providers, as 
well as anyone who might have unsupervised access to the children at any point. These criminal 
background checks must search the State criminal and sex offender registry, the State child 
abuse and neglect registry, the National Crime Information Center, an FBI fingerprint check 
using the Next Generation Identification System, and the National Sex Offender Registry. State 
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searches must include the current State of residence and any State the individual lived in over 
the last five years. The five States/Territories that did not previously require background checks 
will have to implement comprehensive background checks, and the States/Territories that only 
required background checks for the provider will also have to require checks for anyone who 
will have unsupervised access to the children in care.10 In addition to this, all of the 
States/Territories will have to add new types of checks, with some States/Territories already 
covering some but not all of the checks required under the new law. States/Territories will have 
the option to exempt relative providers from the background check requirements. 

Health, Safety, and Fire Inspections 

Health and safety requirements often pertain to the physical premises where children will 

receive care and are generally designed to prevent injuries and the spread of disease. Many 
State/Territory subsidy programs rely on self-completed checklists for license-exempt providers 
that outline minimum health and safety standards. The use of on-site inspections can allow 
States/Territories to better ensure that providers are complying with the requirements. 

Similar to background check requirements, health and safety requirements for legally 
unregulated home-based providers varied across States/Territories prior to reauthorization. 
Almost all States/Territories required providers to comply with a health and safety checklist 
(including items such as safe sleep practices, routine cleaning, food safety, immunization 
documentation, disaster planning, etc.)11, with only six States/Territories not requiring 
providers to complete a health and safety checklist (figure 2 and appendix table 2). Among the 
States/Territories that required providers to comply with a health and safety checklist, fewer 

than half (17) conducted home visits or inspections to ensure providers met the requirements. 
Thirty-two States/Territories allowed for a self-completed checklist whereby providers attested 
to the fact that they met the requirements. In addition to the initial checklist requirement, 23 
States/Territories also required some type of ongoing inspection or home visit, ranging from 
monthly visits, to annual inspections, to inspections as needed. Appendix table 2 provides the 
States’/Territories’ policies for ongoing health and safety inspections for October 2014. 

                                                                            
10 See “Program Instruction on CCDF Reauthorization Effective Dates” available online at 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/pi-2015-02. 
11 For more examples see “Caring for Our Children Basics” available online at 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/18/2014-29649/caring-for-our-children-basics-
comment-request. 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/pi-2015-02
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/18/2014-29649/caring-for-our-children-basics-comment-request
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/18/2014-29649/caring-for-our-children-basics-comment-request
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FIGURE 2 

State/Territory Health and Safety Checklist Requirements Prior to Reauthorization (2014) 

 
*Unregulated providers cannot provide care through the subsidy program. 

Source: CCDF Policies Database October 1, 2014 data 

The new CCDBG Act requires all States/Territories to have licensing inspectors (or qualified 
monitors designated by the State/Territory agency) perform annual inspections of license-
exempt providers’ facilities to ensure they are following health, safety, and fire standards. 
Additionally, States/Territories must demonstrate how the licensing exemptions for legally 

unregulated providers will not endanger the health and safety of the children in the program. 
As with the background check requirements, States/Territories will have the option to exempt 
relative providers.  
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Training Requirements 

Pre-service and ongoing training requirements for providers can address a number of different 
topics related to the quality and safety of care. Trainings often cover topics related to health 
and safety, but they can also cover other topics related to professional development and 
improving the knowledge and skills of providers. 

Like background checks and health and safety requirements, training requirements for 
legally unregulated home-based providers also varied across States/Territories prior to 
reauthorization. First Aid and CPR are two common types of training requirements. As of 
October 2014, more than half of the States/Territories did not require legally unregulated 
providers to complete either of these trainings. Of the States/Territories that required the 

provider to complete these trainings, 18 States/Territories required First Aid training and 19 
required CPR training. In a few additional States/Territories, trainings were required for at least 
one person on site, whether or not that person is the primary provider. Appendix table 2 
provides the States’/Territories’ policies for First Aid and CPR training for October 2014. 

With the CCDBG reauthorization, States/Territories must establish pre-service or 
orientation training and ongoing training requirements that address health and safety 
standards and are appropriate for a given type of provider. As noted above, States/Territories 
will have the option to exempt relative providers. While the new law mandates that 
States/Territories must require pre-service and ongoing training and specifies subject areas for 
training, States/Territories have the flexibility to include additional subject areas determined 
necessary to protect the health and safety or promote the development of children in care. 

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. Regarding the new health and safety requirements, 

States/Territories will face decisions about how to implement the requirements and how to 
fund the changes, as the new law did not guarantee higher federal funding.12 Some of these 
costs, such as the background checks, may be passed on to the providers, but States/Territories 
will have to decide how best to allocate resources for other new costs. The new requirements 
for license-exempt providers will also result in significant changes for the providers 
participating in the programs, and potentially for the children receiving care. It is unknown 

whether the new requirements will have any other impacts such as affecting the number or 

                                                                            
12 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. 

http://www.clasp.org/resources-and-publications/publication-1/ccdbg-guide-for-states-final.pdf
http://www.clasp.org/resources-and-publications/publication-1/ccdbg-guide-for-states-final.pdf
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characteristics of legally-unregulated providers participating in the program or the portion of 
subsidized children in this type of care.  

While the new policies could result in significant changes to caseloads and families’ choices 
regarding provider settings, much of this will depend on additional guidance provided in the 
pending regulations and how States/Territories implement the new requirements. 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 
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.13 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 ongoing eligibility requirements and the changes to 
requirements for eligibility during periods of job search. 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.14 

» 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.15 
                                                                            
13 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. 
14 For more CCDBG reauthorization information from the Office of Child Care, see 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ccdf-reauthorization. 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/research/project/child-care-and-development-fund-ccdf-policies-database-2008-2013
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/research/project/child-care-and-development-fund-ccdf-policies-database-2008-2013
http://www.urban.org/policy-centers/income-and-benefits-policy-center/projects/ccdf-policies-database
http://www.urban.org/policy-centers/income-and-benefits-policy-center/projects/ccdf-policies-database
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/ccdf-reauthorization
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 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.16 State/Territory leaders and 
researchers may be interested in analyzing data to understand the effects of changes to 
requirements for legally unregulated child care providers. 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 that States/Territories can take now to capture relevant information in their 
administrative records. 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
15 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. 
16 For more resources on working with administrative data from CCADAC, see 
http://www.researchconnections.org/content/childcare/understand/administrative-data.html. 

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/ccdf-statistics
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/ccdf-statistics
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/ccdf-expenditure-data-all-years
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/resource/ccdf-expenditure-data-all-years
http://www.researchconnections.org/content/childcare/understand/administrative-data.html
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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: 

 Characteristics of families who use legally unregulated providers: Are certain groups of 
subsidized families (e.g. immigrant families, families of children with special needs, 
families with the lowest incomes) more likely to use legally unregulated providers? Are 
there differences between subsidized families who use related vs. unrelated legally 
unregulated providers?  

 State/Territory planning for resource allocation: Are legally unregulated providers 
concentrated within certain counties or regions? What percentage of subsidy funds is 
used to subsidize legally unregulated relative vs. non-relative care? 

 Outcomes before and after a change in policy or practice for legally unregulated 
providers: Using information from the CCDF Policies Database and administrative 
records, what outcomes are associated with recent policy or practice changes for legally 
unregulated providers? Outcomes can include frequency of child abuse and neglect 
reports, the number/percentage of children and families who switch from regulated to 
unregulated care or vice versa, or the number/percentage of related and unrelated 
providers who register as legally unregulated. 

Next steps in using administrative data to address legally unregulated providers 

 Building or maintaining longitudinal data systems: States/Territories that maintain 
administrative data longitudinally can compare data over time to assess how policies 
and practices affect the health and safety, quality of care, or supply of legally 
unregulated providers.  

 Adding additional data elements: Collecting data on the quality of care offered by legally 
unregulated providers may provide useful information for CCDF administrators 
developing new policies and practices and for researchers interested in this type of child 
care arrangement.  

 Linking subsidy data to other data systems: Administrative data for legally unregulated 
providers can be linked to child protective services data to examine changes in reported 
child abuse or neglect after the new monitoring policies have been implemented.  

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 Background Check Requirements for Legally Unregulated Providers (2014) 
 

State 

If There is a 
Criminal 
History 

Background 
Check 

Requirement 

Type of 
Background 

Check 
Required 1 

If a Child 
Protective 
Services 

Background Check 
is Required 

If an Adult 
Protective 
Services 

Background 
Check is Required 

Alabama Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI No No 

Alaska Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Arizona Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Arkansas Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

California Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Colorado Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Connecticut Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Delaware Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

D.C. Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Florida Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Georgia Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 
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State 

If There is a 
Criminal 
History 

Background 
Check 

Requirement 

Type of 
Background 

Check 
Required 1 

If a Child 
Protective 
Services 

Background Check 
is Required 

If an Adult 
Protective 
Services 

Background 
Check is Required 

Hawaii Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Idaho Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Illinois Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Indiana Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Iowa Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Kansas Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Kentucky Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Louisiana Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State No No 

Maine Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Maryland Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Massachusetts Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 
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State 

If There is a 
Criminal 
History 

Background 
Check 

Requirement 

Type of 
Background 

Check 
Required 1 

If a Child 
Protective 
Services 

Background Check 
is Required 

If an Adult 
Protective 
Services 

Background 
Check is Required 

Michigan Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Minnesota Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Mississippi No NA/No 
background 

check 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Missouri Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Montana Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Nebraska Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Nevada No NA/No 
background 

check 

No No 

New Hampshire Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

New Jersey No NA/No 
background 

check 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

New Mexico Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

New York Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

Sex offender 
registry 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

North Carolina 2 NA NA NA NA 
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State 

If There is a 
Criminal 
History 

Background 
Check 

Requirement 

Type of 
Background 

Check 
Required 1 

If a Child 
Protective 
Services 

Background Check 
is Required 

If an Adult 
Protective 
Services 

Background 
Check is Required 

North Dakota Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Ohio Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Oklahoma Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Oregon Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Pennsylvania Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, FBI Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Rhode Island Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State Not in manual No 

South Carolina Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

Sex offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

South Dakota No NA/No 
background 

check 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Tennessee No NA/No 
background 

check 

No No 

Texas Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Utah Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

Local, state, 
FBI 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Vermont Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 
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State 

If There is a 
Criminal 
History 

Background 
Check 

Requirement 

Type of 
Background 

Check 
Required 1 

If a Child 
Protective 
Services 

Background Check 
is Required 

If an Adult 
Protective 
Services 

Background 
Check is Required 

Virginia Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Washington Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

Local, state Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

West Virginia Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Wisconsin Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

Wyoming Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

American 
Samoa 

Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No 

Guam Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

Local, state, 
sex offender 

registry 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

Yes, for provider 
and others 

No Mariana 
Islands 

Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Puerto Rico Yes, for the 
provider only 

State, sex 
offender 
registry 

Yes, for the 
provider only 

No 

Virgin Islands Yes, for the 
provider and 

others 

State, FBI No No 

Source: CCDF Policies Database October 1, 2014 data 
1 The general requirements are shown here. Many states exempt relative providers. For additional 
detail, see “The CCDF Policies Database Book of Tables: Key Cross-State Variations in CCDF Policies as of 
October 1, 2014.” 
2 Unregulated providers cannot provide care through the subsidy program.  
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 

State/Territory Health and Safety Standards and Training Requirements for Legally 

Unregulated Providers (2014) 
 

State 

If Providers are 
Required to 

Comply with a 
List of Health and 
Safety Standards 

If Home Visits or 
Inspections are 

Required After the 
Initial Requirement 

Has Been Met 

If CPR 
Training is 
Required 

If First Aid 
Training is 
Required 

Alabama Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, as needed No No 

Alaska Self-completed 
checklist 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Arizona Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 2 per year Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Arkansas No checklist 
requirement 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

California Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Colorado No checklist 
requirement 

No No No 

Connecticut Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Delaware Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, as needed Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

D.C. Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, 1 per year No No 

Florida Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, 1 per year Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Georgia Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, random 
inspections 

Yes, for the 
provider 

No 

Hawaii Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 
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State 

If Providers are 
Required to 

Comply with a 
List of Health and 
Safety Standards 

If Home Visits or 
Inspections are 

Required After the 
Initial Requirement 

Has Been Met 

If CPR 
Training is 
Required 

If First Aid 
Training is 
Required 

Idaho Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per year Yes, for at 
least one 
person on 

site 

Yes, for at least 
one person on 

site 

Illinois Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Indiana Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per year Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Iowa Self-completed 
checklist 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Kansas Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Kentucky Self-completed 
checklist 

No No Yes, for the 
provider 

Louisiana Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per year Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Maine Self-completed 
checklist 

Not in manual No No 

Maryland Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Massachusetts Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Michigan No checklist 
requirement 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Minnesota Self-completed 
checklist 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Mississippi Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, random 
inspections 

No No 
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State 

If Providers are 
Required to 

Comply with a 
List of Health and 
Safety Standards 

If Home Visits or 
Inspections are 

Required After the 
Initial Requirement 

Has Been Met 

If CPR 
Training is 
Required 

If First Aid 
Training is 
Required 

Missouri Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Montana Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Nebraska Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, 1 per year No No 

Nevada Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 2 per year No No 

New Hampshire No checklist 
requirement 

No No No 

New Jersey Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

New Mexico Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per year No Yes, for the 
provider 

New York Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, random 
inspections 

No No 

North Carolina 1 NA NA NA NA 

North Dakota No checklist 
requirement 

No No No 

Ohio Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per year Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Oklahoma Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Oregon Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 
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State 

If Providers are 
Required to 

Comply with a 
List of Health and 
Safety Standards 

If Home Visits or 
Inspections are 

Required After the 
Initial Requirement 

Has Been Met 

If CPR 
Training is 
Required 

If First Aid 
Training is 
Required 

Pennsylvania Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Rhode Island Self-completed 
checklist 

Not in manual No No 

South Carolina Self-completed 
checklist 

No Yes, for at 
least one 
person on 

site 

Yes, for at least 
one person on 

site 

South Dakota Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Tennessee Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

No No No 

Texas Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, as needed No No 

Utah Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per year Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Vermont Self-completed 
checklist 

No No No 

Virginia Self-completed 
checklist 

No Yes, for at 
least one 
person on 

site 

Yes, for at least 
one person on 

site 

Washington No checklist 
requirement 

No No No 

West Virginia Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, 1 per year No No 
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State 

If Providers are 
Required to 

Comply with a 
List of Health and 
Safety Standards 

If Home Visits or 
Inspections are 

Required After the 
Initial Requirement 

Has Been Met 

If CPR 
Training is 
Required 

If First Aid 
Training is 
Required 

Wisconsin Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 2 per year No No 

Wyoming Self-completed 
checklist 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

American Samoa Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per month Yes, for at 
least one 
person on 

site 

Yes, for at least 
one person on 

site 

Guam Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 4 per year Yes, for at 
least one 
person on 

site 

Yes, for at least 
one person on 

site 

No Mariana 
Islands 

Self-completed 
checklist 

No Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Puerto Rico Self-completed 
checklist 

Yes, random 
inspections 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

Virgin Islands Checklist 
completed 

through home 
visit/inspection 

Yes, 1 per year Yes, for the 
provider 

Yes, for the 
provider 

 
Source: CCDF Policies Database October 1, 2014 data 
1 Unregulated providers cannot provide care through the subsidy program.  
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