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Figure 1. CCDBG Average Monthly 
Number of Children Served, 2000-2007
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In October 2008, the Child Care Bureau released preliminary federal fiscal year 2007 
administrative data for the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG).1 This 
fact sheet provides a snapshot of the CCDBG program participation in 2007, noting the 
great variability in child care assistance programs among states. More information, 
including individual state data, is available on the Child Care Bureau Web site. 
Comparable information on state child care spending in 2007 are not yet available from 
the Child Care Bureau. Participation is one of several significant variations among state 
child care programs. This is due in part to states’ different policy choices in the provision 
of assistance. Policymakers and advocates are encouraged to obtain the most recent 
information about their state—including data on participation, expenditures, income 
eligibility criteria, and provider reimbursement rates—to evaluate the full range of child 
care assistance policies. 
 
A snapshot of CCDBG participation in 2007: 
 
The number of children receiving
CCDBG assistance declined in 2007. 
CCDBG served a monthly 
average of 1.7 million children in 
2007, a decline of 64,900 children 
from 2006.2 This was the smallest 
number of children served by 
CCDBG this decade (see Figure 
1). State data on children served 
vary. While 22 states increased 
the number of children served, 27 
states served fewer children in 2007 than in 2006.3  

Note: The data in this fact sheet are based on children who received CCDBG-funded 
child care assistance in 2007. Participation data on children who received assistance 
through other sources of funding, including the Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF) block grant, are not available.  
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Figure 2. Ages of Children Served in 
CCDBG, 2007
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For example, Ohio served 14,700 more 
children in 2007, while California served 
28,400 fewer children.   
 
All families that qualify for child care 
assistance cannot access subsidies. 
According to research from the National 
Women’s Law Center, as of early 2008, 17 
states had waiting lists, or had frozen 
intake for child care assistance. Waiting 
lists were as high as 204,063 children in 
California and 47,603 children in Florida.4  

 
CCDBG serves children from birth to age 13. Fewer than a third of children served in 
2007 were under age 3,5 while the 3-5 and 6-13 age groups each comprised more than 
one-third of children served (see Figure 2). This breakdown has been fairly consistent 
over time. 
 
CCDBG serves children from different backgrounds. African-American and White 
children each comprised 44 percent of children served in CCDBG in 2007. Native 
American or Alaskan Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Pacific children each 
comprised 1 percent of children served. Two percent of children served were multi-racial; 
a race was not reported for 8 percent of children. Nineteen percent of children served 
were Latino (regardless of race). Information on the languages spoken or country of 
origin of children or families served in CCDBG is not available.6  
 
More than half of children are in center-based care. CCDBG allows families to select 
the child care provider of their choice. In 2007, 58 percent of children were served in 
center-based care, 28 percent in family child care homes, 6 percent in their own homes, 
and 5 percent in group homes. Seventy-five percent were served in licensed or regulated 
care. Among children served in legally operating, non-regulated settings, 62 percent were 
in relative care. 

 
Vouchers are the most common type of 
payment for care. In 2007, 83 percent of 
children received CCDBG assistance 
through vouchers or certificates. Twelve 
percent of children were served through 
grants or contracts, and 3 percent were 
served through cash payments. Contracts, 
which are formal agreements between a state 
and a provider to serve a set number of 
children, can be a way to guarantee that 
families can successfully find the care they 
need—particularly in communities without 
an adequate supply of child care.7 While 
most states do not use contracts, Arkansas, 

Figure 3. Percentages of Families 
by Reason for Receiving CCDBG 
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California, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, and Massachusetts serve 30 percent or more of 
children through contracts. 
 
Most families receiving CCDBG are working, low-income, and providing co-
payments. The vast majority of families receive CCDBG assistance because they are 
working; 92 percent are working and/or in education or training programs (see Figure 3).  
 
Though most families work, they are very low-income. In 2005, the latest year data are 
available, the median monthly income of families receiving CCDBG-funded assistance 
was $1,283 or $15,396 when annualized and nearly half (49 percent) of families had 
incomes below the federal poverty level.8 In 2007, 17 percent of CCDBG families 
received TANF assistance. Sixty-four percent of CCDBG families paid co-payments for 
care. The mean co-payment amount was 6 percent of family income. 
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