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(1)

CHILD CARE: SUPPORTING WORKING
FAMILIES

TUESDAY, MARCH 19, 2002

U.S. SENATE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND
FAMILY POLICY OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, AND
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND FAMILIES OF
THE COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR AND
PENSIONS, Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 2:38 p.m., in
room 215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John B. Breaux
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Dodd, Graham, Wellstone, Murray, Grass-
ley, and DeWine.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BREAUX, A U.S. SEN-
ATOR FROM LOUISIANA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SO-
CIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY POLICY

Senator BREAUX. The committee will please come to order.
It is our pleasure this afternoon to have a committee hearing

which is really an interesting combination of two committees who
have jurisdiction over the general question of child care.

We have engaged in this effort in a very cooperative fashion. I
want to thank Senator Chris Dodd for his cooperation, and his staff
working with our staff, to try to have a hearing on the particular
question of child care with the two principal committees in the U.S.
Senate that deal with this issue.

Of course, the Senate Finance Committee has jurisdiction, as
well as the Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee
which both have jurisdiction over the Child Development Block
Grant program.

We have jurisdiction under the Welfare Reform TANF program,
which provides direct assistance for child care. So we said, look, let
us have a joint hearing. I think that is going to work out very well.

I would just note that my colleague has always been a leader in
the other committee on child care, but he has even a greater inter-
est now on the issue of child care, as he is a father of a small child.
It always makes a difference and has a great way of helping you
understand the problems associated with child care.

I certainly share the administration’s goal, which is to leave no
child behind. It is clear that children should not be the victims of
welfare reform. Providing welfare reform, which I strongly sup-
ported and most people here did as well, was always looked at as

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:22 Jan 28, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 82101.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



2

a way to get people into the workforce, but not to do damage, or
violence, or upset the conditions that children find themselves in.

Particularly when there may be a single mother involved who
goes to work, we want to make sure that the child, indeed, is not
left behind. That is what this hearing is all about.

I think we have fundamentally changed the way welfare assist-
ance works in this country, a change that I think has been very
much to the positive. Yet, at the same time, I think this Congress
and this country have a commitment to poor families that were
sent into the workforce, that their children will also be provided
adequate child care at the same time.

We have actually increased child care spending dramatically,
from $2.7 billion in 1994 to $9.4 billion in the year 2002. But, at
the same time, it is important to note that we have more low-in-
come working families. From 1996 to 1999, we moved 1.8 million
families from welfare to work in primarily minimum wage jobs. We
also put families that remain on cash assistance to work by imple-
menting the work requirements.

The number of low-income single mothers working increased
from 1.8 million to 2.7 million between 1996 and 1999. It is very
clear, and evidence indicates, that reliable child care is directly re-
lated to job retention. A parent simply cannot be in two places at
one time.

So, we are here today to try and find out what this Congress
should do as we move towards reauthorizing the TANF program,
how we can make sure that, indeed, no child is left behind.

I am delighted that we are joined, as I have indicated, by our col-
league, Senator Chris Dodd. I would recognize Chris for any re-
marks.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM CONNECTICUT

Senator DODD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am
pleased to be doing this jointly with you.

I appreciate the presence of Senator Grassley, as well as Mike
DeWine. Mike and I have worked on numerous bills together deal-
ing with younger Americans.

Wade, it is good to see you again. We have worked together over
the years. Welcome back to an area I know you care deeply about.
So, I appreciate your presence here today, and the other witnesses
we will have before us.

The chairman has said it very well. Obviously, the Finance Com-
mittee bears a very important responsibility in the TANF area. The
HELP Committee obviously is involved in the authorization of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant and related issues.

If I could just take a couple of minutes just to share some gen-
eral thoughts on this. We have invited all of our witnesses to talk
about one of the most basic issues, the care of our children and the
well-being of children. I do not know of a single responsible Amer-
ican who does not place that as a tremendously high priority.

Children, I have often said, represent 20 percent of the popu-
lation of the United States, but without any question they cer-
tainly, more importantly, represent the future of this Nation and
its well-being.
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If you just remember these numbers, I have used them over and
over again, but I think it says much more than additional rhetoric
I will add here to it. Presently today, 78 percent of all women who
have children at school age are in the workforce.

Seventy-eight percent. Sixty-five percent of women who have
children under the age of six are in the workforce, and more than
half of all women who have infant children are in the workforce.

And while there has been a slight reduction in that last number
a bit, every indication is that these numbers are at least going to
stay at the present level and some will probably increase.

We are talking about, in most cases here, about families who are
intact families. There are a lot of misconceptions about who these
people are and what sort of families they are.

We are talking here primarily, I think as Senator Breaux, Sen-
ator Grassley, and Senator DeWine have been talking about, is
working poor families. How do we see to it that people who are
working, just hanging on to that edge, do not fall back into a sub-
sistence kind of existence? So, this is really what this is all about
when you think of those numbers.

Since 1996, the number of families receiving child care assistance
has grown dramatically, to about two million children. The chair-
man has pointed it out, but for as many children who received as-
sistance, available child care funds reach only one in seven or eight
eligible children in the country.

As you know all too well, child care in many communities, if you
can find it, is out of reach financially for people. In the District of
Columbia, you are talking about close to $10,000 per child, on aver-
age. In other States it is a lot less, but usually nothing less than
$4,000.

So around the country it is somewhere between $4,000 and
$10,000, $10,000 being at the upper level. There may be numbers
above $10,000. I have not seen them, but nonetheless, when you
are talking about people who are living on the edge, that $10,000
per child is just a staggering amount of money.

Quality is obviously a critical, critical issue. About 14 million
children under the age of six are in some type of child care ar-
rangement every day. Fourteen million children, every day, are in
some kind of arrangement. This includes about six million infants
in the country in that situation. The cost of care, as I mentioned,
is between $4,000 and $10,000.

Far too many of America’s parents, of course, are left too little
choice. Nearly 10 States currently have waiting lists for child care
assistance. Every State has difficulty meeting child care needs.

Those numbers on waiting lists go from a high in California of
280,000 people on the waiting list, but include States like North
Carolina at 25,000, Texas 36,000, and down the list. Massachusetts
is 18,000.

Some States do not even bother to keep waiting lists any longer
because they are so long, that really there is no point in maintain-
ing them. But there is a tremendous need out there.

I know there are some who say we do not need more money for
child care, that during the last few years we have pumped billions
more into child care. But I think we have the responsibility to look
at what has happened over the last few years as well.
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While that has been a lot of money, I do not argue with that con-
clusion, the demand is also historic, just as the contributions have
been. The welfare case load dropped by 1.8 million from 1996 to
1999. The majority of welfare leavers are now employed in low-
wage jobs. The share of TANF families working and participating
in work-related activities while receiving TANF has soared to near-
ly 900,000 in 1999.

Between 1996 and 1999, the number of employed single mothers
grew from 1.8 million to 2.7 million. According to the Congressional
Research Service, there has been a marked increase in single moth-
ers working, from 63.5 to 73 percent.

Most welfare leavers are leaving for low-wage jobs. This is the
crux of what we are going to be talking about. On average, they
are making between $7 and $8 an hour. They are working, but
they are still struggling to get by.

Many low-wage parents move from one low-wage job to another,
but rarely to a high-wage job. Therefore, even over time these par-
ents still need child care assistance to stay employed.

I am very concerned, and I am going to talk to Wade about this,
about the welfare reauthorization plan with no additional funds for
child care. I am fearful that this will result in shifting assistance
from the working poor to those on welfare, that it will be robbing
from the working poor to pay for those on welfare to see that they
get child care, but in so doing will create tremendous burdens on
the working poor.

Already we do not have enough child care funds for the working
poor. HHS estimated a year ago that we reach about 12 to 15 per-
cent of those eligible. On Friday last week, we had testimony from
a young woman in Maine who earns about $18,000 a year, eligible
for child care assistance. She is on a waiting a list. She sleeps on
a couch in her grandmother’s home in Maine. So, the housing issue
is taken care of.

But she spends literally one-half of her disposable income on
child care, where she can find it, then trying to find food and cloth-
ing. She is lucky that she has got a place to be with that child.

We are going to hear form other people today, and I will wait for
their testimony to talk about it. A more realistic prediction would
be that if we give States the resources, they will step up to the
plate. I think that is true. Flexibility is going to be the key.

Let me tell you what flexibility without sufficient resources leads
to, in my view. It leads to low eligibility levels, no outreach, low
provider reimbursement rates, high co-pays, and waiting lists.

Sound familiar? That is right. With the cost of child care today,
with the additional resources provided over the last several years,
too many of our States are forced to restrict access to low-income
working parents. The assistance that is provided often limits par-
ents’ choices, of course.

I think we can do better than that. Too often I hear about the
low-income families stringing together whatever they can so they
can hold their jobs. For many, this means grandma 1 day, an aunt
the next day, an uncle, a neighbor providing child care.

It is no wonder that 46 percent of kindergarten teachers report
that half or more of the students that they receive into their class-
rooms are not ready for kindergarten in this country.
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So we need to look at these issues in an integrated manner, in
my view. The education bill that the President signed requires
tests for every child in grades three through eight, and the results
of those tests will be used to hold schools accountable.

But if we expect children to be on a par by third grade, we need
to look at how they start school and when they start that learning
process. The learning gap just is not beginning in kindergarten, it
is first noticed in kindergarten.

If we are serious about education reform, we need to look at the
child care settings children are in and figure out how to strengthen
them. Seventy-five percent of children under five in working fami-
lies are in some type of child care. I mentioned that earlier.

Too often, it is very poor quality. We cannot separate the issue
of quality from the overall puzzle of providing child care assistance.
If you do, then you wind up with a system where the working poor
in this country default to any safe, well-lit place will do. That is
just unacceptable. It ought to be to every single American.

It is not about parking your car. It is not about leaving your pet
someplace. This is about leaving America’s children, 6 million in-
fants, 14 million kids, every day.

And what is happening to them in those settings? That is where
they are spending their time. Not two hours a day or two hours a
week, but six and eight hours a day. Then we expect them to enter
kindergarten ready to learn. We are anticipating too much if the
quality is not improved. So, this issue goes right to the heart of
what kind of a Nation we are going to be in the 21st century.

Let me quickly add as well, I strongly support providing some
sort of tax assistance, and I know the chairman does as well, and
Senator Grassley, Senator DeWine, for those who make the choice
to stay at home.

I know that is a difficult choice for many to make. But I do not
want this battle to be a battle about those who make that choice.
They ought to get help, too, so we are not pitting one set of families
against another in this country.

For too many people, the choice is not there. They have no
choice. They have got to place children in a child care setting. We
ought to be doing everything we can to see to it that child care is
available, it is affordable, and it has got quality. Hopefully, this
hearing today will shed more light on that issue.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Senator Dodd.
Senator Grassley, any comments?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes.
Chairman Dodd, Chairman Breaux, I thank you very much for

holding a hearing like this. It is so important to the millions of
families across the country for which child care and work are a
challenge.

This challenge has emerged as one of the central topics in the de-
bate on welfare reauthorization. There is no question in my mind
that child care is an important part of a parent’s ability to work.
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It is relevant to the welfare reauthorization debate and deserves
the full attention that this hearing gives it.

Today’s joint hearing is uniquely designed to look at child care
in the broad sense, and I look forward to hearing from our wit-
nesses about the strengths and weaknesses of the current child
care programs.

Now, of particular importance to me is understanding how child
care programs are working to serve individuals moving from wel-
fare to work. Working parents know best about the importance of
finding affordable, high-quality child care.

We cannot say too much about the importance of quality of the
child care for our children. We know that learning starts at a very
young age, and creating a healthy environment for children to grow
and learn is critical to facilitating positive outcomes.

Without a doubt, the need for qualified, dependable, and avail-
able child care is in high demand, even in my State of Iowa. Iowa
ranks second in the country for numbers of working parents, 79
percent, with children under age five, and first in the country in
the number of working parents with school-aged children, at 83
percent.

The rate of workforce participation by mothers has doubled just
in the past 30 years. Today, nearly 77 percent of all Iowa mothers
are part of the workforce. The high rate of two-parent workforce
participation demonstrates my State’s strong work ethic, and is
something that Iowans can be proud of.

However, at the same time, the rising work rates have contrib-
uted to a dramatic rise in the demand for these child care services.
Working parents know firsthand about the challenges of finding
high-quality child care.

In my State of Iowa, thousands of children are receiving quality
services in various settings, but too many families face unmet child
care needs. The child care challenge is multifaceted. Affordability,
availability and quality are all important to a parent seeking such
child care.

For parents who need child care during non-traditional hours,
such as during evenings and weekends, the challenges can be even
greater. The bottom line is, parents want the assurance of knowing
that their children are in good hands when they leave to go to a
job.

As a parent, grandparent, and great-grandparent, I see the daily
challenges that my own family members face. We are all employers
in the Senate, so I understand and support the needs of parents
to look out for their well-being of their children. Child care ar-
rangements can come undone, and it is in the best interests of an
employer to be flexible and supportive when necessary.

Today’s witnesses will provide a great deal of information related
to Federal spending on child care programs, and we ought to pay
attention to that testimony.

Yet, I think it is also important to point out the great strides
made by Congress just last year to assist low-income working par-
ents with costs of caring for children.

Prior to the enactment of the bipartisan tax relief plan last year,
the Tax Code had two major subsidies for child care: the $500-per-

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:22 Jan 28, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 82101.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



7

child tax credit, refundable only for very large families, and a tax
credit for the care of dependent children.

Last year’s bipartisan tax relief package expanded existing child
care subsidies and added new ones. The $500-per-child tax credit
was increased to $600 retroactively and made fully refundable for
low-income families, and doubled it over the next 10 years.

The Dependent Care Tax Credit was expanded and a new credit
for employer-provided child care facilities was enacted. We sim-
plified, and at the same time expanded, the Earned Income Tax
Credit. All total, these measures add up to close to $200 billion in
that legislation, where the total cost was $1.3 trillion.

I understand now that these measures are not the precise topic
of today’s hearing, but it is important that we understand the
range of support that is available to assist working families with
children.

These provisions apply to low- and middle-income families, and
represent a recognition, as well as a commitment, on the part of
Congress to help defray the child care costs.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BREAUX. Senator DeWine?
Senator DEWINE. Mr. Chairman, I do have a written statement

which I will submit for the record.
Senator BREAUX. Without objection.
[The prepared statement of Senator DeWine appears in the ap-

pendix.]
Senator DEWINE. I would like to congratulate you and Senator

Dodd for holding this hearing. There is nothing more important
than our children. I just appreciate the hearing and look forward
to testimony.

Senator BREAUX. Any comments, Senator Wellstone?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL WELLSTONE, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA

Senator WELLSTONE. Mr. Chairman, I only have about an hour’s
worth of comments. [Laughter.]

Senator BREAUX. Without objection, we will put it in the record.
[Laughter.]

Senator WELLSTONE. First of all, I want to thank Secretary Horn
for being here. I want my complete statement included in the
record. I think I just want to make about two points in about two
minutes.

The first, has to do with TANF. I want to say to the Secretary
and members of the committee, that if in fact we are going to be
talking about 70 percent of families, often a single parent, mother,
working 40 hours a week, then we absolutely have to see much
more of a commitment than is in the budget on child care money.
It will not work, otherwise.

I mean, the question is, what happens to the 2- and 3-year-olds?
The question is, what happens to the States right now? Where do
they get the money from? So I just want to tell you, it will not work
unless we have the additional commitment of resources. It will end
up being harsh, and that is not what you want to do.
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My second point, is that 70 percent of the women in my State
work. I think it is the largest percentage of female labor force par-
ticipation any State in the country.

And, gosh, John, the cost of child care is more than college tui-
tion for a lot of these families, and they do not have the money.
I mean, many of these families are making $35,000 and have two
small children, and face are just astronomically high child care
costs.

As a matter of fact, the truth of the matter is, in many States
there is a long waiting list for child care. Basically, what you are
talking about depends upon the family, but you can be talking
about up to 50 percent of their income just on child care costs.

And then my last point, I just want this to be for the record. My
understanding, Mr. Chairman, is that child care workers earn an
average of $15,430 per year—about $2,500 below the poverty line
for a family of four—and they often don’t have any health care ben-
efits or anything else.

I would like to raise the philosophical value/spiritual question
about why it is that we so devalue the work of adults that work
with small children. To me, that is the other real big question.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Senator Wellstone.
[The prepared statement of Senator Wellstone appears in the ap-

pendix.]
Senator BREAUX. Any comments from Senator Murray? Patty,

welcome.

STATEMENT OF HON. PATTY MURRAY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
WASHINGTON

Senator MURRAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for hav-
ing this hearing. Mr. Horn, it is nice to have you here as well. I
look forward to your testimony.

I think this hearing is very critical. We know what it takes to
have children and families succeed, and I guess that is why I am
so disappointed with the administration’s numbers on welfare and
child care proposals.

We know that if parents are going to move off of welfare, stay
off of welfare, and lift their families out of poverty, then they need
help. They need help with education, transportation, and, most of
all, they need help with child care.

I think it is really important to think about what families are
facing today. In my home State of Washington, we now have the
second-highest unemployment in the Nation.

Parents cannot afford child care problems that cause them to
miss a day of work, because they know there is somebody waiting
right behind them to take their job.

I see so many parents today struggling with access, affordability,
and quality, people who work a night shift, waitresses, security
guards.

They do not have any good options today. We see too many of
these kids who end up with a relative one night, a next-door neigh-
bor the next, and we all do not want to know where on the third
night. So, off-hours child care is just an extremely difficult and
challenging problem.
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Parents do not want to leave their kids in a bad situation. No
one chooses to do that. But if we do not help them with child care
and then enforce standards and procedures that require them to
work, we are going to see kids in very bad situations.

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to submit my entire statement for the
record, but I do just want to say today that we cannot increase re-
quired work hours and freeze child care funding or we are going
to have children who are growing up in this country without the
kind of background and ability to be secure adults. They are going
to cost us more later. We know all the statistics on that.

But I will just share with you my own personal experience. I was
a preschool teacher before I was a U.S. Senator. I could tell which
kids came to my classroom who had been in quality settings before
and which ones had not.

You can often predict when kids are 3, 4, and 5 years old wheth-
er or not they are going to do well in school and later on in life
based on the kind of care they have had before they ever enter
school. We are doing a disservice to those kids and to this country
if we do not provide the kind of quality, affordable child care that
is absolutely essential.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Senator Murray. Your entire state-
ment will be made a part of the record.

[The prepared statement of Senator Murray appears in the ap-
pendix.]

Senator BREAUX. The committees are now very pleased to wel-
come as our first witness the Assistant Secretary for Children and
Families in the Department of Health and Human Services.

I will not read all of your background, Dr. Horn. I will just men-
tion that you are president of the National Fatherhood Initiative.
You have testified before our committees before. You have been a
commissioner on children.

You have been the author of numerous articles on children and
family issues, and a frequent commentator on children’s issues.
You have a Ph.D. in children’s clinical psychology. Dr. Horn knows
children. We are very happy to have you here for testimony. Please
go ahead.

STATEMENT OF HON. WADE HORN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, ADMINISTRATION FOR
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. HORN. Thank you very much, Chairman Breaux, Chairman
Dodd, and members of the committee. I am very pleased to talk to
you today about child care and its role in advancing our welfare re-
form agenda.

Promoting child well-being and parents’ ability to work, particu-
larly in the context of welfare reform, are two essential priorities
for this administration. Child care clearly plays a key role in both.

The President’s budget seeks to continue funding child care at its
current historically high level within the existing flexible frame-
work of the Child Care Development Fund, or CCDF.

The administration is committed to preserving the key aspects of
the discretionary and mandatory child care programs that make up
the Child Care Development Fund: support for work and job train-
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ing; healthy development in school readiness for children in care;
parental choice; and administrative flexibility for States and tribes.

The major restructuring of federally funded child care programs
under PRWORA provides a solid foundation for entering the next
phase of welfare reform.

Specifically, the President’s fiscal year 2003 budget includes $2.1
billion for the Child Care and Development Block Grant, and $2.7
billion for the mandatory child care funding, for a total of $4.8 bil-
lion.

This request continues the significant funding commitment to
these programs. In fact, over the last decade, Federal funding ap-
propriated for child care has tripled, from $1.6 billion in 1992 to
$4.8 billion this year.

But these funds are only part of the picture. Looking at State
and Federal dollars associated with the Child Care Development
Fund, TANF, and the Social Services Block Grant, we estimate
that about $11 billion will be invested in child care through these
three block grants alone.

I would like to turn now to the key aspects of the CCDF program
that form the framework of the administration’s child care pro-
gram.

First, supporting work and job training. Our child care reauthor-
ization and funding request described previously complements the
expectation under the TANF reauthorization that an increasing
number of families will be engaged in work and other meaningful
activities by ensuring that resources are available to support safe,
affordable child care when necessary.

Child care is a critical support for working families. Studies in
several communities show that receipt of child care subsidies sub-
stantially increases the likelihood of employment.

Second, promoting child development. In addition to supporting
working parents, quality child care promotes early childhood devel-
opment and literacy skills to help prepare children for school and
life. States engage in a range of strategies to strengthen quality,
and we manage a broad portfolio of training and technical assist-
ance activities to support these State efforts.

The President’s budget maintains funding for quality child care
by continuing all of the quality set-asides currently contained in
the statute.

Third, parental choice. Our Nation’s child care system is built on
the foundation of parental choice, recognition that parents, and not
government agencies, should decide what is best for their children.

In the Child Care Development Fund, we support parental choice
through vouchers and access to a wide range of child care pro-
viders, including relatives, neighbors, child care centers, faith-
based programs, and after-school programs.

We also support parental choice by equipping parents with the
information and tools they need to make well-informed choices for
their children.

Finally, allowing for State and tribal flexibility. Child Care De-
velopment Fund grantees have significant flexibility to decide how
child care funds will be used and what will be emphasized in
achieving the overall goals of improving the accessibility and qual-
ity of care.
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Within basic Federal requirements, States determine eligibility
criteria and co-payments for families as well as provider reimburse-
ment rates. States also determine the amount of TANF funds that
will be transferred or directly spent for child care.

It is for these reasons that the administration believes the cur-
rent framework for child care is the right strategy for the future.

Further, looking beyond State and Federal spending out of the
block grants, other resources support child care in the context of
early childhood strategies, including Head Start, State-funded pre-
kindergarten or pre-K programs, and 21st century community
learning centers.

Head Start, a $6.5 billion program, provides comprehensive serv-
ices for low-income preschool children and their families. While
originally designed as a part-day program, a growing number of
Head Start programs have expanded to provide full-day services.

State-funded pre-K programs are another key investment in
early childhood education. About 40 States fund pre-K programs for
at least some of their preschool-aged children.

Recognizing the similar goals of these programs, the administra-
tion is promoting collaboration across the different programs in the
early childhood and education field. When collaboration works,
families receive comprehensive, quality services on a full-day, full-
year basis that meet the needs of working parents.

Finally, as we prepare younger children to read, we cannot forget
about older children or youth. Some studies show troublesome out-
comes for adolescents when their parents are in welfare-to-work
programs, including increased behavioral problems and lower aca-
demic achievement.

The administration’s response includes our Positive Youth Devel-
opment Initiative, an approach to all youth that builds on their as-
sets and potential and helps them make good and healthy deci-
sions.

The No Child Left Behind Act authorizes new flexibility for after-
school programs through the Department of Education’s 21st cen-
tury community learning centers. These centers are focused on pro-
viding academic enrichment opportunities during non-school hours.

In closing, the administration clearly recognizes that a strong
commitment to child care is fundamental to our self-sufficiency
strategy for low-income families. Our commitment is founded on a
multifaceted approach that includes a high level of Federal re-
sources and collaboration through child care, child development,
youth development, and educational opportunities at the State and
local levels.

Thank you again, Chairman Breaux and Chairman Dodd. I
would be pleased to answer any questions that you might have.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you very much, Dr. Horn, for your pres-
entation.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Horn appears in the appendix.]
Senator BREAUX. As I understand the administration’s proposal,

number one, we are increasing the work requirements to 70 per-
cent and 40 hours of work. I do not agree with that. I think that
is more than we can handle. But if you move in that direction and
you are level funding child care, it really does not seem to make
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a great deal of sense. With no new resources and greater require-
ments, I think we have got a problem here.

We are going to be talking about the level of funding if you look
at the principal programs for child care. It seems to me that most
of the States have gotten the easy cases, so to speak, out of the sys-
tem and working. The ones we have left are the most difficult.
They are the least educated, have the most problems, are the most
difficult to get into the workforce.

So the challenges, I think, even though the numbers may be
greatly reduced, are greater. There are going to be an awful lot of
people in Congress that are going to come to all of us and say, as
well as people out there, look, Senator, you cannot do this if you
are level-funding it. Tell me why you think you are justified in tak-
ing that position.

Dr. HORN. First, I would like to clarify that our proposal does not
require 40 hours of work. What our proposal does, is increase the
work requirement from 20 hours a week to 24.

What it also suggests, is that clients to count towards the work
participation rate ought to also be engaged in 16 hours of other
meaningful activities for a full simulation work week of 40 hours
a week.

Senator BREAUX. Is education included in that?
Dr. HORN. Education is included in that. Training is included in

that. Substance abuse intervention could be included in that. Par-
ticipation in rehabilitation plans could be included in that.

The definition of what a meaningful activity is, is anything that
can be reasonably connected to the purpose of the TANF program.
One of the things that we do in our proposal, is we suggest there
ought to be an over-arching purpose of TANF to improve the well-
being of children.

So any activity that the parent engages in that can be reasonably
directed towards improving child well-being can count towards
those 16 hours past the 24 hours of core work.

Senator BREAUX. I agree with that. But it is correct that work
requirements and/or work-related requirements are greater than
under the current program in the administration’s recommenda-
tion.

Dr. HORN. They go up by 4 hours a week. That is right. But they
do not go to 40 hours a week, which is a misconception we have
read a lot about in the newspapers and heard in the media today.

One last thing. For example, if a parent were to be involved in
a joint activity with their child, for example, volunteering in the
Head Start program, going to an after-school program with their
youth, volunteering at the school, all of that would count towards
the 16 hours of meaningful activities under the administration’s
proposal.

Senator BREAUX. Well, I understand that. The problem is, the
other 16 hours the parent, in many cases, will not be at home and
somebody is going to be watching, or should be watching, the child
no matter what they are doing, if they are off in school learning,
or job search, and everything else.

The child would be left alone if they do not have child care dur-
ing that period. Whether it is 40 hours of work or 40 hours that

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:22 Jan 28, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 82101.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



13

is constituted through all of these other activities, the fact remains
that that person could be away from their child during that period.

I am for moving in that direction, but not without additional
funding for child care, because we are requiring them to be sepa-
rate for a longer period of time.

Dr. HORN. Right.
Senator BREAUX. Would you agree with that? You said ‘‘right.’’ I

want to make sure she got ‘‘right’’ on there. Is that a strong ‘‘right’’
or just a ‘‘sort of right?’’

Dr. HORN. Well, one thing that you mentioned in your opening
statement which we do not think is quite accurate, is that only
about 12 percent of the eligibles are being served through child
care funding streams.

Senator BREAUX. My State is at about 13, I think, or somewhere
in that neighborhood.

Dr. HORN. If I could, Mr. Chairman, I would like to show you a
couple of charts that demonstrate that, the percentage served in
terms of the eligible population, is significantly greater than the 12
to 13 percent that you suggest.

The way that we calculate the 12 percent figure, is this. We as-
sume that the Child Care Development Fund is the only Federal
funding stream available for supporting child care choices. So, what
we do, is we take $4.8 billion and we extrapolate to the theoretical
population that could be served by that $4.8 billion.

The theoretical universe includes the assumption that every
State includes under their subsidy program up to 85 percent of the
State Median in income for that State. In some States, like my own
State of Maryland, if they chose that 85 percent of State Median
Income, the subsidies would go to families earning up to $52,000.

So, the way you get to 12 percent is by assuming that the only
funding stream is the Child Care Development Fund, and that
every State has, in fact, utilized an 85 percent State Median In-
come criteria for determining eligibility. The fact of the matter is,
we know that many States have less than 85 percent State Median
Income.

Senator BREAUX. Louisiana has 75.
Dr. HORN. And so what we see in the next pie chart is 18 per-

cent. That then is the calculation of the number of families who
were served in 1999 by the Child Care Development Fund, given
the actual eligibility rules.

However, what we know is that there is a lot more money avail-
able to States for child care than just the Child Care Development
Fund. They also have transfers in the TANF block grants and to
the Child Care Development Fund. They can directly fund child
care through the block grant and they can pay through the Social
Services Block Grant.

When you add those up, and the State maintenance of effort re-
quirements under those programs, what you get is $11.7 billion in
spending for child care subsidies. That is what this 2003 is, the 30
percent figure. Now what you are at, is 30 percent of the eligible
population is being served with subsidies.

But it seems to me, in the context of TANF, the most relevant
question is, to what extent are we serving the most needy? That
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is, to what extent are we providing subsidies to families below the
poverty line?

Senator BREAUX. I did not mean for you to testify again. I just
wanted you to answer my question. You have taken all of my time
up.

Dr. HORN. I will be done in 60 seconds.
Senator BREAUX. No, you are really done now.
Dr. HORN. Which brings us to 47 percent. If you look at the next

chart, the next chart looks at families below poverty by age group.
In the three to five age group, we have 72 percent being served.

That does not include the $6.5 billion that we are spending in
Head Start. There are now 225,000 children in Head Start who are
in full-day/full-year services, and that 72 percent does not include
them.

So I am not suggesting that every single person who needs the
subsidy is getting it. That is patently false. What I am suggesting
is, the 12 percent figure is substantially lower than the actuality,
what the true measure is in terms of what is being served.

Senator BREAUX. It is more like 18 percent, is what you are say-
ing.

Dr. HORN. It depends on how you count it. If you are talking
about all of the funding sources, then it is more like 30 percent.
If you are talking about those below the poverty line, it is more like
47 percent.

Senator BREAUX. All right. Well, my time is long gone. You ate
it up with all your testimony. But I will come back.

Senator Dodd?
Senator DODD. Let us keep this up, because I think this is an im-

portant point. You are very clever, but what is available under
TANF and SSBG can be a lot of different things. So using the
words ‘‘children are being served’’ under that is an illusion.

They could be getting ‘‘served’’ with those dollars, but that does
not necessarily constitute child care assistance. So when you start
looking at these numbers, the 12 and 18 are child care. When you
get down to your 30 and 47, you start talking about TANF and
SSBG, and you are clearly then talking about something other than
child care.

Dr. HORN. No. Actually, these are child care figures.
Senator DODD. That is a distinction we see. The Chairman asked

the critical question, obviously, whether it is going to be work-re-
lated. These are additional requirements in the Welfare Reform
proposal. Those requirements will constitute time that those par-
ents, for the most part, are going to be away from their children.

There may be some you have talked about where there may be
a child/parent relationship, but for the most part, we are talking
about increasing the amount of hours that children will be away
from the home setting. Is that not correct?

Dr. HORN. In many cases, that would be correct.
Senator DODD. All right. Our point is simply this, and you heard

it the other day—at least, they did in front of Secretary Thompson
and others. You are hearing it, by the way, in a bipartisan way.
This is not ‘‘these’’ versus ‘‘ours’’ on this issue. You propose flat-lin-
ing the child care assistance.
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You cannot, it seems to me, mathematically make a case, given
waiting lists by the way—I mean, forget whether or not you in-
crease the hours. We are only serving, would you not agree, only
about one in seven or eight of the eligible population in America,
that we are only serving a fraction of those who would otherwise
qualify?

Dr. HORN. In terms of child care subsidies?
Senator DODD. Yes.
Dr. HORN. Not below the poverty line, no. I do not think that is

correct.
Senator DODD. Of the eligible population, 85 percent of State me-

dian income.
Dr. HORN. Again, it depends.
Senator DODD. Let us sort of agree on something here.
Dr. HORN. It is about 30 percent. If you want to talk about the

amount of money that is there and that is serving the eligible pop-
ulation as defined under law, which is not below the poverty line,
which can go up to 85 percent.

Senator DODD. I agree, it goes up.
Dr. HORN. It is about a third.
Senator DODD. Well, we think it is up. But we are under-serving

an eligible population.
Dr. HORN. Senator, if the point—and I apologize, Chairman

Breaux, for taking too much of your time with an overly long an-
swer. Look, we share the same goal. We do not want kids to be in
poor-quality child care and we do not want to force someone to go
to work and leave their child unattended. That is not the goal.

In fact, the way that we have structured our proposal, is that we
have a ramp-up phase for 2 years. In the first year of the proposal,
because we allow States to continue to have 100 percent of their
case load reduction credit, the effective national average participa-
tion rate is not going to be 50 percent, it will be about 5 percent.

In the second year, we allow half of the credit and the effective
work participation rate will be 30 percent. The reason we did that,
was because we want to work in partnership with the States to de-
termine, what is the strain on the child care system of this pro-
posal.

And if there is, in fact, a strain on the child care system, the
Child Care Development Block Grant is an appropriated program
and it is very reasonable for us all to revisit whether those funding
levels are appropriate.

Senator DODD. But wait. Wait. The math does not add up. First
of all, the flexibility of the original welfare reform program is basi-
cally gone here. You are mandating what States do here. The first
proposal had a lot of flexibility for States. That was one of the
things that made it attractive for a lot of people.

But here, you have set up work programs far surpassing the
number of TANF recipients currently working or in work-related
activities for many more hours a week. We have already agreed on
that. We are under-serving an already-eligible population, and you
have got a flat line here.

So what we are all asking is sort of the same question. That is,
by the way, not doing anything more on quality. So, even serving
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the present population, we know that the quality is inferior in most
places.

The other day, you had someone from the White House testi-
fying. Let me quote him for you. They described child care. Your
quote is good: ‘‘Your children need quality child care that promotes
their healthy development and literacy skills so they can succeed
in school and later in life.’’ Wade Horn. Great quote.

Let me tell you what one of your colleagues out of the White
House said the other day. ‘‘Any safe, well-lit place will do.’’ That
is a quote. I am not making it up. What is it here? Any safe, well-
lit place will do? That is not quality child care. Do you agree with
that?

Dr. HORN. I agree. As someone who has utilized child care in
many of its various forms, just a well-lit place will not do. It needs
to be a place that is safe, that is nurturing, and that provides a
quality environment for that child.

Senator DODD. On Head Start, can we kind of agree that Head
Start is not child care? This is not child care. We are kind of
lumping that together. You may get Head Start for a couple of
hours. The most you will get is maybe six hours a day in some
places.

Dr. HORN. I agree that Head Start is not child care. I think we
also can agree, for those 225,000 children who are in full-day/full-
year Head Start, they do not need an alternative child care ar-
rangement as well.

Senator DODD. But you also know that many of those children
who are in Head Start also did. Of the 800,000 and some-odd that
were in Head Start, about 450,000 of them needed child care in ad-
dition to Head Start.

Dr. HORN. I agree with that.
Senator DODD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Senator Dodd.
Senator DeWine?
Senator DEWINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary Horn, under current law, four percent of the funds are

set aside for activities to improve quality. I think we all agree that
we need to improve quality, and obviously one way to do it is
money. But, in addition to that, there are other things that we can
do.

What evidence do we have that the States have been able to take
this set-aside money and do anything that has improved the qual-
ity? What evidence do we have that they are going to do that in
the future?

Dr. HORN. I think that States have been very creative in using
the four percent minimum set-aside for quality improvement. They
have used it for a variety of different purposes to train providers
in the latest knowledge, not just in terms of child development, but
specifically for early literacy development, a very strong priority of
this administration.

They have also used it creatively to try to tie training to in-
creased reimbursement rates. They have used it for consumer edu-
cation so that parents have better information when they go about
choosing child care.
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In fact, States do not just spend the minimum. One of the rea-
sons that I generally do not like set-asides, is they tend to become
ceilings, not floors. But in this situation, the States have actually
seen it as a floor, not as a ceiling. States have been actually a little
bit closer to 6 percent on quality activities. I think those activities
have been very effective.

Senator DEWINE. On our next panel we are going to hear from
a witness who has lost her transitional child care assistance and
who has been placed on a waiting list for additional child care help.

Her child care expenses are about 42 percent of her weekly take-
home pay. She has been told that the only way she can obtain as-
sistance with her child care expenses is to quit her job and return
to welfare.

That is certainly not the message that any of us want to send
to individuals who have worked so hard to leave the welfare rolls.
What do you recommend for this witness, and what are your
thoughts about this?

Dr. HORN. Well, I think it is important for the State agency to
work with this person so that does not happen. There are almost
30 States in the United States that have no waiting lists at all for
subsidies for child care. I think that one of the things we need to
do, is to focus on what they are doing correctly and how they are
managing their case loads.

Senator DEWINE. What do you think they are doing correctly?
Dr. HORN. I think that they are doing creative mixes in terms

of co-pays. Some States, for example, if you walk in the welfare
door as opposed to just a working family applying for a subsidy, ba-
sically they say, for a very long time, you do not have to have any
co-pay, regardless of what your income rises to.

So, in some situations you have two families, both making the
same amount of money, one has a co-pay, one does not. It ought
not to matter which door you walk in in terms of the kind of co-
pay that you are required to pay under child care subsidies.

So, I think that States should take a look, if they have those
kinds of arrangements, because if they are not requiring co-pays,
they are treating families going through the welfare door dif-
ferently. Then it seems to me if they started to charge co-pays, that
for those families with the same income levels there would be more
money available for other kinds of subsidies.

We have also done some things in this proposal to increase State
flexibility so they have more money available for child care. One of
the big complaints we have heard from the States when we went
on a listening tour in advance of developing our proposal, is that
they could not use carry-over balances for anything other than cash
assistance.

So if you had carry-over balances, you could not use it for child
care subsidies. That does not make any sense. So, our proposal
says, if you have carry-over balances you ought to be able to use
those for services as well as cash assistance. So, those States that
have carry-over balances ought to be able to use those to increase
their subsidies if they have carry-over balances.

We have also heard from the States the need to count as obli-
gated, not as unobligated, rainy day funds. Those rainy day funds,
if you put into them under current law, once you do draw down on
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them, their carry-over balance is going to use them as cash assist-
ance. We clarify that they are obligated. They can be used for serv-
ices, not just cash assistance.

So we think our proposal contains flexibility to allow States to
manage the new, admittedly, more challenging work participation
standards.

Senator DEWINE. Mr. Secretary, Congress, last year, as you
know, increased the dependent care tax credit as well as the child
tax credit. What additional assistance do you think we can provide
to working poor families who choose to have a parent stay at home
with the children?

Dr. HORN. Well, I think that Senator Dodd’s comment about
making sure that, whatever we do, we do not pit one type of family
arrangement over another, is very important one, whether that be
two-parent families versus single-parent families, or families where
both parents are working outside the home, or just one is working
outside the home.

I think there are very important policy choices that we always
be careful that we do not pit one kind of an arrangement against
another.

One of the things we do in our proposal, under the current law,
if you are a two-parent household and you are on TANF, you are
required to meet the work participation rate to engage in 55 hours
a week of work. Now, unless you have got one really big workaholic
in that family, that means both parents have to be working.

What we say in our proposal, is that we take the two-parent
work participation requirement down from 55 hours to match it up
with the required hours for a single-parent household, which would
allow a two-parent household to have one parent stay home, if that
is what they choose to do, to take care of their child. I think that
would be very helpful for this population.

Senator DEWINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you.
Senator Wellstone?
Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, I am odds with

you here. The Administration’s proposal would require that TANF
parents spend 25 percent more hours per week outside of the
home—outside of the home; you said not necessarily just work—
each week, than they are required to under current law. Correct?

Dr. HORN. I do not agree with the fact that all of those 16
hours—in fact, all of those 16 hours do not have to be outside the
home.

Senator WELLSTONE. Well, as Senator Breaux was saying, of all
of the different options—and quite frankly, I am not sure States
are going to be able to figure this thing out mathematically. Believe
me, most of it will be work. But most of it is away from home. Yet,
the administration provides no new funding. Correct?

Dr. HORN. Actually, our proposal has $3 billion more spending
over baseline over 5 years.

Senator WELLSTONE. You provide more funding for child care
under TANF?

Dr. HORN. No. I am sorry, I did not understand your question
then.
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Senator WELLSTONE. Then let me go on. Yet, you say you have
got enough money. I do not know exactly how. I presume that what
you are saying to our States, is you can take it out of other money
that you have.

So, now, you tell me. What will the State of Minnesota take
funding away from? Tell me, what program in the State of Min-
nesota are we going to take funding away from in order to provide
the funding for these families?

Dr. HORN. Again, Senator, I do not think we disagree on the
goal. That is why, again, what we do, is we provide a ramp-up pe-
riod of 2 years in which the State of Minnesota would be—I assume
you have had case loads in Minnesota drop by about half. This
means that the State of Minnesota’s work participation rate in the
first year will be 5 percent.

Now, most States are well above 5 percent right now in terms
of the work participation rate. That is precisely the reason we did
that in the second year, where you get half the case load reduction
credit, so you only have to put in about 30 percent if you have a
50 percent case load reduction into work participation require-
ments.

So the idea is not for us to impose this ‘‘mission impossible’’ on
States, but to work with States over the next 2 years to find out
creative ways where we are mixing education, training, and work
together so that we can move more families effectively and effi-
ciently towards self-sufficiency. That is the goal.

Now, if we find in those 2 years that there is a real strain on
the child care system because of these requirements, then it seems
to me we have gotten an appropriated account under the Child
Care Development Block Grant where we can revisit whether or
not additional resources need to be made, or other kinds of adjust-
ments need to be made. So I just want to emphasize, this is——

Senator WELLSTONE. But tell me again. You have got all this
stuff about ‘‘creative ways,’’ and this, that, and the other. Frankly,
I do not agree with a number of the premises of what you are say-
ing. But even if I do agree, tell me, in 2 years in Minnesota, what
programs are we going to take money away from as we figure out
creative ways of doing this?

You would require that TANF parents spend more time outside
the home. That is for sure. A lot more time than under current law.
Yet you provide no additional funding for child care. That is for
sure as well.

But you say there will be enough money, but the reason you say
there is enough money is you are assuming that the State of Min-
nesota is going to take money away from other programs. I want
to know which ones they are. Give me some examples, over the
next 2 years, how my State of Minnesota can be creative. What
money are we going to take away? What are we taking money
away from?

Dr. HORN. Unless the State of Minnesota has less than 5 percent
of its TANF population in work, I do no think you are going to have
to take away any funding from any program. Not in the first year.
In the second year, there is a 30 percent work participation re-
quirement. So, I do not think, in those 2 years, you are going to
need to rob Peter to pay Paul.
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What we want to see, is as we help States develop systems which
we think will be more effective at moving people towards self-suffi-
ciency, if there in fact is a developing strain on the child care sys-
tem, as I have said, and as Secretary Thompson has said in his tes-
timony before the Senate Finance Committee and House Ways and
Means, then it is very appropriate for us to revisit whether or not
there ought to be more money in the Child Care Development
Block Grant.

Senator WELLSTONE. So what you are saying is, and this will be
my last point, that if the State of Minnesota and other States need
additional money, you make a commitment today that you will in-
crease CCDBG appropriations 2 years from now if our States need
the additional funding. Is that correct? Is that what I am hearing
from you?

Dr. HORN. The commitment that we would make, is that we
would make adjustments to the system to ensure that child care is
not the barrier towards moving people towards self-sufficiency.

Senator WELLSTONE. Yes. Except, you see, I get nervous when
you say ‘‘we will make adjustments in the system.’’ Frankly, I think
you have taken away. The irony of it is—I want the chairman to
hear this because I am becoming the conservative here—you are
doing a one-size-fits-all now, because States have had a heck of a
lot more flexibility under current laws than they will under what
you are proposing.

You are taking away a lot of that flexibility. You are saying, this
is what you are going to do, and you are going to have to put a
lot of funding in that. My State is saying, and a lot of other States
are saying, we do not know where that money is going to come
from. You are saying you have got additional flexibility, which
means take it away from other programs.

Now I am saying, but if that does not work out and it turns out
that we need additional funding, will you make a commitment for
additional CCDBG money for child care? You are saying, no, but
what we will make a commitment to, is we will create flexibility
in the system so that you can meet your needs. I do not know what
that means.

Why would you not make a commitment today for more funding
for child care? You do not have enough.

Dr. HORN. If I made that commitment today, Senator, I would be
the former Assistant Secretary by tomorrow morning. [Laughter.]

Senator WELLSTONE. Do you know what? That answer, I appre-
ciate. [Laughter.] That answer I appreciate.

Senator DODD. We can get you a job with the Corps of Engineers,
maybe. [Laughter.]

Senator BREAUX. Senator Murray?
Senator MURRAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am not sure I

want to follow up on that.
Mr. Chairman, I think we all sense that there is a huge problem

here with child care. I have tried to listen to your answers, and I
feel like you are very creative with percentages.

I am not sure I can follow all of the lines that you have drawn
here on this, and I was trying carefully to listen to you.

But let me give you the reality. In Washington State, we have
a $20 billion budget. We just had to cut $1.6 billion out of that
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budget. My State has the second-highest unemployment in the Na-
tion, right behind Oregon. We are not recovering from this reces-
sion, even though back here in Washington, DC all of the adminis-
tration folks keep coming back here and telling us we are. We are
not. Our State, and I think many of our States, is really struggling,
trying to balance the budget.

In fact, my State did have kids eligible for child care subsidies
up to 225 percent of poverty until this year, and they have had to
cut it back to 200 percent of poverty. That is 13,000 families who
are not going to get child care next year.

We are now telling families, under your proposal, that they have
to be out of the house 40 hours a week with no increased child care
costs.

There is no official waiting list for child care in the State of
Washington. Those 13,000 families are not on a waiting list. The
reality is, waiting list or not, there are families out there who are
now being told they have to be at work who do not have anywhere
to put their kids.

Their kids are in horrendous situations. We are going to be hear-
ing about them. We are going to have stories in our newspapers
about kids that are left alone. We are going to have stories about
kids that are in unsafe conditions. We will have put them there.
I liked your creative responses, but I think we are all going to be
facing the reality here of the additional work requirements you
want without the additional resources for child care.

Now, having said that, I just want to ask you, as I mentioned
in my opening statement, it is one thing if you are working 9:00
to 5:00, but most of our welfare parents who are required to be at
work are not going to find a 9:00 to 5:00 job. They are going to find
one in the evening, they are going to find one all night long, but
they are not going to find one 9:00 to 5:00.

What are your proposals to deal with off-hour child care and in-
fant care, which I think are going to be necessary for a lot of the
children we have got to deal with?

Dr. HORN. Right. You raise a very important issue. Not every job
that is available is a 9:00 to 5:00 job, and child care facilities tend
to be 9:00 to 5:00 arrangements.

One of the things that the 1996 law did, is it put a severe cap
on technical assistance funds that the Office of Financial Family
Assistance had available to them in terms of providing technical
assistance to the States.

One of the things that we do, is we lift that cap and, in fact, put
a significant amount of additional money into technical assistance
so that the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services can,
in fact, go out and work with States around these very important
issue. How do we generate more child care in off hours to meet the
needs of those who are working non-traditional hours?

Right now, we are severely constrained in terms of the ability for
us to provide any technical assistance to States. There may have
been good reasons for that in 1996 in the law. We think that those
good reasons no longer apply.

So, again, what I want to emphasize, is that this is not a pro-
posal which says to States, do it this way and only this way. In
fact, we think we have increased a lot of flexibility to the States,
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and there are lots of details to this proposal that do not make the
headlines.

But what we want to do, is generate a partnership with the
States so that we can, together, find creative mixes of work, edu-
cation, and training so that we can move more people towards self-
sufficiency, which is, I think, the goal that all of us share. I know
that that is a goal that you share.

Senator MURRAY. Well, Mr. Secretary, I appreciate the rhetoric.
I think we share the rhetoric. The problem is, States do not need
technical assistance. There is a lot of good technical assistance out
in the States. What they do not have, is the money for child care.

This is a Federal requirement that your administration would
impose, that these people have to be out of the house for 40 hours
a week with no additional dollars for child care assistance. That,
to me, means kids who are not in care or kids who are not getting
good care, and we will pay the price of that.

Dr. HORN. Well, again, in the first year we are talking about 5
percent of the TANF population being under the more challenging
40-hour simulated work week.

Senator MURRAY. I am sorry. Can you say that again? Five per-
cent of the population?

Dr. HORN. Yes. In other words, because of the case load reduction
credit, and we keep 100 percent of that credit in place, if States get
to reduce percentage for percentage point from their work partici-
pation rates a function of the reduction in the overall case load—
so if you reduced your case load by 50 percent since 1995, in the
first year of this proposal your work participation rate will be zero.
That is, there will be zero families that will be required under the
proposal to actually be in this work experience.

In the second year, you get half the credit.
Senator MURRAY. I do not understand how that works.
Dr. HORN. It was put into the 1996 law as an incentive for States

to reduce case loads, so they would give credit towards the work
participation rate.

Right now, we have a case load reduction credit right now. In
fact, the effective work participation rate, the target, national aver-
age across the United States, is only 5 percent right now.

So, it is not so that the first year of this proposal, 50 percent of
the case load must be in a 40-hour simulated work week.

Senator MURRAY. Well, I would just say, Mr. Secretary, it is very
difficult to understand that. I do not know. Maybe we need paper-
work reduction if we pass this thing, because I do not know how
States are going to figure this out.

I see my time is up, Mr. Chairman, but I have a lot of concerns.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you very much, Senator Murray.
Senator Graham, do you have any questions?
Senator GRAHAM. No, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BREAUX. I just had one follow-up, Secretary Horn, that

I did not get in earlier.
In my State of Louisiana, in an effort to get people back to work,

a lot of it is in the entertainment business, riverboats, gambling,
and everything else. Obviously, there are very unusual hours. It is
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Someone may go to work at mid-
night. It is very difficult to find child care.
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You have the fact that it does not apply for children over 13.
There are an awful lot of 14-, 15-, 16-year-old girls that are getting
pregnant, a lot of 14-, 15-, 16-year old boys that are going to jail
because of what they do in the absence of child care. That is a huge
problem.

Dr. HORN. Right.
Senator BREAUX. I know that if you look at testimony from the

police chiefs, they will tell you that additional child care reduces
crime and ultimately saves us a lot of money. I would rather pay
for someone to sit with that 14-year-old than to have them in pris-
on and incarcerated in some institution somewhere at $20,000,
$30,000 a year.

The President mentions in the proposal a youth development pro-
posal aimed at addressing these children who are adolescents. But
the only thing I find in the President’s proposal is a requirement
that the States mention it in their TANF plan, that there really is
no money for it and it is not really a program.

Can you tell me anything about this youth program that does not
seem to be?

Dr. HORN. Well, first of all, by adding as an over-arching purpose
of TANF improving the well-being of children, we emphasize that
each of the other purposes is really a strategy for attaining that.

We believe strongly that case load reduction is an important
measure of success. But it is just one measure of success. As a child
clinical psychologist, I believe strongly, and the administration be-
lieves strongly, that we ought to also be focusing on what is hap-
pening in terms of the kids.

Fortunately, the results so far seem to be reasonably good for the
younger kids, not so good perhaps for the older kids. So one of the
things that we have initiated in the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, is an over-arching positive youth development
strategy.

One of our first pieces of concrete activities is, in June, a Na-
tional Youth Summit. It will be our first-ever National Youth Sum-
mit, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices.

Senator BREAUX. That is going to tell us what the problem is?
Dr. HORN. Also, the strategies for addressing them. By putting

the over-arching goal of improving child well-being in the TANF
law, it gives the States a hook to fund, if they so choose, out of
their block grant where they still have 100 percent flexibility, after-
school programs for youth and other kinds of positive youth devel-
opment experiences.

In addition, in the Department of Education, we have the 21st
century learning centers, which are meant for places for kids to go
after school, the sort of fill-in-the-gap hours, where they can have
a good educational experience.

Senator BREAUX. But all of this is an unfunded suggestion.
Dr. HORN. Not the 21st century schools or community centers,

no. Those are not unfunded. They are part of the No Child Left Be-
hind Education Act.

Senator BREAUX. All right. Thank you very much, Secretary
Horn.

Senator DODD. If I could, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator BREAUX. Sure.
Senator DODD. Again, I wonder if you might, Mr. Secretary. I

would love to get the numbers that back up these statistics that
you have put out in these charts here today so I know what the
facts are that draw into those particular numbers. If you could get
that for me, I would appreciate it.

Number two, just to make the point that Senator Murray made,
if you take the national numbers, I think the numbers indicate
that States are running about $40 billion worth of deficits right
now. I think that is the number, collectively, in all 50 States.

The pressures on States are going to be significant. To the extent
we are going to be relying on the gap to be made at the State level,
is maybe asking a tremendous amount given the reality.

Many of these State have State-constituted prohibitions against
deficit financing, so they are going to have to make significant cuts,
in programs or significant increases in taxes just to make ends
meet.

Last, I want to underscore the point the Chairman just made. I
think that we talk about this. Obviously, there is a critical need.
We talk about infants and young children under the age of 6.

But in many ways, some of the most needy children in terms of
care are in that pre-adolescent/adolescent period. We talk a lot
about the infants, and so forth, for obvious reasons. We do an awful
lot in higher education and so forth.

That gap, or that preadolescent and adolescent population, and
neglect—the 21st century schools, I wish it were more. I do not
know what your numbers are in the budget, but you and I both
know that is a pittance of support for an after-school program for
these kids.

So, I think the chairman makes a very good point in talking
about it. They are not the most attractive. These are the adolescent
ones who will drive you crazy, I am told. I need to get prepared
for this. I have a few years to wait before Grace reaches that age,
but I am told to brace myself for it by all who have been through
it.

Senator BREAUX. Brace yourself.
Senator DODD. But the 21st century is a frozen number this year

in your budget. Is that not true?
Dr. HORN. I believe that is accurate.
Senator DODD. Yes. So we are freezing there and these other

places. Yet, the demands, as Senator Breaux has pointed out, are
getting high.

I just feel there has been this sort of resistance to the notion of
child care, having been involved in it now for almost 20 years here
when Orrin Hatch and I wrote the first Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant back in the early to mid-1980’s.

Mrs. Bush testified the other day before the HELP Committee on
the early reading and the pre-literacy programs and so forth. I
commend her for that. I think the fact that she is focusing on that
as a real need in the country is something for which she deserves
a great deal of credit.

When you have got as many kids, 6 million infants, 14 million
children, every day in some form of child care environment, then
it seems to me the natural place to weave in those early learning,

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:22 Jan 28, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 82101.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



25

pre-literacy, literacy programs are in this environment where chil-
dren are.

Unfortunately, in the eyes of many, of course, they ideally should
be home with a parent. But, as you pointed out and as I have stat-
ed over and over again, the realities are that they are in a different
setting, less than ideal in some cases, to put it mildly.

But if we are going to sort of neglect these children at that point
or lead parents up to a very patchwork kind of situation where
they are lurching these kids from day to day, week to week, in dif-
ferent places, begging people to watch them under certain cir-
cumstances where they have little or no ability to do so. The obvi-
ous effects, as we now know, are going to be felt very, very quickly
in our society.

This is an absolute critical investment in the well-being of this
country. This is truly a national security issue, in my view. When
you look at what we now know, if a person in the third grade,
fourth grade, is way behind in their reading skills, they are now
telling us with a high degree of certainty that that child will end
up in the criminal justice system. So, the investments here, I know
they are expensive, but, boy, the cost of not doing something is
much higher.

So, we look forward to continuing dialogue and working with you
on this.

Dr. HORN. Senator, as Secretary Thompson mentioned in his tes-
timony before the Senate Finance Committee and also Ways and
Means, he is quite serious in wanting to work with members of
these committees from both sides of the aisle. He would like to
hear your ideas and discuss with you ways that we could improve
the proposals.

Senator DODD. I do not know if he is watching this or not, but
I hope you will give him a call when you get back. [Laughter.]

Senator BREAUX. Well, Secretary Horn, thank you very much.
While you did not get the impression that we are glad you are
there, we are glad you are there, and look forward to working with
you very much in the future. Thank you very much.

We would like to welcome up our next group of witnesses which
will sit as a panel. We would welcome Assistant Secretary Ann
Williamson, who is with the Office of Family Services in my State
of Louisiana.

I would note that Dana Reicher, who is the TANF director from
the State of Louisiana, is also here in the audience and we thank
Dana for her contributions.

Mr. Mark Greenberg, who is senior staff attorney for the Center
for Law and Social Policy here in Washington; and a witness from
Florida, who I would ask Senator Graham if he would maybe like
to introduce her at this time.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you very much, Senator Breaux. It is
my pleasure to introduce a fellow Floridian, Ms. Vicki Flamand.

Ms. Flamand is from Ft. Walton Beach, Florida. She is the proud
mother of a beautiful 2-year-old daughter. She works extremely
hard to provide a nurturing environment for her family.

Ms. Flamand is a former TANF recipient who worked her way
into independence. She now works 30 hours per week as a legal as-
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sistant in a law firm. She earns about $13,500, which includes food
stamps.

Ms. Flamand has an associate degree and plans to take up para-
legal courses at Okaloosa Walton Community College beginning
this May.

Her daughter attends a licensed family day care home in Ft.
Walton Beach. I have been told, however, that her child care ar-
rangement is now in jeopardy. The story that Ms. Flamand will tell
is, sadly, not unusual.

Ms. Flamand has received transitional child care assistance for
2 years, which is the limit under the Florida law. Today she can
apply for regular child care assistance. Problem? The waiting list
in our State is long. There are over 46,000 children waiting ahead
of Ms. Flamand’s daughter to get that regular child care assistance.

Ms. Flamand is one of the great success stories. She has made
the transition from welfare to work. I am concerned that lack of af-
fordable child care may keep her from furthering her great accom-
plishments.

Ms. Flamand, I thank you very much for having made the long
trip from Ft. Walton to be with us today. It is very important that
we hear from people like yourself who have actually experienced,
and continue to experience, the reality of making this move to-
wards independence and employment, while at the same time
meeting your responsibilities to your daughter.

Ms. FLAMAND. Thank you.
Senator GRAHAM. We look forward to hearing from you.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Senator Graham.
Let us start with Secretary Williamson. Ann, if you would go

ahead and start.

STATEMENT OF ANN S. WILLIAMSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
OFFICE OF FAMILY SERVICES, LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL SERVICES, BATON ROUGE, LA

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Certainly. Good afternoon, committee mem-
bers. Ann Williamson, assistant secretary to Louisiana’s Depart-
ment of Social Services.

Thank you for inviting me to speak with you this afternoon on
behalf of the State of Louisiana, and as the State administrator of
the Child Assistance program.

Louisiana has targeted our welfare efforts on anti-poverty and
strategies to assist families in maintaining their independence.
Programming in Louisiana is focused on preparing families for
work and enabling them to advance in their employment once they
have a job.

Next year, Louisiana has proposed to spend over $140 million on
non-assistance activities, including doubling the 4-year-old pre-K
initiative to $32 million, investing in child literacy, and continuing
employment upgrades.

We are currently most fortunate to have an administration that
has taken full advantage of the flexible programming afforded to
States through the TANF block grant. Furthermore, our Governor
has served as a leading proponent of innovative investments in pre-
vention efforts to help families stay off of welfare and avoid any
cycle of dependence.
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As the poorest State in the Nation, with high drop-out rates and
low literacy levels, Louisiana’s commitment to work is evidenced in
our 24-month time limit for receiving cash assistance.

Louisiana’s focus on work and strengthening families is also em-
phasized through revised child care policies and procedures that
were implemented on March 1.

Our State has increased eligibility from 60 percent to 75 percent
of the State Median Income, and has increased co-payments made
by the State to 100 percent for the poorest recipients.

While we are proud of these achievements, there are many needs
surrounding the child care assistance program that require atten-
tion. Prior to the policy change outlined above, Louisiana served
approximately 38,000 children and spent $7.7 million per month
for families receiving child care assistance, and those who
transitioned off of welfare as well as receiving cash assistance.

Within our sliding fee scale, a family of three with a monthly in-
come of $1,219 qualifies for child care assistance requiring no co-
payment. A family of three with an income above $2,596 exceeds
eligibility.

If Louisiana increased our eligibility to 85 percent of the State
Median Income, that would mean approximately $8.4 million more
funding would be required annually.

We are currently meeting Federal work participation rates with
a majority of participants involved in unsubsidized employment,
and increasing expectations will necessitate increased costs, which
will mean reduced funding for low-income families in the work-
force.

Only 25 percent of families who have left the cash assistance
case loads are enrolled in the child care assistance program.

There is a shortage of providers, particularly in rural Louisiana.
We are unable to aggressively recruit and retain providers due to
such low reimbursement rates.

At the national level, attention is turned to rethinking child care
and early education not only because the support enables parents
to work, but also due to the fact that we know how early brain de-
velopment influences learning.

Evidence abounds regarding the importance of child care, yet we
have not realized all of the solutions to problems in this system of
caring for our youngest citizens.

According to the Southern Governors Association’s brief on TANF
reauthorization, child care costs represent the third-largest expense
for most families and for those with incomes that are less than
$14,000 a year.

As parents transition into employment, child care assistance can
be the difference between maintaining employment or returning
back to the cash assistance case loads.

In States with shorter time limits, such as Louisiana, parents
who have exhausted their 24 months do not necessarily have the
option of returning to cash assistance. This policy reinforces the
importance of personal responsibility and the critical role of sup-
portive services.

The most critical needs surrounding child care involve implemen-
tation and maintenance of quality programming, funding issues, as
well as availability and accessibility of care for working parents.
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Each of these components, at times, are involved in competition
against one another. Constant choices are having to be made be-
tween increased quality and more affordable care for a broadened
constituency.

Accountability investments in the K-12 system could realize an
even greater return, with increased attention given to quality child
care programming. In light of the fact that children are being held
to higher expectations in traditional school settings, quality child
care is necessary to ensure their readiness.

Effective training and continuing education for providers, as well
as competitive compensation, prevent turnover, which is essential
to quality child care, and the recruitment and retention of quality
providers is costly. Instructors are seeking smaller class sizes and
lower student-teacher ratios for the benefit of the children.

Engaging parents in the efforts to develop quality child care is
just as essential as engaging providers. The most progressive
States, such as North Carolina, Georgia, and Montana, to mention
a few, have programs that teach parents to become knowledgeable
shoppers for quality care.

Parents are offered assistance in selecting their providers be-
cause parental choice is valued in the State of Louisiana. Across
the Nation, current funds in child care have been able to afford just
over 10 percent of families eligible the care that they need.

As state directors work to administer these programs with the
highest level of integrity, we are charged to balance our efforts be-
tween aggressive service delivery and fiscal responsibility.

Families must be able to access and pay for quality child care if
States are to succeed in developing a workforce that will foster a
strengthened economy.

Louisiana and our fellow States are anxious to continue our wel-
fare reform efforts with child care assistance programs that enable
families to work to attain true self-sufficiency, while adequately
preparing children to develop appropriately for the K-12 system.

We believe that true success in the child care program can only
be realized once all stakeholders are actively involved. Louisiana is
committed to serving working parents and their children, with par-
ticular emphasis on poverty prevention through education for our
children. It is their success that will illustrate the true achieve-
ment of our current welfare reform efforts.

Thank you very much.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Ms. Williamson.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Williamson appears in the ap-

pendix.]
Senator BREAUX. Ms. Flamand, we are glad you are with us.

Thank you very much for being here.

STATEMENT OF VICKI FLAMAND, PARENT, FT. WALTON
BEACH, FL

Ms. FLAMAND. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and distinguished
members of the committee.

My name is Vicki Flamand. I am a 30-year-old single mother of
a beautiful 2-year-old girl. I live in Ft. Walton Beach, Florida. I am
a hard worker and I have always prided myself on my ability to
be self-sufficient. I maintain a small, two-bedroom apartment for
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my daughter and myself and I drive a 10-year-old vehicle because
I cannot afford a newer one.

I work very hard to provide a safe and stable environment for
myself and my child, while struggling to work and go to college. I
strongly believe in the importance of consistency within my daugh-
ter’s environment in order to provide her with a sense of security
and love.

To this end, I have struggled to keep my child with the same
child care provider for the majority of her short life. The obstacles
to fulfilling this goal include, but are not limited to, changing jobs
in order to meet my provider’s new hours.

Now I am confronted with a new obstacle for which there seems
to be no way around. You see, as a single mother, I make only
enough to pay my bills and live a very modest lifestyle. My annual
income is $13,500 per year, and that includes my food stamp ben-
efit.

As I have said, I am a hard worker and I go to work every day.
Until recently, I received transitional child care assistance through
Okaloosa Walton Child Care Services, which helped pay my child
care fees.

However, my transitional child care benefit ended on March 1 of
this year. My income still places me well within Florida’s eligibility
level for child care assistance and I still qualify for help paying for
my child care expenses.

However, due to a lack of funds in Florida this year, my daugh-
ter and I have been placed on a waiting list for child care help,
along with 358 other families in Okaloosa and Walton Counties,
and over 46,000 other families in the State.

Now I am left with the dilemma of no help with my child care
costs. I cannot afford to pay full child care fees so that I can work,
as my weekly child care expenses total over 42 percent of my week-
ly take-home pay. I could, of course, quit working and return to
welfare, but I choose to work hard so that I can teach my child the
importance of self-sufficiency.

I am not asking to be supported by the government. But is the
concept of the transitional child care program and others like it not
to promote self-sufficiency for working parents who are willing and
able to go to work, but even with doing so, remain below the pov-
erty line?

I have been told by many agencies that the only way I can obtain
assistance with my child care expenses is to quit my job and apply
for cash assistance. Please tell me what message our government
is sending to parents like me, when the only way I can support my-
self and my child is to quit.

I know that I am not the only parent with this dilemma. Accord-
ing to Okaloosa Walton Child Care services, there are dozens of
other families in these counties alone who are in my very same sit-
uation, and more working parents are being turned away every
day.

As a productive citizen and a taxpayer, I think it is my responsi-
bility and right to be heard. Please step forward for parents like
me. Show us that we are not wrong for wanting to work and teach
our children the importance of self-sufficiency.
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Help us by approving significant new funding for the Child Care
Development Block Grant so that we do not have to choose between
quality care for our children and our jobs. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Flamand appears in the appen-
dix.]

Senator BREAUX. Ms. Flamand, thank you very much. I know
that Senator Graham has to chair another committee. Senator
Graham, do you have any questions you would like to ask before
you have to depart?

Senator GRAHAM. You mentioned, Ms. Flamand, the long waiting
list in Okaloosa and Walton County, as well as in the State, for
subsidized child care. Are there any other alternatives available to
you other than quitting your job and therefore making yourself eli-
gible, or paying 42 percent of your income in child care?

Ms. FLAMAND. Well, sir, I have spent about 20 working hours
since this happened to me researching other alternatives for pos-
sible child care funding. There are no other programs in my area
that fund child care other than programs that fund for you while
you go to school.

But, during my work hours, Okaloosa Walton Child Care Serv-
ices is the only funding available, and now it is not available any
more. I pay approximately $90 a week for child care now. I used
to pay $8.

Senator GRAHAM. If I could ask one other question. Are you con-
tinuing to be a student at Okaloosa Walton Community College?

Ms. FLAMAND. Yes, sir, I am. As a matter of fact, I am proud to
say that, through this letter, I have been offered a scholarship to
help me pay for my funds and books while I go to school. Unfortu-
nately, that does not resolve my current situation for day care.

Senator GRAHAM. There is no child care available through the
community college?

Ms. FLAMAND. No. There is a program called Mom’s House, but
they only cover the time while you are in classes.

Senator GRAHAM. If you continue your education, to what degree
are you aspiring now?

Ms. FLAMAND. I am working on my paralegal degree at this
point, and I hope that that will take me above the poverty line and
allow me to support my child without any further assistance.

Senator GRAHAM. So you are in lots of dilemmas.
Ms. FLAMAND. I am.
Senator GRAHAM. What do with your child, you want to continue

your education, and if you do, that may be the key to moving out
of poverty.

Ms. FLAMAND. Exactly.
Senator GRAHAM. So this one issue, the absence of child care, is

about to cause your very thoughtful plan and your demonstrated
commitment to realize that goal to be shattered.

Ms. FLAMAND. That is correct. It has literally put me into a situ-
ation of possible homelessness. I have to choose between paying my
day care expenses and paying my bills.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you very much, Senator Graham.
Mr. Greenberg, we will receive your testimony.
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Senator DODD. Incidentally, on Mark, just to give him a proper
send-off here——

Senator BREAUX. He is not leaving yet. [Laughter.]
Senator DODD. No. But this man knows more about this subject,

and I mean this. Over the years, we have benefitted tremendously.
A lot of people get public credit for making us aware of what the

realities are out there, but Mark, over the years, has just provided
an incredible amount of information, reliable data, and under-
stands the very complicated subject matter when you get down to
various funding steams and the like.

So, Mark, we are very, very grateful to you for your continued
service on this issue over the years.

Mr. GREENBERG. Thank you very much, Senator Dodd.
Senator DODD. Before Bob Graham leaves, let me tell you some-

thing, if anyone is watching on C-SPAN, Vicki, if some law firm
does not hire you tomorrow, they are crazy. You are smart. [Laugh-
ter.]

Ms. FLAMAND. Thank you.
Senator BREAUX. Mr. Greenberg?

STATEMENT OF MARK GREENBERG, SENIOR STAFF ATTOR-
NEY, CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY, WASHINGTON,
DC

Mr. GREENBERG. Thank you.
Senator Dodd, Senator Breaux, members of the subcommittee, I

very much appreciate having the opportunity to be here.
I think, in listening to Ms. Flamand’s testimony, we are all

struck by how powerfully it exemplifies the problems that parents
face in situations where they need child care help and it is unavail-
able, the terrible dilemmas it presents for them, the horrible
choices.

It is a situation which, for some families, has been addressed by
some of the improvements in recent years, but I think her story
helps underscore what still needs to be addressed.

Let me say in starting out, I have, since enactment of the 1996
welfare law, spent a lot of time looking at both the child care and
the welfare parts of the law in following implementation across the
country.

Certainly, an important part of the story is that, since 1996,
there really has been an extraordinary expansion in employment
among low-income families. The employment rate for single moth-
ers is now at an historic high, 73 percent in the year 2000. An
array of studies tell us that most of the families who have left as-
sistance are working.

At the same time, the studies very consistently tell us that fami-
lies who have left assistance are working in low-wage jobs. They
start in low-wage jobs. There is evidence of some improvement over
time. It is not dramatic. So, by the end of a year or two, they are
often still in low-wage jobs. It underscores the crucial importance
of child care for them.

At the same time, other research tells us that low-income fami-
lies that have not had a recent connection to the welfare system
are also in low-wage jobs, sometimes even lower wage jobs.
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The story of trying to provide child care assistance is not just
about families receiving or leaving welfare. A broader group of low-
income families need help.

Part of what Ms. Flamand’s story exemplifies, is that no State
would want to have a structure where they say to families, the best
way to get access to child care is to come into the welfare system.

That is not the direction States want to go. A lot of what they
have tried to do over the last 5 years is to create a structure where
families do not need to come into welfare in order to get child care.

So, as you face reauthorization, certainly one part of the discus-
sion is how to address the child care costs of whatever new work
requirements are considered.

At the same time, I would urge that your focus not be limited
to just child care needed to meet the welfare-to-work requirements,
that there are enormous unmet needs for other low-income families
and a central part of State strategies is trying to ensure that the
needs of those families are met, also since 1996, States have been
able to increase child care spending and part of the reason has
been the increased funding under the Child Care Development
Block Grant.

The other crucial part of the story has been the ability of States
to use TANF funds. As welfare case loads declined, it freed up
money. By the year 2000, only about 43 percent of funds were
being used for cash assistance.

States were able to use the funds freed up as caseloads tell for
an array of activities, but the single biggest redirection of funds
has been to child care, because States recognized the importance of
child care as integral to their overall strategies.

By the year 2000, 33 States were spending more money on child
care than on basic assistance. This reflects an extraordinary trans-
formation in a very short period of time.

And, it underscores the basic reorientation in State efforts. Part
of the child care spending involves helping families when they re-
ceive or leave assistance, but a major reason why case loads have
fallen is probably because child care help is now more broadly
available for families outside the welfare system.

In terms of the numbers that Assistant Secretary Horn sug-
gested, I think it is probably the case that the share of eligible fam-
ilies who are getting child care help is greater than 12 percent.

As I discussed in my written testimony if we could look at all
available funding sources, and at the increased funding from 1999
to 2001, participation is probably higher than 12 percent, but that
does not change the basic story.

The basic story, is that most families who are eligible under Fed-
eral law are not getting child care help. We see it in a lot of ways.
We see it in waiting lists in a number of States. But in those States
that do not have waiting lists, what one will often hear is that the
State does not do active outreach.

The reason that the State does not do active outreach, is because
the State understands that there is no point in doing active out-
reach if you cannot respond to the needs. It would be pointless to
generate a lot of interest and many people coming in if you know
that you cannot help those families.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:22 Jan 28, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 82101.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



33

So part of the way that the limited resources do get reflected, is
in setting eligibility levels lower than allowed under federal law.
Part of the way is by having waiting lists. Part of the way is to
not do outreach. And, part of the way is by setting payment rates
for providers that are below local market rates and, which often
prevent families from having access to a broad range of care.

As the committees look ahead to the administration’s plan, there
are going to be controversies about many aspects of the plan. But
the thing that seems clearest, is that shifting the nature of the
work requirements to involve many more people and to move from
20- and 30-hour obligations to 40-hour obligations has to involve
additional child care costs.

It is important to try to determine what they might be. In my
view, it would be important to assure that any legislation ade-
quately addresses them, and at the same time to also address the
needs of other working families.

The final point that I want to emphasize, is that as we look at
the experience of the last 5 years, there has been significant
progress in States in providing child care assistance. The fact that
there are significant unmet needs should not diminish our recogni-
tion of progress that has been made.

At the same time, the principal engine that has allowed States
to expand child care assistance has been TANF funding. For a lot
of reasons, that engine is not going to be there over the next 5
years. TANF funds are not increasing. States are already spending
in excess of their annual TANF block grants.

The majority of States are now facing case load increases. So, the
basic approach that worked for the last 5 years won’t work for the
next 5, and it underscores the crucial need to address overall child
care funding if we hope for States to make continued progress in
the next 5 years. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Greenberg appears in the appen-
dix.]

Senator DODD. That is great testimony.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you very much. Everybody had a good

story to tell us, and valuable information.
Secretary Williamson, I think you all have made great progress.

I think, really, if you look back at where we started in this process
to where we are, welfare reform—there were predictions that the
sky was going to fall and terrible things were going to happen.

We are a long ways from what we can say is an unqualified suc-
cess, but real progress has been made. The numbers are about the
number of people who are no longer on cash assistance, who are
making progress, who have jobs because of the changes. I think
that is a real significant accomplishment as a Nation.

But the administration is recommending some new concepts,
some new ideas about what we need to be doing in terms of work
requirements, et cetera. Secretary Williamson, as the state director
in Louisiana or the person that is working on this program, what
do you find to be a problem with the recommendations from the ad-
ministration, as we know what they are recommending?

I know we have Mike Foster, a Republican Governor, but you are
running the program every day and he has got a great deal of faith
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in you all. What do you think are problem recommendations for
changes that the administration has made?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. Louisiana is absolutely committed to work.
Louisiana is absolutely committed to ensuring that families become
employed and stay employed, get beyond that cycle of dependence.

Therefore, to ensure ongoing employment, support services have
got to be as solid, and consistent, and available to rise to the in-
creased expectations we are going to have of cash load assistance
recipients, as well as those who have transitioned beyond cash de-
pendence.

Senator BREAUX. So what specifically are they recommending
that causes you problems, if in fact that is our goal?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. We recognize that the majority of Louisiana’s
funding, over 60 percent, is for those families who have gone be-
yond cash dependence. If we have increased expectations that we
need to meet for that smaller percentage of families who do receive
cash assistance, it will cause us to have to shift our resources, our
energies, our staff time toward a smaller population, and therefore
neglect the very critical needs of those working poor. That is a con-
cern, because Louisiana is absolutely committed to ensuring that
we get people beyond welfare dependence.

Senator BREAUX. So what would you recommend that we in Con-
gress do with regard to reauthorizing the legislation?

Ms. WILLIAMSON. It is critical that if the work activity expecta-
tions are so stringent and specific, that we address those with the
appropriate increase of supported service funding and ensure that
flexibility is maintained so that States do not have to prescribe to
such a specific prescriptive way of engaging participants in count-
able work activities. We need to open up what is accountable work
activity.

Senator BREAUX. So if you have greater work requirements and
all that encompasses those work-related requirements, you would
be spending more TANF dollars for that, which would mean you
would have less for child care.

Ms. WILLIAMSON. And preventive efforts. Exactly.
Senator BREAUX. All right. Yes. Thank you.
Ms. Flamand, we were talking, Senator Dodd and I. I mean, you

are to be congratulated. You serve as an example to an awful lot
of other single moms out there that are really trying to do better.

If you looked at it from a bottom line perspective, maybe you
would just quit. You would be eligible for Medicaid. You would get
health care assistance. You would probably get more cash assist-
ance. But that is really not what you want. That is not what you
are all about. That is what we are trying to encourage. What you
are doing is what we are trying to encourage everybody to partici-
pate in.

You have health care assistance where you work, insurance?
Ms. FLAMAND. I do not, with my job, because of my hours. Be-

cause of my day care provider’s hours, I am only allowed to work
up to a certain point during the day, which limits me from working
a 40-hour week.

Senator BREAUX. So you do not have health insurance.
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Ms. FLAMAND. So I do not have health insurance. My daughter
has Medicaid, but I make too much money and I have to pay a
large co-payment on her Medicaid. I have no insurance for myself.

Senator BREAUX. So you do not have health insurance yourself.
Ms. FLAMAND. No.
Senator BREAUX. May I ask where you are working? What type

of job do you have?
Ms. FLAMAND. I work for an attorney’s office in Ft. Walton

Beach.
Senator BREAUX. All right. Well, you are to be congratulated.

You are a great example.
Ms. FLAMAND. Thank you.
Senator BREAUX. Keep up the good work.
Mr. Greenberg, specifically, we have got to look at the rec-

ommendations of the administration and Mr. Horn, and we have
got to either accept it like it is or make some changes.

If you agree that changes need to be made, what specifically do
you recommend we do?

Mr. GREENBERG. I should begin by saying that like many people,
I was frankly puzzled when I first saw the administration’s plan,
because the thing that has been clearest in recent years is that
States have been tremendously focused on getting families engaged
in work.

One of the strongest themes in reauthorization discussions, both
from States and advocates has been the need for more flexibility
in responding to the families who are still receiving assistance.

There is a recognition that many of those families often have
multiple serious barriers to employment: health issues, mental
health issues, domestic violence issues, substance abuse, English as
a second language, a set of circumstances that all counsel for hav-
ing a more flexible, individualized approach.

And, there has been a recognition that, while many people have
entered employment, the jobs are often very low wage. There has
been a lot of interest efforts to improve job quality and to broaden
access to education and training programs.

So, one of the things that is puzzling, is that the proposal seems
to be restricting the ability of States to have more flexible re-
sponses in addressing the situations of families with multiple bar-
riers and families needing access who could benefit from the access
to training.

Frankly, one of the other things that is puzzling is moving to a
structure of 40-hour requirements, when, up until now, there had
really not been conversations in which people were saying the ex-
isting requirements of 20 and 30 hours of engagement under cur-
rent law were a problem.

The focus for States has largely been on saying, what are the
things we need to do to help someone get a job? It hasn’t been, how
do we fill up their day or their week with 40 hours of activity?

So, I really think there are questions about the basic approach
that the administration is putting forward. It does not reflect the
approach to designing programs that States have chosen when they
have had flexibility under the law to implement what they think
is best.
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Having said all that, it does seem crucial that, if something like
this is going to occur, that there be a genuine determination of the
best estimates of what the child care costs are likely to be for doing
it.

One of the things for which I had some concern in listening to
Assistant Secretary Horn, is that clearly the public impression is
that this is about a 40-hour simulated work week. Assistant Sec-
retary Horn was indicating that apparently some parts of the 40-
hour requirement could be doing various activities with one’s child.

But, as a practical matter, if the world hears that this is about
a 40-hour requirement, they are going to think it means a 40-hour
requirement. That is what State legislatures are going to think,
and that is the way they are going to write their programs.

So, I think if what is written into the law says 40 hours, it would
be really be hazardous to not put in place the child care funding
needed to meet such requirements.

Senator BREAUX. Thank you. It is sort of ironic. This administra-
tion is pushing less flexibility to the States. The whole trend has
been in the opposite direction.

Senator Dodd?
Senator DODD. Well, is it your recommendation then, Mark, on

the last point here, that the existing levels are really working pret-
ty well and that we would be well-advised just to leave that alone?

Mr. GREENBERG. There are a couple of areas where I think there
is need for a change. One of them that Assistant Secretary Horn
talked about was this thing called the case load reduction credit,
which has given enormous incentives to cut welfare case loads,
frankly, whether or not it translated to employment.

In my view, it does make sense to get rid of the case load reduc-
tion credit. At the same time, it would make sense to say States
should be able to count people who leave for work; that that is a
good outcome and that that ought to get reflected.

So I would recommend that kind of change around the participa-
tion requirements. And, I would recommend broadening what is ac-
countable activity. That is the jargon that is used to talk about the
ability to work with people with multiple barriers and to do what
makes sense for them, to allow access to education and training.

The one other thing that I would say, which I understand is
sometimes difficult in the politics of all of this, is that what many
States would say is that the participation rates in the law are not
the thing that have most helped them have work-focused programs,
that often times they actually get in their way.

What States want to do is focus on outcomes, and participation
rates often push them to focus on process. How many people for
how many hours? The higher the rates become and the more hours
that people must be engaged, the more they will have to focus on,
what are the things we have to manage to meet those rates, rather
than, how can we help people get into jobs?

Senator DODD. Yes. The outcome results.
If we were to take those suggestions you have made so we would

not get into this ‘‘40 hour’’ thing, would you still find yourself argu-
ing that we need to do more in the child care area, even under that
set of facts?
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Mr. GREENBERG. I would. The reason is, as I suggested at the
end of my testimony, the principal way States have been able to
expand child care funding in recent years has been by drawing on
TANF funds as their welfare case loads went down.

At this point, the case loads have stopped going down. In most
of the country, they have actually begun to go up. So, the notion
of relying on TANF funds as a strategy for how to increase child
care funding for the future will not work.

The other consideration, is we spent a lot of time talking with
State child care administrators last year. One of the things we
often heard, was that, on the one hand, they greatly appreciated
having access to TANF money.

At the same time, there was a real vulnerability and uncertainty
in trying to have a child care budget when you never knew what
you were going to have next year because it depended upon what
was happening on the TANF side.

Senator DODD. Yes. Well, I was going to ask—heard your name,
sitting in the chair in the row behind.

Ms. REICHER. Dana Reicher.
Senator DODD. Why do you not pull up your chair? I want to ask

you some questions. You run the TANF program in Louisiana, do
you not?

Ms. REICHER. That is correct.
Senator DODD. Is that right?
Ms. REICHER. Yes.
Senator DODD. Talk to us in real terms here. I understand what

Mr. Greenberg has said, but as a practical matter, describe for us
what is happening here. We use these names like TANF, and so
forth. I suspect that a lot of people wonder what we are talking
about.

But tell me why what Mark Greenberg has just said—I saw you
nodding your head in agreement. So tell me, as a practical matter,
what is happening in your State or what you see happening in your
State.

Ms. REICHER. Sure. Again, for the record, my name is Dana
Reicher. I am the TANF director for the State of Louisiana.

What Mr. Greenberg described is the fact that, right now, States
are very much focused on process. We are very much focused on
work, time limits, and personal responsibility.

But in order to not be penalized by our Federal folks, we have
to ensure that a certain percentage of all of our families, 50 per-
cent, are engaged in countable work activities.

There are certain things that are countable for an initial 20
hours. In the State of Louisiana, the majority of our folks are fo-
cused on unsubsidized employment. They have a regular job, but
they are still on cash assistance rolls.

So we thought that was the directive that the administration
here in Washington gave us. We did that. We implemented it. We
were successful at it. We think that a paycheck is much better than
doing some of these other activities just to do process.

However, we also have very low literacy rates in Louisiana,
where some folks cannot read in order to fill out a job application.
We are not going to send those folks to employers. They are going
to send them right back to us and say, you did not educate them.
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They do not have a GED. They cannot read. What are you sending
them to me for?

We want to have the flexibility to say, you know what? For that
person, we need to get them a GED so they can fill out the job ap-
plication. We cannot count that right now. We want the flexibility
that will allow us to count the range of things that we do to pre-
pare our folks for the world of work.

We also want the flexibility to be able to provide the types of
wage advancement opportunities that we currently are able to pro-
vide, in addition to the prevention strategies that we are doing so
folks do not have to grow up thinking about welfare offices as the
alternative solution.

Senator DODD. Yes. Now, tell me about the TANF funds in your
State and what Mark Greenberg said about that, the concern that
that TANF dollar is going to start to disappear for child care.

Ms. REICHER. For child care. What happens is, because States
are investing more money from their TANF block grant into child
care because they had reduced case loads, well now they are spend-
ing about what they were and case loads are remaining static. So,
there is no extra cushion from not having to pay cash assistance
welfare checks. So the money that we have been able to depend on
in past years will no longer be there for many States.

It is also the case that a majority of States have actually utilized
a lot of their carry-over money, so you heard Secretary Horn men-
tion that they are spending more amounts of their block grant.
Those amounts of money are becoming less and less. Is that the
question?

Senator DODD. Yes. So that dollar amount, if you take the man-
date, the CCDBG, and the TANF dollar, that $4 billion out of the
$16 billion, about a quarter of TANF money was being used for
child care. That $4 billion number is going to start to really de-
cline. The ability to have access to that $4 billion is disappearing.

So then you are still having a static population in some cases,
hopefully, but yet the demands are not going to go down, and the
resources to make up for the loss of the $4 billion are not there,
even if you presently accept the work requirements. Add work re-
quirements, reduce TANF, and you have just compounded the prob-
lem significantly.

Ms. REICHER. Exactly.
Senator DODD. Is that saying it pretty well?
Ms. REICHER. Yes.
Senator DODD. All right.
Senator BREAUX. Let me ask a question of Dana. You are saying

that in Louisiana, I think, only about 30 percent of the TANF
money is used for cash assistance.

Ms. REICHER. That is correct. In our current budget, we have al-
located 30 percent of the money for cash assistance payments. The
majority of our money is focused on poverty prevention and wage
advancement.

For example, you heard the woman from Florida. We pay for
child care for someone who is participating in a community college.
We pay for that. We pay for transportation. We have got a signifi-
cant investment in making sure people get access to advanced
skills.
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We think that is a good idea. We think it is a productive thing
to do. We do not want to stop doing that to just mess around in
the cash assistance case load.

Senator DODD. Yes. Well, that is great. Mr. Chairman, thanks.
Again, Vicki, we thank you. It takes a lot to come into a public
hearing and to talk about your personal circumstances. That takes
a special courage. I want you to know that all of us really appre-
ciate your coming here to reveal the details of your life in front of
a national audience, in effect, here.

But there are literally millions of people like you in similar cir-
cumstances, so you are really speaking on their behalf. They can-
not say so, but I will promise you, an awful lot of people out there
are grateful to you for coming forward and talking about your cir-
cumstances.

What we are going to try and do, is see if we cannot make it easi-
er for you to make that transition, so you end up with not only
maybe being a legal assistant there, but I think you would make
a pretty good lawyer, based on the arguments you have made here
today on your own behalf.

Ms. FLAMAND. Thank you.
Senator DODD. So, thank you. And Mark, thank you as well.
Senator BREAUX. Well, your story is really an inspiration and we

are very proud that you were here. Thank you all from Louisiana.
Mark, thank you very much.

I will conclude this joint hearing of our two committees, and we
will stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m. the hearing was concluded.]
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A P P E N D I X

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE DEWINE

Thank you for holding this joint hearing today on the issue of the workforce and
child care an issue of great importance for both committees and more importantly
to American families. All of us here today know that our children are the most vul-
nerable members of our population and yet our most valuable resources. As the par-
ents of eight and grandparents of six, soon to be seven, my wife, Fran and I know
the responsibility, time and dedication it takes to ensure that children—especially
very young children—receive the proper care.

The first five years of a child’s life are a time of momentous change. Research
shows that a child’s brain size doubles between birth and age three. I remember
my own children during this time, and it seemed like everyday they were learning
and doing something for the first time—walking, crawling, learning another new
word. Kids are like sponges, particularly at this early stage of life. And, with 75%
of children less than five years of age in some kind of regular child care arrange-
ment, the quality of child care is an import part of our children and families’ lives,
from the day children are born. No one can replace a mother but, parents need to
feel confident that the people caring for their children are giving them the same
type of love and support that they would provide.

Since the implementation of Ohio Works First, Ohio’s welfare program, 2⁄3 of those
leaving the welfare roles report that they are working. Many of these newly em-
ployed works have children under the age of 5, and the average child care caseload
in the State has increased by 1⁄3.

Nationally, close to 6 million infants and toddlers are regularly cared for by some-
one else while their mothers work, many as early as three months of age. The use
of centers as a source of care for children under the age of three has tripled since
the 70’s. Centers are here to stay, so we must make sure that the care these chil-
dren are receiving is quality.

The quality of care and interactions that children experience during their first
years of life play a pivotal role in preparing our children for kindergarten more im-
portantly for life. Kindergarten teachers could tell you on day one, which students
received quality pre-primary education and which ones hadn’t gone to a quality pro-
gram or had never been in an structured setting before at all.

Research shows that children who attend quality childcare programs when they
were three or four years-old scored better on math, language, and social skills in
early elementary school than children who attended poor quality childcare pro-
grams. High quality early childhood programs have several factors in common: low
teacher ratio, well-trained and paid teachers, and low staff turnover.

I am eager to hear from the panel as to how they view the relationship between
child care and the workforce. These are all very complex issues. We need to find
a balance between quality child care programs and ensuring that we reach as many
children as possible. Again, I thank both Chairmen for holding this hearing, and I
look forward to working with my colleagues on these vital issues.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF VICKY FLAMAND

Good morning Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee. My
name is Vicky Flamand. I am a 30 year old single mother of a beautiful two year
old girl. I live in Fort Walton Beach, Florida. I am a hard worker and have always
prided myself on my ability to be self-sufficient. I maintain a small two-bedroom
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apartment for my daughter and myself and I drive a ten-year-old car because I can-
not afford a newer one. I work very hard to provide a safe and stable environment
for myself and my child while struggling to work and go to college.

I strongly believe in the importance of consistency within my daughter’s environ-
ment in order to provide her with a sense of security and love. To this end, I have
struggled to keep my child with the same child care provider for the majority of her
short life. The obstacles to fulfilling this goal include, but are not limited to, chang-
ing jobs in order to meet my provider’s new hours.

Now I am confronted with a new obstacle for which there seems to be no way
around. You see, as a single mother, I make only enough to pay my bills and live
a very modest lifestyle. My annual income is $13,500 per year, and that includes
my Food Stamp benefit. As I said, I am a hard worker and I go work every day.
Until recently, I received Transitional Child Care assistance through Okaloosa-Wal-
ton Child Care Services, which helped pay my child care fees. However, my Transi-
tional Child Care benefit ended on March 1 of this year. My income still places me
well within Florida’s eligibility level for child care assistance and I still qualify for
help paying for my child care expenses.

However, due to a lack of funds in Florida this year, my daughter and I have been
placed on a waiting list for child care help, along with 358 other families in
Okaloosa and Walton counties, and over 37,000 other families in the state.

Now I am left with the dilemma of no help with my child care costs. I cannot af-
ford to pay full child care fees so that I can work, as my weekly child care expenses
total over 42% of my weekly take-home pay. I could, of course, quit working and
return to welfare, but I choose to work hard so that I can teach my child the impor-
tance of self-sufficiency. I am not asking to be supported by the government, but
isn’t the concept of the Transitional Child Care program and others like it to pro-
mote self-sufficiency for working parents who are willing and able to work, but even
with doing so remain below the poverty line? I have been told by many agencies
that the only way I can obtain assistance with my child care expenses is to quit
my job and apply for cash assistance. Please tell me what message our government
is sending to parents like me when the only way I can support my self and my child
is to quit my job.

I know that I am not the only parent with this dilemma. According to Okaloosa-
Walton Child Care Services, there are dozens of other families in these countries
alone who are in my very same situation, and more working parents are being
turned away every day. As a productive citizen and taxpayer, I think it is my re-
sponsibility and right to be heard much more clearly. Please step forward for par-
ents like me. Show us that we are not wrong for wanting to work and teach our
children the importance of self-sufficiency. Help us by approving significant new
funding for the Child Care and Development Block Grant so that we don’t have to
choose between quality care for our children and our jobs.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARK H. GREENBERG

Mr. Chairmen and Members of the Subcommittees:
Thank you for inviting me to testify. I am a Senior Staff Attorney at the Center

for Law and Social Policy (CLASP). CLASP is a nonprofit organization engaged in
research, analysis, technical assistance and advocacy on a range of issues affecting
low-income families. Since 1996, we have closely followed research and data relating
to implementation of the child care provisions of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act.1

Today’s hearing focuses on the role of child care in helping families enter and sus-
tain employment, on the experience of States in operating child care subsidy pro-
grams in recent years, and on issues and challenges as Congress faces reauthoriza-
tion of the Child Care and Development Block Grant and the Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families Block Grant. In my testimony, I make the following principal
points:

• Child care plays a crucial role in helping families enter and maintain employ-
ment and be more productive by ensuring the safety and well-being of children
while parents work. At the same time, child care is often the principal early
education program for young children.

• For low-income families, there are two principal sources of federal child care as-
sistance: the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) and the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant (TANF). Since 1996, com-
bined federal and state funding for child care under CCDBG and TANF has
more than doubled. Most of the growth in spending has been attributable to fed-
eral funds, and the majority of those funds became available through TANF as
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state welfare caseloads fell. However, for a number of reasons, TANF is not
likely to be a growing source of child care funding in the next five years.

• Increased funding since 1996 made it possible for many States to increase num-
bers of children served, raise eligibility levels, reduce parental copayment re-
quirements, raise provider rates, and expand initiatives to improve the quality
of care. While these developments are notable, States still must make difficult
trade-offs, mostly due to limited resources. Most eligible children do not receive
child care subsidy assistance, most States set eligibility well below the allow-
able limits of federal law, copayments are often higher than desirable, and rates
are often insufficient to ensure access to a broad range of care. Efforts to pro-
mote early learning in child care environments are often not statewide in scale.
Moreover, the economic downturn has meant that a number of States are facing
budget shortfalls that jeopardize some of the progress that has been made.

• The Administration’s recently proposed welfare plan would substantially in-
crease welfare work-related requirements, but provides for no additional TANF
or CCDBG funding. As Congress reviews the plan, it will be important to en-
sure that adequate child care resources are provided to address the increased
needs associated with increased work requirements. At the same time, the focus
in reauthorization should not be limited to providing the child care needed to
meet welfare work requirements. A critical part of state progress in recent years
has involved extending child care to low-income working families outside the
welfare system, and reauthorization should also seek to address the significant
unmet needs of low-earning working families.

Background: The importance of child care in promoting work and child development
Child care plays a number of related and important roles in helping families, chil-

dren, and the nation’s economy.
Child care helps parents at all income levels enter and maintain employment. The

increased availability of child care has been linked to an increased likelihood that
single mothers will be employed.2 When members of the Welfare to Work Partner-
ship were asked in a poll about what they would do the most to improve job reten-
tion among welfare recipients, child care was at the top of the list. According to the
Welfare to Work Partnership, the provision of child care benefits by employers in-
creases retention, decreases absenteeism and improves productivity.3

Child care has become particularly important in light of the dramatic increase in
employment among low-income single mothers in recent years. In announcing its
welfare reform proposal, the Administration reported that after a decade in which
the annual employment rate for single mothers hovered around 58%, the rate had
increased every year through 2000, and reached over 73% of mothers heading fami-
lies in 2000. Moreover, employment rates for never-married mothers increased from
under 46% in 1995 to nearly 66% in 2000, an increase of over 40% in just five years.
The Administration observed: ‘‘These employment increases by single mothers and
former welfare mothers are unprecedented. By 2000, the percentage of single moth-
ers with a job reached an all-time high.’’4

While employment for low-income parents has surged, much of that employment
has been in low-wage jobs. According to data from the National Survey of America’s
Families (NSAF), median wages for recent welfare leavers in 1999 were $7.15 an
hour.5 State studies typically report wages in that range. A CLASP review of more
than 30 recent leavers studies found that median wages ranged from $6.00 to $8.47
an hour, with most States showing median quarterly earnings of $2,000 to $2,500.6
At the same time, earlier analysis of NSAF data found that median wages of welfare
leavers were actually somewhat higher than those of other low-income mothers who
did not have a recent connection to the welfare system,7 which suggests the impor-
tance of child care to low-income families who are not current or recent welfare re-
cipients.

Child care subsidies can make a substantial contribution to a family’s financial
wellbeing. Child care costs can be high for all families, but represent a larger share
of income for low-income working families. The Census Bureau reports that in 1995,
families with employed mothers and children under 5 had child care costs averaging
$85 per week, which would translate to $4,420 per year.8 Costs are usually higher
for families living in urban areas, or those with infants or toddlers; one survey
found that the annual costs of center-based infant care in urban areas ranged from
about $3,600 to just under $13,000 in 2000.9 Research based on the NSAF found
that families earning less than 200% of the federal poverty level with child care
costs were paying an average of 16% of earnings for child care, compared with 6%
for higher-earning families with child care costs.10

Child care can also promote better child outcomes. Since 1996, the body of re-
search linking high quality early education to improved child outcomes, especially
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for disadvantaged children, has grown. Studies have found a connection between the
quality of early education experiences and later outcomes, including cognitive meas-
ures and educational attainment.11 Furthermore, the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) conducted a review of the literature and concluded that findings consistently
point to the role of high quality interventions and early educational experiences in
improving early learning, language skills, and achievement in school, as well as im-
proved social and emotional development.12

At a time of increased national concern about how to promote school readiness,
the role of child care is particularly important, because most preschool children
spend a significant number of hours each week in nonparental arrangements. NSAF
researchers found that in 1997, 76% of preschool children with employed mothers
were cared for in non-parental arrangements. About 41% of preschool children of
employed mothers were in full-time care (defined as 35 hours or more), and the pro-
portion increased to 52% among those children with mothers employed full-time.
Very young children spend significant amounts of time in full-time care as well: 39%
of children under three according to NSAF.13 Higher-income families are more likely
to place their children in center-based, formal child care arrangements. Data from
2000 released by the Census Bureau indicate that 61% of three- and four-year-old
children in families with incomes of $40,000 and above were in center-based ar-
rangements (Head Start, child care centers, nursery schools), compared to only 46%
of children in lower income families.14

The need for child care does not cease when children attend school, especially for
working families. Among school-age children, NSAF data for 1997 found that 55%
of six to nine year olds with employed mothers had a supervised setting (including
center and family care) as their primary child care arrangement in addition to
school, although 10% of this age group spent some time in self-care while their par-
ents worked. Among ten to twelve year old children, 24% do not spend much time
in formal settings, and instead care for themselves as their primary arrangement.
This is of some concern, given that children in better quality, supervised arrange-
ments may be less likely to engage in risky behaviors, and more likely to have im-
proved academic and social outcomes.15

Child Care Funding: The role of the Child Care and Development Block Grant and
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant

While various federal programs provide limited amounts of child care funding,
most federal low-income child care funding comes from two sources: the Child Care
and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) and the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families Block Grant (TANF).16 In FY 2000, approximately $9 billion in federal and
state child care funding came from these two sources.17

CCDBG provides States with funds through several different funding streams.
Generally, each state qualifies each year for a specified amount of discretionary
funds and an additional amount of mandatory funds (sometimes referred to as guar-
anteed funds). In addition, if a state meets a maintenance of effort requirement (es-
sentially reflecting the level of state spending under a set of child care programs
that existed before the 1996 welfare law), the state can receive additional federal
matching funds, subject to state match. Overall, in FY 2002, the federal government
made available to States $2.1 billion in discretionary funds and $2.7 billion in man-
datory and matching fiends. States, in turn, needed to spend $888 million to meet
CCDBG maintenance of effort requirements, and would have needed to spend $1.1
to draw down all available matching funds.

States use their CCDBG fiends to provide child care services for low-income fami-
lies and for quality initiatives that may benefit all families. The federal income eligi-
bility limit is 85% of State Median Income (SMI), but States are free to set lower
eligibility limits. States must spend at least 4% of their CCDBG funds for quality
initiatives, but have broad discretion in determining how to use those funds. The
federal government requires that States establish minimum health and safety
standards for use of CCDBG funds. The federal law requires that state CCDBG pro-
grams ensure that families receiving subsidies have ‘‘equal access’’ to care com-
parable to that available to families with incomes above the CCDBG eligibility lev-
els. Otherwise, however, States have broad discretion in determining payment rates
to eligible providers, copayment requirements for families, licensing and regulatory
standards, consumer education requirements, and other dimensions of state sys-
tems.

The other principal source of child care funding has emerged from the TANF
structure. In 1996, Congress provided States with TANF block grants, set to remain
essentially constant through 2002, at a level approximately reflecting federal wel-
fare spending levels from the early 1990s. TANF block grant levels for the nation
were set at $16.5 billion. In return for receiving a TANF block grant, each state is
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required to meet an annual ‘‘maintenance of effort’’ level, requiring state spending
for low income benefits and services to be preserved at a level approximately reflect-
ing 75%–80% of what the state was spending for welfare-related programs in 1994.

States can use TANF federal funds for child care in two principal ways. First,
States may transfer up to 30% of their TANF funds to CCDBG each year. Second
States may use TANF funds in any way ‘‘reasonably calculated’’ to accomplish the
purposes of the law, including ‘‘direct’’ spending for child care. In addition, States
may transfer TANF funds to the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) or Title XX,
subject to certain limits on transferability, and some States use SSBG funds to pay
for child care costs. And, a state may count certain state expenditures for child care
toward meeting the state’s TANF maintenance of effort requirement.

Since 1996, there has been a historically unprecedented decline in welfare case-
loads, and with that decline, States were able to redirect TANF block grant funds
to benefits and services other than cash assistance. By FY 2000, only 43% of TANF
and MOE funds were being used for cash assistance.18 States used freed-up TANF
funds for a broad range of work and family supports, but the single biggest redirec-
tion of TANF funds was to child care. The commitment of TANF funds to child care
grew from $189 million in 1997 to $3.9 billion in 2000. In 2000, States transferred
$2.4 billion in TANF funds to CCDBG, and directly spent an additional $1.5 billion
in TANF funds for child care. This additional funding allowed States to increase
numbers of families helped, raise eligibility levels, lower copayments, raise provider
payment rates, and enhance collaboration and coordination with other early care
and education initiatives. Although state CCDDBG administrators appreciate the
flexibility to use TANF funds, some also express concerns that state decision-mak-
ers’ redirection of TANF to child care may vary year-to-year, making it difficult to
conduct long-run state child care policy planning.19

Overall, the combination of increased CCDBG funds and redirected TANF funds
has allowed States to make a remarkable transformation in their approaches to
helping low-income families and supporting low-earning working families. In 1994,
the nation spent $22.8 billion for cash assistance (under the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children Program) and about $2.7 billion for child care. By 2000, spend-
ing for cash assistance had fallen to $11.6 billion, while spending for child care from
CCDBG and TANF grew to $9.4 billion. Even this somewhat understates the mag-
nitude of the shift: by 2000, spending for child care exceeded spending for cash as-
sistance in thirty-three States. See Appendix to this testimony for state-by-state
data.

On one hand, the decline in cash assistance spending made it possible for States
to increase child care spending. However, the increased availability of child care
played a critical role in making it possible for families to get and keep jobs, so that
they could leave welfare or never need to enter the welfare system. The TANF case-
load decline is a function of both families leaving welfare and families never enter-
ing the welfare system. The fact that states were able to broaden the availability
of child care for low-income working families played a crucial role in helping to in-
crease employment and reduce the need for welfare.

In looking at this expanded structure of supports, it is important to appreciate
two key facts: first, at least 70% of the spending growth since 1996 is attributable
to federal funds;20 second, the single biggest factor in accounting for the growth
since 1996 was the availability of TANF funds as welfare caseloads declined; as dis-
cussed subsequently, states are not likely to be able to rely on steadily increasing
freed-up TANF funds in coming years.
The experience since 1996: Progress, but significant unmet needs

What has the additional funding since 1996 meant for families? Increased federal
funding made it possible for states to increase numbers of children served, and for
many states to reduce parental copayment requirements, raise provider rates, and
expand initiatives to address child care quality. While these developments are nota-
ble, it remains true that most eligible children do not receive child care subsidy as-
sistance, copayments are often higher than desirable, rates are often insufficient to
ensure access to a broad range of care, and quality initiatives often only reach a
small share of providers and families.

CLASP has recently worked with organizations in five states—Illinois, Iowa,
Maine, Texas, and Washington—to gain additional insight into the experiences of
families and child care systems in those states. The findings are contained in five
state reports and an overview and synthesis written by CLASP.21 The discussion
in this section draws from both national data and the experiences of the five states.

For the nation, between 1996 and 1999, the average monthly number of children
receiving CCDBG-funded child care subsidies grew from 1 million to 1.8 million.22

In many respects, this reflects a dramatic expansion in the number of families and
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children receiving help. However, the number of federally-eligible families also grew
over this period, for a number of reasons. First, the welfare caseload dropped by 1.8
million families from 1996 to 1999, and studies consistently find that the majority
of leavers are employed, typically in low-wage jobs.23 Second, the share of families
working or participating in work-related activities while receiving TANF assistance
also grew significantly; by FY 1999, nearly 900,000 adults receiving assistance were
employed or engaged in work-related activities. Third, there was a large increase
in labor force participation by low-income single parents, which may include families
not previously connected to the welfare system; between 1996 and 1999, the number
of employed single mothers grew from 1.8 million to 2.7 million.24

Unfortunately, available federal data does not indicate the share of subsidy recipi-
ents who are TANF recipients, so it is not currently possible to tell how much of
the growth in participation involved low-earning families outside the welfare sys-
tem. A seventeen state study by Abt Associates and the National Center for Chil-
dren in Poverty is suggestive: it found that in 1997, TANF children represented 41%
or more of those receiving subsidy assistance in 5 of 13 states; by 1999, TANF chil-
dren represented 41 % or more of those receiving subsidy assistance in 3 of 15
states. In 1997, TANF children represented 20% or less of those receiving subsidies
in only one of 13 states; by 1999, TANF children represented 20% or less of those
receiving subsidies in 4 of 15 states.25 This strongly suggests that much of the
growth in subsidy participation involved families who had left or had no connection
with the TANF system.

Despite the progress in increasing the numbers of families receiving help, most
potentially eligible families do not receive child care assistance. HHS has estimated
that in FY 1999, there were 14.75 million children meeting federal CCDBG eligi-
bility guidelines. Thus, the 1.8 million children receiving CCDBG-funded subsidies
constituted only 12% of potentially eligible children in FY 1999. Note that the 12%
figure does not include families receiving subsidy help from other funding sources,
though it seems clear that the vast majority of subsidy assistance did occur through
CCDBG (including TANF transfers).26 In light of further funding increases since
that time, the share of eligible children receiving subsidy assistance is probably
somewhat higher today,27 but not enough to change the basic conclusion that most
eligible families are not receiving subsidy assistance. Based on current data from
four of the five states studied in CLASP’s report, we estimate that the percentage
of federally eligible children served in four states in 2001, from all funding sources,
ranged from 8% (in Iowa and Texas) to 28% (in Illinois). Washington State was at
26% and data was not available for Maine.28

Most states have raised child care income eligibility levels since 1995, but in 2000,
only three states set their income eligibility statewide at 85% of State Median In-
come.29 The median state’s income eligibility threshold for a family of three in 2000
was $25,680, up from $20,436 in 1995. These figures represent an increase from
162% to 181% of the federal poverty level of 1995 and 2000. However, the 1995 and
2000 dollar figures represent a slight decline as compared to SMI, from 58% to 57%
respectively.30

Setting lower eligibility limits can help states target resources and reach more
families. However, one consequence of setting low eligibility limits is ‘‘the cliff effect’’
when a family reaches the eligibility limit through a small increase in earnings, but
does not have sufficient wages to afford the full cost of care without a subsidy. Fam-
ilies must then choose whether to continue their child care arrangement, potentially
bearing large out-of-pocket expenditures, or move their child into less expensive
care. One Illinois parent told her story to the Day Care Action Council of Illinois:

I got an increase in pay of $20 a week and (went) from $250 a month in child
care to $800 a month for child care. It put me over the limit. The income part
was not enough to match the child care part and it was like ‘‘sorry, you make
too much money.’’ I went to my employer and said 1 don’t want a raise. I need
my pay reduced. He was like, ‘‘are you nuts?’’31

Similarly, the study of Iowa’s child care system found that when an Iowa family
of two is receiving a child care subsidy and the family’s income increases from
$15,000 to $20,000, the family’s disposable income only increases by $34, principally
because the family loses eligibility for the subsidy.32

States may also allocate limited resources by establishing waiting lists. The Chil-
dren’s Defense Fund reports that as of December 2001, over one-third of states ei-
ther operate with waiting lists or have frozen child care intake. Among the five
states we reviewed, Texas currently has a waiting list of approximately 38,000 chil-
dren; Maine’s waiting list is approximately 2,000 families.

The fact that a state does not have a waiting list does not mean that need is being
fully met. Often, states do little or no outreach in administering their child care sub-
sidy programs, because they recognize that it would be counterproductive to engage
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in outreach when they would be unable to respond to additional need. None of the
five states profiled in the CLASP et al., study were doing systematic outreach to
inform low-income families that they are eligible for child care services.

States also allocate limited resources through their copayment policies, i.e., the
share of child care costs that participating families are required to pay. HHS has
recommended that child care copayments should not exceed 10% of family income.
(Non-poor families pay, on average, 7% of their income for child care.33) In 2000,
almost all states met the 10% standard for a family of three with income at the fed-
eral poverty level, but at 150% of poverty, families of three were ineligible for sub-
sidy assistance in seven states, and copayments in excess of 10% were assessed in
an additional seven states.34 Moreover, states with low copayments for lowest-in-
come families may rapidly escalate copayments as family income increases. For ex-
ample, in Washington State, if a family’s pre-tax income increases from $17,500 to
$20,500 per year, the family’s annual copayment increases by approximately $1,320
(or 44% of the pre-tax pay increase).35

Another key dimension of state child care subsidy systems is the payment rate
structure: Does the state set payment rates to providers at levels sufficient to pur-
chase a broad range of care in the local market? HHS has recommended that states
set payment rates sufficient to allow families to purchase care at the 75th percentile
of the local market, i.e., a rate sufficient to purchase care from 75% of local pro-
viders. A Children’s Defense Fund analysis found that in 2000, twenty-four states
did not meet the federally recommended standard, and that it was not clear whether
states were closer to meeting the standard in 2000 than in 1995.36 In our review
of five states, four did not meet the recommended standard: most notably, in Chi-
cago, providers of center-based care for preschoolers were being paid at a rate re-
flecting the 18th percentile, i.e., lower than the ordinary charges of 82% of pro-
viders.37

Finally, there is little available information about the quality of care for families
receiving federally-subsidized care. Federal data indicate that in 1999, 56% of chil-
dren receiving subsidies were in child care centers (with 31 % in family homes, 10%
in the child’s own home, and 3% in group home settings), and that 71% of children
were in settings that were licensed or regulated under state law.38 However, this
information, in itself, provides little insight as to the quality of care for families.

Increased child care funding since 1996 has provided additional resources for
state quality initiatives, although current efforts are limited in scope.39 States are
required to spend at least 4% of CCDBG funds for quality initiatives, and trans-
ferred TANF funds also became part of the funds to which the 4% requirement ap-
plied. States have devoted resources to quality initiatives, and have begun many
promising initiatives to improve the quality of child care. All five of the states
profiled in CLASP’s five state study have invested in strategies designed to better
pay, educate, train, and support child care providers; protect the health of children;
and support early education opportunities. These initiatives include:

• Collaboration between Head Start and prekindergarten programs and the child
care subsidy system;

• Provision of funding for child care resource and referral agencies to help par-
ents find and evaluate child care settings to determine if these settings meet
their needs and those of their children and to provide technical assistance and
supports to providers to enhance their service quality;

• Scholarship and wage enhancement programs, such as T.E.A.C.H. (Teacher
Education and Compensation Helps) Early Childhood , which provides scholar-
ships for college or travel to child care teachers who, if they stay with their
child care providers for a year after using the scholarship, receive a wage in-
crease or bonus;

• Provider training initiatives; and
• The creation of linkages with the health care system to provide health consulta-

tions for providers and link children with health insurance programs.
Despite promising programs, state quality initiatives to date are often small in

scale, typically only reaching a portion of children and child care providers.40

Notwithstanding the limits in state subsidy programs, provision of a subsidy can
make a major difference in the lives and well-being of parents and children. In a
2000 survey, Maine parents were asked to describe the effects of receiving a child
care subsidy:41

• ‘‘[This voucher] allowed me to come off welfare. I want to work but could not
afford child care.’’

• ‘‘I can now afford quality child care and not worry about my child being put
in jeopardy.’’

• ‘‘[Now] my child only has to go to one provider. I’m not always looking for some-
one to watch him.’’

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:22 Jan 28, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 82101.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



48

• ‘‘I don’t have to leave my children alone after school now.’’
• ‘‘My 13 year-old does not have to be responsible for watching his brother and

sister.’’
• ‘‘I feel my children are safer now that they are cared for in licensed child care.

Impact of Recent Economic Downturn
While this testimony has emphasized the growth in child care funding since 1996,

child care investments in many states could be threatened by deteriorating economic
conditions and TANF caseload increases. In January, 2002, according to a National
Conference of State Legislatures survey, 45 states and the District of Columbia re-
ported that their revenues were below levels forecast at the beginning of the fiscal
year, while 28 states and the District reported that spending was above forecasted
levels.42 And between March 2001 and September 2001, TANF caseloads increased
in 32 states. (The overall national caseload remained flat over that period, but in
a block grant structure, the fact that caseloads were continuing to fall in California
does not provide fiscal relief to other states with rising caseloads).

The economic downturn has potentially significant impacts for state child care
programs. A dramatic example is provided by Illinois, a state that has made historic
investments in child care in order to guarantee services to all income eligible fami-
lies (those with income less than $24,243). In response to a shortage in state reve-
nues, Governor Ryan has proposed, in his FY 2003 budget, to raise copayments, de-
crease income eligibility levels and cut investments in early childhood programs.43

And, in Washington State, Governor Locke, in light of state budget pressures and
increasing TANF caseloads, has shifted TANF funds from child care to cash assist-
ance, which will result in lower income eligibility levels, higher copayments and de-
creased supply and quality investments.44

Potential Child Care Implications of the Administration’s Welfare Proposal
The Administration’s recently-announced welfare reauthorization proposal would

significantly revise work and participation requirements for families receiving
TANF assistance, while providing no additional funding for TANF or CCDBG. In
FY 2000, states report having attained participation rates (for the share of TANF
families engaged in a set of specified activities for a specified number of hours a
week) averaging 34%. Under the Administration’s plan, the required participation
rate would be calculated differently from current law in a number of ways, but
would rise to 70% by 2007. Among the changes, hourly requirements to count to-
ward participation rates would be substantially increased. Under current law, single
parents with children under age 6, who comprise half or more of TANF families,
count toward participation rates by being engaged in activities for 20 hours a week,
and other families count by meeting a 30-hour requirement. Under the Administra-
tion’s proposal, individuals would be required to be engaged in activities for at least
40 hours a week in order to fully count toward participation rates. Thus, many fami-
lies currently counting toward participation rates would fall short of meeting the 40-
hour requirement, and the additional families needed to meet participation rates
would need to meet the 40-hour requirement to fully count.

While there may be much discussion about the pros and cons of many aspects of
the Administration’s proposal,45 it does seem clear that the proposal would have sig-
nificant child care implications. In part, this would happen because more families
would need to be engaged in activities to count toward participation rates. But, also,
the increased hourly requirements would increase the likelihood that participating
families would need care,46 and increase the likelihood that those needing care
would need full-time care. In FY 2000, adults with any hours of reported activity
averaged 29 hours of participation per week. So, for example, for parents with
school-age children, a 40-hour requirement would mean that parents would either
need child care or need to leave school-aged children alone for significant numbers
of hours each week.

It is difficult to estimate the magnitude of the likely child care costs of the pro-
posal because it is hard to determine how many additional families would need to
be engaged in activities for 40 hours a week, or what the additional child care costs
would be for families currently engaged in activities for less than 40 hours. How-
ever, national data indicate that 52% of employed single parent families at all in-
come levels and with children under age 13 pay for child care; 52% of families with
children under age 13 and working full-time pay for child care (compared to 38%
of parents who work part-time); and 50% of employed single parents with incomes
under 200% of poverty pay for child care.47 These figures all suggest that the need
for paid child care would be substantial for the additional participants under the
Administration’s plan.
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The fact that a proposal has cost implications is not, in itself, an argument
against the proposal, and it will be important to focus on the merits of the proposal
itself. However, it will also be important to make a fair assessment of likely costs,
and ensure that they are adequately addressed in any Congressional action.

In particular, it has been suggested that there would not be a need for additional
funding because there is ‘‘enough’’ available funding between current-level TANF
and CCDBG grants. This seems wrong. By 2001, annual state TANF spending was
already exceeding the levels of state block grants by $2 billion—as states spent
TANF reserves, total state spending in FY 2001 was $18.6 billion, compared to basic
block grant levels of $16.5 billion. To date, no one has suggested that states are im-
properly spending these funds and that there are obvious areas in which states
should be cutting current spending. Thus, the only way to increase TANF child care
spending would be by cutting current spending for other programs and activities.
States were able to redirect TANF funds to child care while TANF assistance case-
loads were falling, but caseloads are now rising in most states, and there would be
no basis for assuming that with caseloads far below 1996 levels, states could be ex-
pected to generate large and rapid additional caseload declines. Moreover, the only
way in which states could redirect CCDBG funds to meet new TANF work require-
ments would be by cutting existing levels of assistance for low-income working fami-
lies outside of the welfare system. States and many observers would view such an
approach as extraordinarily counter-productive. The essence of state strategies in re-
cent years has been to build a structure of supports for low-income working families
outside of the welfare system so that families could work and meet basic needs with-
out needing welfare. It would be a significant step backward to curtail or dismantle
that structure of supports in order to fund the costs of meeting new TANF work
requirements.

Conclusion
As Congress looks to reauthorization of CCDBG and TANF, it is important to

keep in mind three key considerations:
• Increased funding since 1996 has made a real difference in helping families

work, in helping parents ensure that their children are safe and cared for while
parents are working, and in taking steps to promote school readiness; the fact
that much remains to be done should not obscure the fact that progress has
been made;

• Most of the growth in child care funding since 1996 has been attributable to
federal funding, and without increasing federal funding, states will be unable
to maintain current levels of service, let alone expanding the availability of care
to the large numbers of families who are federally eligible but unable to attain
help at existing funding levels;

• TANF funds were the principal engine driving child care expansion in the last
five years, but they are an unstable resource, and will not likely be able to play
that role in the future, both because these funds are now fully committed by
states, and because caseloads are not likely to continue falling at the rates at
which they fell in the initial years of TANF implementation.

There are a range of other child care issues that should be addressed in TANF
and CCDBG reauthorization: better coordination, improved data collection, sim-
plified administration, reducing administrative complexity, better information about
quality initiatives, stronger technical assistance, and others.48 But, at root, it will
be impossible for states to make significant progress, or even maintain current lev-
els of assistance to families, if reauthorization does not provide adequate child care
funding.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF WADE F. HORN

Chairman Breaux, Chairman Dodd, and members of the Committee, I am pleased
to appear before you today to talk about child care and its role in advancing our
welfare reform agenda. Promoting child well-being and parents’ ability to work, par-
ticularly in the context of welfare reform, are two essential priorities for this Admin-
istration and child care plays a key role in both. Parents need access to affordable
and safe child care in order to succeed in the workplace. And children need quality
care that promotes their healthy development and literacy skills so that they can
succeed in school and later life. Secretary Thompson recognized these fundamental
links during his experience as Governor when designing the innovative Wisconsin
welfare program and his commitment to child care remains clear.

The President’s budget seeks to continue funding child care at its current histori-
cally high level within the existing flexible framework of the discretionary Child
Care and Development Block Grant and the mandatory Child Care funding as well
as other critical funding sources such as Head Start. The Administration is com-
mitted to preserving the key aspects of the discretionary and entitlement child care
programs: support for work and job training; healthy development and school readi-
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ness for children in care; parental choice; and administrative flexibility for States
and Tribes. The major restructuring of the Federally-funded child care programs
under PRWORA provides a statutory foundation that remains an efficient method
for distributing child care funds to States, and an effective mechanism for making
these resources available to parents.

I would like to spend my time today sharing information on each of these key as-
pects of the program and the solid support they provide for entering the next phase
of welfare reform. I’d like to begin by briefly discussing our commitment to a high
level of child care funding.

Child Care Funding Commitment
The President’s FY 2003 budget includes $2.1 billion for the Child Care and De-

velopment Block Grant and $2.7 billion for the mandatory Child Care funding—a
total of $4.8 billion for what is referred to as the Child Care and Development Fund
or CCDF. This continues the significant funding commitment these programs have
witnessed in the last several years. In fact, the amount appropriated for the discre-
tionary Child Care and Development Block Grant is more than double the amount
currently provided for in the authorizing statute. Over the last decade, Federal
funding specifically appropriated for child care has tripled—from $1.6 billion in 1992
to $4.8 billion this year.

But these funds are only part of the picture. Funding for child care is also avail-
able through the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program, or TANF block
grant, the Social Services Block Grant, or SSBG, and other sources. Looking at re-
cently available historical data on State and Federal dollars associated with CCDF,
TANF and SSBG, we estimate that about $11 billion dollars will be invested in child
care through these three block grants alone. The Head Start program, which I will
speak to in greater detail later, provides another $6.5 billion for early childhood
education in FY 2002.

TANF is now a major source of child care funding. In 2000, States transferred
$2.3 billion from TANF to CCDF and directly spent $1.4 billion of TANF funds for
child care—almost equaling the amount of Federal dollars available through CCDF
that year. Under our welfare reform proposal, States continue to have flexibility to
transfer up to 30 percent of TANF funds to CCDF and to spend additional TANF
dollars directly for child care.

The SSBG, a $1.7 billion program which funds a broad range of social services,
is another significant Federal funding source for child care. In 2000, 43 States re-
ported spending $165 million in SSBG funds for child care, accounting for 9.3 per-
cent of the total $1.775 billion SSBG expenditures that year.

Funding available through CCDF and TANF transfers alone will provide child
care assistance to an estimated average 2.2 million per month children this year.
This is a significant increase over the number served just a few years ago (in 1998
about 1.5 million children received subsidized care) and does not take into account
additional children that will be served by the Social Services Block Grant and TANF
direct spending for child care.

In addition to these Federal funds, States contribute significant resources to child
care. A study of 17 States found a median increase of 78 percent in State child care
spending between 1997 and 1999. In order to access the total Federal CCDF and
TANF funds available, States must provide maintenance of effort (MOE) expendi-
tures and matching funds. In fact, State spending accounts for about a quarter of
total State and Federal child care expenditures under the CCDF. In 2000, States
reported spending almost $2 billion in State funds under the CCDF, exceeding the
amount required to draw down Federal funds. States spent at least an additional
$774 million dollars in State TANF funds for child care in 2000. It is clear from
these significant Federal and State funding commitments that we all recognize the
importance of child care.

I’d like to turn now to the key aspects of CCDF that form the framework of the
Administration’s child care program: supporting work and job training; promoting
child development and literacy; promoting parental choice and State flexibility.
Supporting Work and Job Training

Our child care reauthorization proposal complements the expectation under the
TANF reauthorization that an increasing number of families will be engaged in
work and other meaningful activities by ensuring that resources are available to
support safe, affordable child care when necessary. Child care is a critical support
for working families and studies in several communities and States show that re-
ceipt of child care subsidies substantially increases the likelihood of employment.
Eighty-three percent of all families who received child care subsidies in 1999 did
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so because the parents were employed (with most of the other parents receiving sub-
sidies while in training or education).
Promoting Child Development

In addition to supporting working parents, quality child care promotes early child-
hood development and literacy skills to help prepare children for school and life. To
improve quality and support the child development component of child care, States
engage in a range of strategies and we manage a broad portfolio of training and
technical assistance activities to support these State efforts.

According to the latest plans submitted by States, the most common approaches
include: grants and loans to providers for specific quality improvements; training
and technical assistance for providers and staff; monitoring of compliance with State
regulatory requirements; improving retention and compensation of child care pro-
viders; and a special focus on improving the quality of care for infants and toddlers.
One recent trend is for States to provide higher reimbursement rates to providers
that meet quality benchmarks, such as accreditation standards. One study showed
that in States that provided greater financial incentives, this approach was success-
ful in encouraging providers to seek accreditation.

The President’s budget maintains funding for quality child care. A minimum of
four percent of the CCDF must be spent on activities to promote quality. States
often invest in child care quality in amounts that go beyond that requirement. Over-
all, States spent $275 million to improve the quality of child care services in FY
2000. At 6.1 percent, that is approximately 50 percent more than is required by the
statute. In addition, the statute provides set-asides for infant and toddler care,
school-age care and resource and referral services; additional quality expenditures;
and ongoing research to identify and promote effective child care practices. Also, we
are providing technical assistance to equip States to make the best use of their qual-
ity funds, including activities that promote literacy.
Parental Choice

Our Nation’s child care system is built on the foundation of parental choice—rec-
ognition that parents, not government agencies, should decide what is best for their
children. In CCDF, we support parental choice through vouchers and access to a
wide range of child care providers—including relatives, neighbors, child care cen-
ters, faith-based programs, and after-school programs. In FY 2000, over 78 percent
of CCDF subsidy payments were made using certificates or vouchers. Using these
vouchers and other child care payments, 56 percent of children were cared for in
a child care center, while 31 percent were in family child care homes, four percent
were in group homes, and nine percent were cared for in the child’s own home.

It is important to recognize that we also support parental choice by equipping par-
ents with the information and tools they need to make well-informed choices for
their children. States are required to provide consumer education under the Child
Care and Development Fund. In 1999, States reported that they provided consumer
education to over 9.8 million families through a variety of means, including mate-
rials, information on child care licensing, knowledge of the State’s parental com-
plaint and monitoring processes, and resource and referral agencies.

Resource and referral agencies are a key component of efforts around the country
to provide child care consumer education. In recent years, Congress has earmarked
a portion of the CCDBG, $19.1 million, for school-age services and resource and re-
ferral services. Funded with a combination of both public and private dollars, there
now is a network of over 800 resource and referral agencies around the country. The
local resource and referral agencies focus on helping parents meet their child care
needs, but they also provide general parenting information through newsletters, web
sites, phone consultations, and other outreach mechanisms.

For the past two years, Congress has provided a national gateway for child care
consumer education by earmarking money for Child Care Aware, a national hotline
and web site, operated by the National Association for Child Care Resource and Re-
ferral Agencies. Child Care Aware links parents to their local resource and referral
agency that can identify specific child care providers in the family’s local community
and provide informal counseling on choosing child care that meets the family’s
needs. The Administration is committed to supporting parental choice through con-
sumer education and will fund both the resource and referral set-aside and funding
for Child Care Aware in the FY 2003 budget request.

The parental choice component in the child care subsidy program allows parents
to choose any provider—including a faith based program. In communities across the
country, faith-based programs provide preschool and other child care programs. Of
the children from birth to age five who are cared for in center-based programs, 28
percent are cared for in a church, synagogue, mosque or other religious institution.
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Allowing for State and Tribal Flexibility
The CCDF is administered by all 50 States, five Territories, the District of Colum-

bia, and 262 Tribal Grantees (representing approximately 500 Indian Tribes). These
grantees have significant flexibility to decide how child care funds will be used and
what will be emphasized in achieving the overall goals of improving the accessibility
and quality of care. Within basic Federal requirements, States determine eligibility
criteria and co-payments for families as well as provider reimbursement rates.
States also determine the amount of TANF funds that will be transferred or directly
spent for child care. Several States have taken advantage of this State flexibility
to create a single integrated system with affordable co-payments that serves low-
income families, regardless of welfare status.

The statute reserves ‘‘not less than one percent and no more than two percent’’
of the aggregate Child Care and Development Fund for Indian Tribes and we have
elected to reserve the full two percent set-aside. In FY 2002, 262 tribal grantees,
representing approximately 500 federally recognized Indian Tribes and Alaska Na-
tive Villages were awarded over $96 million in CCDF funds. Tribes receive CCDF
funding either directly or through consortium arrangements. With few exceptions,
tribal CCDF grantees are located in rural, economically challenged areas. In tribal
communities, CCDF plays a critical role in offering affordable, accessible and quality
child care options to parents as they move toward economic self-sufficiency. There
is a strong emphasis on traditional culture and language in tribal child care set-
tings, which is usually reflected in a Tribe’s overall program activities.

It is for these reasons that the Administration believes the current framework for
child care is the right strategy for the future. Now I would like to highlight other
important early childhood strategies supported by the Administration.
Looking Beyond CCDF in Meeting the Needs of Parents

Looking beyond State and Federal spending under the block grants, other re-
sources also support child care in the context of early childhood strategies—includ-
ing Head Start, State-funded pre-kindergarten programs, and 21s’ Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers. Head Start, a $6.5 billion dollar program, provides com-
prehensive developmental services for low-income preschool children and social serv-
ices for their families. Early Head Start serves low-income families with children
under three, and pregnant women. While originally designed as a part-day program,
a growing number of Head Start programs have expanded to provide full-day serv-
ices—which further helps meet the child care needs of working families. Head Start
served 905,000 children in 2001, many of them in full-day, full-year programs. Much
of the expansion to full-day, full-year programs has been accomplished through col-
laboration with child care. And many States supplement Federal funds to serve ad-
ditional children through Head Start.

State-funded pre-kindergarten, or pre-K, programs are another key investment in
early childhood education. About 40 States fund pre-K programs for at least some
of their preschool-aged children, an increase from about 10 States in 1980. Accord-
ing to Education Week, State spending for pre-K programs now exceeds $1.9 billion
annually and serves over 760,000 children in a school year. Most of these programs
provide part-day services for a subgroup of preschool children, usually those from
low-income families or with other risk factors. Nevertheless, they are an important
support for working families and for promoting child development—and can be a
key partner to other early childhood providers.

Recognizing the similar goals of these programs, the Administration is promoting
collaboration across the different programs in the early childhood and education
field—including child care, Head Start and pre-kindergarten programs. Programs in
communities across the country have led the way by working together to share fa-
cilities, professional development activities and other resources. For example, Mas-
sachusetts’ pre-K initiative provides services through local partnership councils that
include public schools, Head Start agencies, and private child care providers. When
collaboration works, as it should, families receive comprehensive, quality services on
a full-day, full-year basis that meets the needs of working parents. At the Federal
level, we are providing technical assistance to publicize and share collaborative mod-
els with communities across the country.

One excellent example of our collaborative efforts is the focus on promoting early
literacy efforts across early childhood programs. Last summer, the First Lady hosted
a White House Summit on Early Childhood Cognitive Development. At the summit,
we learned that effective early language and cognitive development strategies are
available that can be used at home and in child care settings to ensure that chil-
dren, even those at-risk of failure, can enter their first classroom ready to read and
ready to learn. Risk factors that presage academic failure can be trumped by the
efforts of child care providers armed with solid information about how best to en-
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gage children in the use of language and the joy of reading, and how to do it system-
atically. Many States and private organizations already are taking creative steps to
incorporate early literacy into their programs. We will be seeking additional way to
strengthen cognitive development components of learning in early childhood and
child care programs. And many of you played a major role in enacting the Presi-
dent’s No Child Left Behind Act, which authorized a new $75 million Department
of Education program called Early Reading First, which supports early literacy ef-
forts for preschool-aged children.

Finally, as we prepare younger children to read, we cannot forget about older chil-
dren or youth. Some studies show troublesome outcomes for adolescents when their
parents are in welfare-to-work programs, including increased behavioral problems
and lower academic achievement. The Administration’s response includes our posi-
tive youth development initiative, an approach toward all youth that builds on their
assets and potential and helps counter the problems that may affect them. Many
public and private organizations, such as after-school programs, are already engaged
in a wide array of positive activities to help young people acquire the competencies,
character, and protection they need to seize the opportunities that lie ahead. For
example, Head Start agencies are supporting youth apprenticeship models that
allow older siblings to share in and benefit from the family’s Head Start experience.

Further, quality after-school programs provide a safe haven and enriching activi-
ties that promote academic performance, social adjustment, self-esteem and appro-
priate conduct in school. Thirty-seven percent of the children receiving CCDF sub-
sidies are school-aged children under age 13. Some States are using TANF funds
for after-school programs for older children. The No Child Left Behind Act author-
izes new flexibility for after-school programs through the Department of Education’s
21st Century Community Learning Centers. These Centers are focused on providing
academic enrichment opportunities during non-school hours; but they also offer an
array of additional activities such as youth development, drug and violence preven-
tion, counseling, art, music, recreation, technology education and character edu-
cation. This program currently funds about 6,800 Centers in 1,600 communities,
providing services for 1.2 million children and 400,000 adults. These numbers are
sure to increase, since funding has increased by 18 percent, to $1 billion this year.

Conclusion
In closing, the Administration clearly recognizes that a strong commitment to

child care is fundamental to our self-sufficiency strategy for low-income families. As
I have highlighted, our commitment is founded on a multi-faceted approach that in-
cludes a high level of Federal resources and collaboration through child care, child
development, youth development, and educational opportunities at the State and
local levels.

Within this context, our proposal for reauthorizing child care is straightforward—
maintain the current high level of Federal support for working families this Admin-
istration is providing and the flexible approach that supports maximum parental
choice, healthy development and school readiness for children, and State and tribal
flexibility.

I would be pleased to answer your questions.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. TOM HARKIN

I would like to thank the Finance Subcommittee on Family Policy and the HELP
Subcommittee on Children and Families for holding this very important hearing on
the critical role that child care plays as a support for working families.

Back in 1996, Congress passed a tough welfare reform bill. I supported that. It
said that if you’re on welfare and you can work, you must work. Our reform has
had some substantial successes. Case loads are down by more than half. But if we’re
going to truly help people become independent over the long term we have to make
sure they have access to quality, affordable child care. When both parents work, or
a single mother is supporting her children, we have a responsibility to provide those
families with access to affordable, high quality child care. If we don’t, the children
are the ones who suffer most.

We’ve made progress in recent years, but we still have work to do. Too many
working families are still struggling to find quality care, especially in Iowa.

79 percent of children under the age of six in Iowa come from households where
both parents work. That’s the second highest in the nation. Yet there is a 55% gap
in the availability of child care for children 5 and younger. More than 162,000 chil-
dren under five are in need of child care. There is also a shortage of child care for
odd-hours, infants, rural communities and for children with special needs. 45% of
mothers with an infant with a disability did not return to work because they were
unable to locate appropriate child care.

Even when a family can find child care, it’s often too expensive. Low-income work-
ing families can spend 16% of their paychecks on child care. Meanwhile, higher in-
come families spend only 6 percent.

And regardless of income, parents worry about the quality of child care. In Iowa
the majority of growth has been in non-registered, unregulated care as opposed to
registered family day care homes and licensed centers. The zero to three years are
a critical time for child development. And research shows that high quality care im-
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proves school readiness. Yet we’re not supporting our child care providers. In fact,
we’re paying them less than bus drivers, barbers and janitors. I think it’s time that
changed.

Child care must become more of a priority. I am proud as Chairman of the Labor-
HHS Appropriations Subcommittee that we have been able to double funding for the
Child Care Development Block Grant over the past several years. We’ve also dou-
bled the funding for infants and toddlers in recognition of the extreme shortage and
high cost of infant care. Yet we’re really just beginning.

Child care subsidies are serving approximately 15,000 children in Iowa, a 7,800
increase since 1996. Nationally, only 12 percent of eligible children who need help
are getting any assistance. Thousands of families have moved off TANF and into
the workforce but they continue to need access to child care. That is why I have
great concerns with the administration budget proposal that flat-lines spending for
both the mandatory and discretionary portions of the Child Care Block Grant while
requiring more welfare recipients to work for longer hours, increasing the demand
for child care. It is my hope that the administration will work with the Congress
in making the needed investments in child care. The future of child care is the fu-
ture of America. And if we want that future to be a bright one, we must make the
necessary investments in early childhood development now.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE

Chairman Breaux, Chairman Dodd, thank you for convening this hearing today
on ‘‘Child Care: Supporting Working Families.’’ Clearly, one of the most pressing
issues central to helping families make a successful and permanent transition from
welfare to work is child care assistance. After all how can we expect a parent to
work without being confident that their child is in a secure, high quality child care
situation?

This issue takes on added importance as Congress looks at reauthorizing the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996—the land-
mark welfare reform act which is set to expire this September. I applaud the joint
effort of Senator Breaux and Senator Dodd in calling this hearing, as the reauthor-
ization of TANF is within the jurisdiction of the Finance Committee, and the man-
datory funding for the CCDBG, the reauthorization of which is within the jurisdic-
tion of the Senate HELP Committee.

As we reauthorize the 1996 welfare reform law, it is imperative that we have a
sound understanding of what contributed to the continued reduction in welfare case-
loads. The strength of the nation’s economy in the late 1990’s, and the philosophical
shift from welfare as a way of life to a temporary assistance program designed to
give people a hand up and not a hand-out, played key roles.

Beyond these two factors, one of the fundamental keys to welfare reform’s success
is the system of work supports which provide assistance to working parents to help
them make ends meet in low paying jobs and to sustain the family’s effort to transi-
tion out of welfare successfully. Perhaps the work support of the utmost importance
is child care. Not having access to quality child care, a parent is left with two
choices: leave their child in a unsafe, and often unsupervised situation, or to not
work—in either case, a lose-lose situation.

Considering that the goal of welfare reform was to move people off the welfare
rolls and onto payrolls, helping with child care is one way to ensure that parents
can work. Child care is expensive and often times difficult to find especially when
addressing needs like infant care, odd hour care, or care for children with special
needs.

In recognizing the importance of child care assistance in getting parents working
and keeping them employed, states have invested significant dollars in child care
assistance. As more parents went to work, less and less TANF dollars were being
spent on cash assistance. In fact, by Fiscal Year 2000, only 43 percent of TANF and
maintenance of effort (MOE) dollars were being spent on cash assistance. And, of
all the uses of the unspent TANF and MOE dollars, child care assistance received
the bulk of the redirected money. In 2000, states transferred $2.4 billion in TANF
dollars to the Child Care and Development Block Grant and spent an additional
$1.5 billion in direct TANF dollars for child care. Why? Because child care assist-
ance keeps parents working, and work is, after all, the key to self sufficiency.

The correlation between increased employment and increased child care assist-
ance is critical as we look to reauthorize both the Personal Responsibility Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 and the Child Care and Development Block
Grant. And to that end, Congress must ensure that the needs of working parents
are met in order to not only get them into the workforce, but to keep them there.
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Six years after it’s enactment, the 1996 welfare reform has been, on the whole,
a success story. As of September of 2001, the number of families receiving assist-
ance, which represents the welfare caseload, was just over 2.1 million, and the num-
ber of individuals receiving assistance as 5.34 million. This means the welfare case-
load and the number of individuals receiving cash assistance declined 52 percent
and 56 percent, respectively, since the enactment of TANF.

However, as we look at reauthorization, we must take the time to consider care-
fully what we can do to build on this success and it’s key component—access to child
care. Central to access to quality child care are the issues of affordability, account-
ability, availability and improving child care quality.

Almost 13 million children under age six are regularly in child care today. Clearly
this number is reflective of the large number of low-income parents who have en-
tered the workforce since the enactment of welfare reform. Among families receiving
welfare cash assistance, the proportion participating in paid employment or work
activities tripled between 1996 and 1999. These employment gains are critical to
helping families move from welfare to work and are an important part of the effort
to move people successfully and permanently off the welfare rolls.

However, since an overwhelming number of parents who are now working are em-
ployed in minimum wage jobs, the ability to place their children in quality child
care often stretches the families’ budget to the limit. For instance, last week, a
woman from Maine testified before Senator Dodd’s Subcommittee that the cost of
her son’s child care absorbs 48 percent of her weekly income—leaving her to provide
for her family’s basic needs with only half of her $18,000 a year earnings. Sadly,
her situation is not unique.

We must not ignore the need to increase child care funding to meet the needs of
parents who must comply with the work requirements under TANF, or ignore the
inseparable connection between work and child care needs.

To that end, I have been working with Senator Dodd to write legislation to reau-
thorize the CCDBG. Our legislation will emphasize the importance of accessing, af-
fordable, quality child care and does so in a manner that would ensure that child
care programs address the needs of parents under the welfare reauthorization. Addi-
tionally, our legislation would encourage states to expand their assistance programs
to include working families.

To make such a connection between the two programs is critical and responsible.
I look forward to working with my colleagues on the Finance Committee and those
on the Health, Education, Labor and Pensions Committee to reauthorize these two
programs which are so inherently critical to the success of working families.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL D. WELLSTONE

I would like to begin this afternoon by thanking Senators Dodd and Breaux for
holding this hearing. This is such an important topic, and one that deserves both
our time and attention. I would also like to extend my thanks to each of the wit-
nesses who are here today. Your knowledge on the subject of today’s hearing—the
important role that child care plays in the lives of working parents and their chil-
dren—is quite exceptional, and your expertise is most valuable to this Committee.
Again, I thank each of you in advance for your appearance before this committee
today.

This subject, one that is always important to working families and their children,
takes on a special significance this year as we begin to consider reauthorizing
CCDBG and TANF. Particularly in light of the President’s proposal to require that
70 percent of the TANF caseload be working 40 hours per week, I think now even
more than ever we must ask one critical question: Who is caring for the children
of working parents, and how are those parents expected to pay for that care?

The need for child care has become a fact of life for the majority of families in
this country. Nearly 60 percent of mothers of children younger than 1-year of age
work for pay, and almost 80 percent of mothers with children younger than 13 are
in the paid labor force. At 70 percent, my own state of Minnesota has the highest
rate of female labor force participation of all the fifty states. These women work be-
cause they have to, with the majority bringing home at least one-half of their fam-
ily’s earnings.

More than 3 out of 5 Minnesota preschoolers spend at least part of their day in
child care, and more than half a million Minnesota children twelve years of age or
younger have working parents. Yet if a mother with two young children were to call
the Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association today to ask for child care assistance,
she would be told she has to wait 12 to 18 months before a subsidy will be available.
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In the meantime, it isn’t as though her need for child care simply disappears. This
mother will have to either figure out a way to cover the $900 a month she can ex-
pect to spend on care, she can piece together a patchwork of unlicensed and unregu-
lated care, or she can quit her job. Unfortunately, none of these is an acceptable
answer for her.

It is a truism that working mothers in this country are a vital part of the paid
labor force, making significant contributions to both the national economy and their
families’ well-being. And as more and more women have entered the paid labor
force, either pulled into the market by labor shortages and rising wages or else
pushed into the market by changes in the welfare laws, more and more young chil-
dren are in child care. Yet it isn’t at all clear that they are in high-quality, develop-
mental care—in fact, much of the evidence suggests that they are far more likely
to be in some sort of custodial care, left to sit alone watching hour after hour of
television perhaps.

Of course, it should come as no surprise to anyone to learn that many of our chil-
dren are receiving poor quality, if not actually dangerous, child care. Professional,
quality child care is inevitably hard to find in a marketplace where child care teach-
ers don’t even earn as much as funeral attendants or garbage collectors. Child care
workers earn an average of only $15,430 per year—about $2500 below the poverty
line for a family of four. And to that the fact that child care workers typically don’t
receive any benefits or paid leave, and it’s no wonder that the industry sees about
a 30 percent turnover every year. How can we possibly even pretend that we expect
our children to receive quality, developmental child care when we refuse to make
the investments that would allow child care workers to at least earn a living wage?

We know that high quality early education and child care is vital tot he future
well-being of children, and that it is a key component of school readiness. Yet the
earliest years of a child’s life is the only time when her education is almost entirely
unsubsidized. We have created a child care delivery system in this country that is
almost entirely dependent on the marketplace, with parents responsible for almost
60 percent of the cost of care. Is there anyone—anyone—who doesn’t understand
that the kind of highly skilled, labor intensive child care that truly prepares out
youngest children for a lifetime of learning costs far, far more than parents can pos-
sibly afford on their own? It’s ridiculous that we have created a situation in which
parents can’t afford to pay any more and workers can’t afford to earn any less. This
is a system that is simply collapsing under it’s own weight.

Tuition for full-day child care in the U.S. can easily cost more than college tuition,
and many parents accrue significant debt—often on their credit cards at out-
rageously high interest rates—trying to pay for the cost of care. More than one in
four families with young children earn less than $25,000 a year, and $4,000 or
$6,000 or $10,000 a year for child care is just more than these families can afford.
In Minnesota, the average cost for center-based infant care is $6,344 per year—59
percent of the ‘‘take home’’ pay for a parent earning minimum wage, or 17 percent
of the state median wage. there is simply no way a family can afford to spend more
than half of it’s income on child care, but not all families in Minnesota can get the
assistance they need. As of January 1, 2001, we had nearly 5,000 children on a
waiting list for child care assistance. It’s overwhelmingly clear to me, and should
be to every one of my colleagues—we simply must increase the federal investment
in child care.

The current system of child care delivery in the U.S. is not working. Families
often cannot find the quality care that they need, and when they can find it, they
can’t afford it. All too often we find that families are forced to rely on a patchwork
of childcare—pleading with family members, trading with neighbors, or sometimes,
in desperation, even leaving children unattended. This should not be a partisan
issue: we know that the earliest years of our children’s lives are among the most
critical for their intellectual and emotional development. We know that this develop-
ment is helped by high quality child care and hindered by poor quality care. We
know that parents often cannot find the kind of high quality care they want for
their children, and that even when they can find it, they often can’t afford it. We
know that the current level of federal investment services barely 12 percent of chil-
dren eligible for assistance. And we know that our children are never going to come
to kindergarten ‘‘ready-to-learn’’ if they don’t receive high-quality child care when
they are very young.

I have to ask, what it is that’s so confusing for people? Making a substantial na-
tional investment in child care is not only good for our children, it’s good for our
country. We want our children to come to school ready to learn, to study math and
science in high school and college, to be competitive in the world market as adults.
Well when do you propose we intervene to ensure that all of this happens? How can
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children come to school ‘‘ready to read’’ if we fail to give them the tools and re-
sources they need before they get to school?

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANN S. WILLIAMSON

Good afternoon, Committee members. Thank you for inviting me to speak with
you on behalf of the state of Louisiana and as the state administrator of the Child
Care Assistance Program.

OVERVIEW

Louisiana has targeted our welfare reform efforts on anti-poverty and welfare pre-
vention initiatives. In the current year, our state has invested over $120 million in
strategies such as skills upgrades, employment training and after school enrichment
to reduce poverty and assist families in maintaining their independence. Program-
ming in Louisiana is focused on preparing families for work and enabling them to
advance in their employment once they have a job. Next year, Louisiana has pro-
posed to spend over $140 million on non-assistance activities including doubling the
4-year-old pre-K initiative to $32 million, investing in child literacy and continuing
employment upgrades. We are currently most fortunate to have an administration
that has taken full advantage of the flexible programming afforded to states through
the TANF block grant. Furthermore, our Governor has served as a leading pro-
ponent of innovative investments in prevention efforts to help keep families off of
welfare and avoid any cycle of dependence. As the poorest state in the nation, with
high school drop out rates in the double digits and low literacy levels. Louisiana’s
commitment to work is evidenced in our 24 month time limit for receiving cash as-
sistance.

Louisiana’s commitment to promoting work and strengthening families is also em-
phasized through revised Child Care policies and procedures that were implemented
on March 1. Our state has increased the eligibility to from 60% to 75% of the state
median income and has increased the co-payments made by the state to 100% for
the poorest recipients. Also, Louisiana recognizes the value that local communities
and stakeholders can bring to the process of developing effective child care program-
ming. Consequently, we have facilitated collaborative efforts among Head Starts,
private and public child care providers throughout the state.

While we are proud of these achievements, there are many needs surrounding the
child care assistance program that require attention.

STATE FACTS

• Prior tot he policy changes outlines above, Louisiana served 38,000 children and
spending approximately $7.7 million per month for families receiving cash as-
sistance and those who have transitioned off.

• Within our sliding fee scale, a family of 3 with a monthly income of $1,219
qualifies for child care assistance requiring no co-payment; a family of 3 with
a monthly income above $2,596 exceeds eligibility for assistance.

• We pay licensed providers $15 per child per day for care which is $10 less than
the market rate of $25. We are asking providers to receive less money while
caring for more vulnerable children.

• Only 25% of families who have left the cash assistance caseloads are enrolled
in the Child Care Assistance Program.

• If Louisiana increased the eligibility to 85% State Median Income, that would
mean approximately $8.4 million more funding would be required annually.

• The average parent with a child in care works a little over twenty hours a
week; if required to work 40 hours a week, costs will almost double.

• There is a shortage of providers in the rural Louisiana; we are unable to aggres-
sively recruit and retain providers due to such low reimbursement rates.

NATIONAL FACTS

At the national level, attention has turned to rethinking child care and early edu-
cation not only because of the importance of this support to enable parents to work
but also due to the fact that we know how early brain development influences learn-
ing. Evidence abounds regarding the importance of child care, yet we have not real-
ized all of the solutions to problems in this system of caring for our youngest citi-
zens.

• In the South, it is more expensive to send a four-year-old child to daycare for
one year than to send a student to one year of college at a pubic university.

• The average staff turnover in child care is over 30%

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:22 Jan 28, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 82101.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



65

• Many states still struggle to reach the national maximum eligibility target of
85% state median income.

• Unfortunately many parents who are unable to find regular employment end
up working at temporary or part time jobs that are often at odd hours and re-
quire unusual child care arrangements that offer little overall stability. Child
Care policies do not support unique working situations of parents such as shift
work and alternating hours.

According to the Southern Governors Association’s brief on TANF Reauthoriza-
tion, child care costs represent the third largest expense for most families and for
those with incomes that are less than $14,400 per year, which is about $291 a week,
it can consume up to 25 percent of their income. Furthermore, a family receiving
$7 per hour for 35 hours per week has a take home pay of about $245. For this
family, paying below market prices for child care would consume as much as 30%
of their income.

As parents transition into employment, child care can be the difference between
maintaining employment or returning back to the cash assistance caseloads. In
states with shorter time limits, such as Louisiana, parents who have exhausted
their 24 consecutive months do not necessarily have the option of returning to cash
assistance. This policy reinforces the importance of personal responsibility and the
critical role of supportive services.

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

The most critical needs surrounding child care involve: implementation and main-
tenance of quality programming, funding issues, as well as the availability and ac-
cessibility of care for working parents. Each of these components are at times in-
volved in competition against one another. Constant choices are being made between
increased quality and more affordable care for a broadened constituency.

QUALITY SERVICE

Accountability investments in K–12 system could realize even greater return with
increased attention given to quality child care programming. In light of the fact that
children are being held to higher expectations in traditional school settings, quality
child care is necessary to ensure the readiness of children.

Effective training and continuing education for providers as well as competitive
compensation to prevent rapid staff turnover are two critical components of devel-
oping quality child care. The recruitment and retention of quality providers is costly.
Instructors are seeking smaller class sizes and lower student teacher ratios for the
benefit of the children.

Engaging parents in the efforts to develop quality child care is just as essential
as engaging providers. The most progressive states such as North Carolina, Georgia
and Montana to mention a few have programs such as teaching low income working
parents how to become informed ‘‘shoppers’’ for quality child care. Parents must be
equipped with a working knowledge of the components that indicate quality so that
they may make the wisest decisions regarding the environment in which their child
will be cared for, nutured and intellectually challenged. Local social service case
managers or analysts that administer the child care assistance program play a vital
role in quality child care as well.

In Louisiana, parish office staff, who would be referred to as county office staff
in other states; are held accountable for making the child care application, delivery
and payment process as efficient and effective as possible. Parents are able to apply
for assistance without having to physically visit our offices. An application form that
can be mailed from and back to our offices was developed to avoid parents having
to miss work or travel outside of their daily routines to receive services. Further-
more, when a parent transitions off of cash assistance in Louisiana, they are auto-
matically entered into a system of care for low income working parents without
interruption in service for the child.

Parents are offered assistance in selecting their child’s provider through the serv-
ices of community resource and referral agencies. Parental choice is promoted to em-
power working parents to make their own decisions regarding the care that best
suits their family needs.

In Louisiana parents have the options of selecting a licensed, Class A facility or
a family child day care home provider, such as a neighbor or relative. Regardless
of the type of care, parents desire that their children are cared for in a quality set-
ting.

Multiple needs children also deserve quality child care with appropriately individ-
ualized assistance. States are grappling with the need to pay enhanced rates to pro-
viders that demonstrate a willingness and capacity to serve these infants and tod-
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dlers. Furthermore, specific provider training is required to see that supportive envi-
ronments are created and maintained for such children.

FUNDING

Across the nation, current funds for child care and development only provided as-
sistance to 10 percent of families who are eligible based on the federal criteria.
Without adequate resources, States are hesitant to engage in aggressive outreach
due to uncertainty of the demand exceeding resource capacity. There seems to be
a constant struggle between the scenarios of having a waiting list for child care as-
sistance which implies that States are not adequately responding to the needs of
families or not having a waiting list which implies that States’ eligibility criteria
is too stringent. Currently, most States are operating child care assistance programs
with a lower income eligibility than that encouraged by federal criteria. The need
to provide child care assistance to a broader range of low income working parents
and to a greater number of children remains.

As State directors work to administer these programs with the highest level of
integrity, we are charged to balance our efforts between aggressive service delivery
and fiscal responsibility.

Decisions in such matters are best made when based upon proven best practices,
scientific research, recent data and outcomes-focused evaluation results. It is costly
to engage in such research and develop evaluation tools; so these efforts also factor
into the balancing equation.

ACCESSIBILITY

Families must be able to access and pay for quality child care if states are to suc-
ceed in developing a work force that will foster a strengthened economy. Without
dependable, valuable child care assistance, low income working parents are chal-
lenged to be dependable, valuable employees themselves and often struggle to bal-
ance these demands.

To various degrees across the nation, the business sector is involved in the child
care assistance program. All states should commit to actively engaging the business
sector in this area. Communities could benefit greatly by further educating employ-
ers about the importance of child care access, availability and quality. Effective
child care programs benefit employers due to increased dependability from their
staff and reduced staff turnover due to the availability of this support service.

Access to quality child care is an even greater challenge in rural communities. In
St. Joseph, Louisiana, a town of 1700 residents with approximately 500 children;
there are only two Class A licensed child care assistance providers and seven family
child day care homes. Parents in rural areas such as this face the hurdles of less
employment opportunities; less competitive pay for work; less coordinated transpor-
tation assistance, and less convenience to ensure that their child or children are
safely and appropriately cared for during the work day. Consequently parents often
rely on less structured facilities to enable them to maintain employment.

Low income working families in the urban settings also face challenges such as
the need for night time child care to accommodate shift work. Families seek higher
co-payment rates from the state to accommodate the low wages that they earn.
These parents experience multiple crises such as homelessness, substance abuse, do-
mestic violence and community violence that keeps child care low on their list of
priorities. These issues require a continuum of responses to allow children access
to quality child care.

We must assess the functionality of our policies and procedures that govern the
Child Care Assistance Program. Such guidelines should enable low income working
parents in rural and urban settings to free themselves of ongoing dependence upon
government supports.

BLOCK GRANTS

Complementing one another, the TANF block grant and Child Care and Develop-
ment block grant together, create vital links to employment for low income parents.
TANF work requirements mandate that support services such as childcare, trans-
portation and family assistance adequately enable parents to become employed. Lou-
isiana embraces this concept.

As a performance based budgeting state, Louisiana holds its state departments
accountable through performance indicators. To illustrate an ongoing commitment
to welfare reform, Louisiana recently revised our performance indicators for Louisi-
ana’s TANF program with an emphasis on outcomes. The percentage of cash assist-
ance clients that access child care assistance upon gaining employment is included
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as a key indicator. It is incumbent upon state programs to ensure that services are
not only available, but are delivered to families working toward independence.

A critical component of the TANF block grant is the 30 percent allowable transfer
of TANF funds into the CCDF for child care assistance. Many states such as Lou-
isiana take advantage of this allowable transfer because we recognize the connection
between childcare and success in the workplace. For the continued success of TANF,
transfer authority by States must be maintained in addition to allowing TANF
funds to be spent directly on child care.

In a recent survey issued to Louisiana’s social service analysts, most staff high-
lighted child care needs as an ongoing barrier to self sufficiency. They specifically
identified the challenges of access and licensing standards for centers.

MOVING FORWARD

Louisiana and our fellow states are anxious to continue our welfare reform efforts
with a child care assistance program that enables more working parents to attain
true self-sufficiency while adequately preparing children to develop appropriately for
the K–12 system. We also remain focused on the additional needs of providers and
employers.

True success in the child care assistance program can only be realized once all
stakeholders are active participants. It is the responsibility of States Administrators
to garner the appropriate resources and facilitate that success. With increasing ex-
pectations placed upon TANF clients; states must be prepared to respond to equally
increased needs for supportive services such as child care.

As our TANF investments illustrate, Louisiana is committed to serving working
parents and their children. With particular emphasis on poverty prevention through
early childhood care, education and development, we have confidence that the future
for our youngest citizens will be filled with opportunities for them to succeed. It is
their success that will illustrate the true achievement of our current welfare reform
efforts.

Thank you.

Æ
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