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Introduction

What is a child care market rate study?

In 1990 the federal government began a major inv&st in child care with the passage of the ChildceCa
and Development Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9858egt). Support of parental choice and of policy
control by the states, territories, and tribes wengecomponents of this block grant program that sew
money to jurisdictior’sto support child care. Parental choice and looatrol of policy remained central
when the program was expanded in 1996 as a palédre reform legislation. At that time, child ear
funding became known as the Child Care and Devedopfund CCDF). States, territories, and tribes
must submit a plan every two years describing fi€eGDF funds.

In the CCDF Final Rule, the Department of Healtd Bfuman Services directed that child care subsidy
programs ensure that parents who receive a chidstdsidy have equal access to the child careapark
and further, that this access be demonstratedfeseree to a local market rate survey no more tivan
years old when CCDF plans are submitted (Departwidealth and Human Services, 1998). A market
rate survey is a tool to collect up-to-date infotimaon what facilities, within given geographieas,
charge parents for various types of child caresTfiormation is then considered during the state,
territorial, or tribal budget process that estdidis subsidy rate policies for facilities that seb@DF
eligible families. Thus, market rate surveys halagg@d a key role in local administration of CCDEn&
jurisdictions began conducting market rate sunadyshild care prices in the late 1980s. By 1998 all
jurisdictions were required to conduct these swvayibes have had the option to conduct their own
survey or to use that of the state in which theylacated, although they are strongly encouraged to
survey local facilities.

Despite the federal mandate to identify local clhide prices, jurisdictions have received limited

guidance on how to conduct market rate survey$984, the Children’s Defense Fund (Stoney, 1994)
described steps states should take to conductleetmate survey and later the National Child Care
Information Center (Karolak, Collins, and Stone§02) prepared a paper for the Child Care Buredau tha
provided both a general framework and specific guig on conducting market rate surveys. Nonetheless
the jurisdictions have been free to develop thein onarket rate methodologies and policies.

Guidancefor Validating Child Care Market Rate Surveys research project

The Child Care Bureau funded a research projettezhGuidance for Validating Child Care Market
Rate Surveys to provide information on market rate studies ey the states, territories, and tribes.
The project includes three related studies withfdlewing goals:

= Sudy 1: Describe key elements of market rate survey mathadctices, and policies to capture
current practice of states, tribes and territodesl to refine the proposed research design for
validating market rate survey findings. A surveytrdfal CCDF grantees was included in this
study.

! Jurisdiction refers to local government (stataijtary, or tribe) to which CCDF funds are allocéter local
distribution.

Survey of States, Territories, and Tribes 1



=  Sudy 2: Evaluate the effect that use of various samptelsnaethods have on validity, market
representation, and cost effectiveness in produdnilg care market rate findings.

» Sudy 3: Explore the effects of subsidies on child caieqs in different policy environments.

To guide this national research project, a 28 membational Research Project Advisory Committee (see
Appendix A) was formed and includes representatfeild care agencies in the states, territoaes!,
tribes, as well as child care researchers, advecate representatives of provider organizatiohs. T
Advisory Committee meets annually and periodicedlyiews research plans, measures, and reports to
assure that significant methodological and polgsues are addressed.

Objectives of study

In this paper we report the findings from the fgtdy. The primary objective of this study was to
describe current market rate survey methods, pes;tand policies in all 50 states, the District of
Columbia, five territories, and the 28 tribes tbahduct their own market rate sur\fe9(.second
objective was to identify the validity issues thaterge from this comparison of current market rate
survey practices. This information has been usedfine the design of the validity study, the setoh
the three studies included in the research project.

Prior studies of survey practices and policies

Child care market rate surveys are relatively reaving been initiated with the 1988 passage of the
Family Support Act and not required until 1998tleiis known about survey methods or their imparct o
child care subsidy policies. In 2000, a study ofketirate survey methods in the states and Disifict
Columbia identified a set of critical questionsatetl to both survey methodology and rate settirigips
and practices (United States Association for C8ide, 2000). The authors recommended further study
including an in-depth analysis of survey methodmsg

Subsequently, the U.S. General Accounting OfficA@32002) surveyed the 50 states and the Distfict o
Columbia regarding how payment rates were setlamésttent to which payment rates provided parents
access to child care facilities. This examinatistablished that most states surveyed only licensed
facilities which make up a portion of all faciligseA minority of states surveyed unlicensed faesit
(including child care centers, family child carenies and group homes exempt from licensing). The
majority of states differentiated prices by geobia@mreas, age groups, type of care, and in scaesst

by special needs of children or families. Mostetaeported that market rate survey findings weeslu

in setting subsidy rates, however, current budgeals and other policy goals also influenced rattng.
The 1998 rule states that thé™ffercentile is a suggested benchmark states shonkider when
establishing payment rates. Over half of statesssimum subsidy rates at the™sercentile of survey
market prices, although not always based on thé auogent survey findings. The GAO did not evaluate
the different survey methods used by the states.

2 In an initial tribal study that surveyed 268 chilare tribal grantees (Weber and Grobe, forthcojniz@indicated
they conduct their own market rate survey as oppts@sing the market rate survey administerechbystate in
which the tribe is located.
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The National Child Care Information Center (NCCRDP4) compiled market rate survey descriptions
captured from states’ Child Care and DevelopmentFRians for FFY 2003-2005. Variation was
reported in frequency of surveys, the relationstiipurvey findings and maximum payment rates, aed t
kinds of organizations that conducted the surveyCNC was limited by only having access to the data
that states reported in the CCDF Plans submittédetdederal government and therefore, could sdg li

about the actual methodologies states used.

Arthur Emlen conducted Oregon’s market rate surfieys 1990 to 1994 (1990, 1992, 1995) and
focused on validity issues in this work. In a pap@mmissioned for this Research Project, Emlen§p00
identified the major issues which affect the vajidif child care market rate survey findings.

Terms used in this paper

Throughout this report, the terpnices’ is used to describe
fees set by child care facilities arate is used to describe
the subsidy rate or maximum rate that child calesisly
agencies will pay a facility providing care for eligible
child. The maximum subsidy payment rate establishes
ceiling; lead agencies pay the facility’s “usualtiacge up
to the ceiling established by the maximum fafhe usual
charge is the fee per child paid by families whaxdo
receive a subsidy.

The Research Project Advisory Committee approved us
of the following definition of marketA market is the
collection of buyers and sellersthat, through their

potential interactions, determine the price of a product or
set of products. The termR&R refers to child care resourc
and referral agencies, the local organizationsterea
databases of child care facilities in communitie®ss the
United States. The terohild care administrator refers to
the head of the lead child care agency in a detgtory,

or tribe (also referred to @grisdiction throughout the
report). The tribal administrator or governor oflea

jurisdiction has designated the lead child careegeas

Terminology

Prices— provider fees set in the open market
by child care facilities.

Rate — subsidy rate or rate of payment
established by child care agencies for
reimbursing child care facilities.

Market — the collection of buyers and sellers
that, through their potential interactions,
determine the price of a product or set of
products.

R&R — Child Care Resource and Referral
agencies.

Child care administrator — head of the lead
child care agency in a state, territory, or tribe|

Jurisdiction — a governmental unit with whom
the Child Care Bureau partners; i.e., a state,
territory, or tribe.

Facility — the physical building, whether a
child care center or home, used to provide care
and education services.

responsible for administration of the CCDF allocas to

the jurisdiction. The child care administrator g@nts the jurisdiction on issues related to CCDiE.
termfacility is used to describe the physical setting in wisete and education services are provided to

children.

% It should be noted that federal rule requiresraesuof theprices charged for child care, not a survey of toets
of child care. The cost of child care is typicaligater than the price charged because providppesuent income
through grants, donations and low pay and ben@ist, Quality, and Child Outcomes Study Team, 3995

* The preamble to the CCDF regulations (63 FR 398&8s: “In setting or adjusting rates, we rentindd
Agencies of the general principle that Federal glybsinds can not pay more for services than isgé to the

general public for the same service.”
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What's inside this report

Section I: Data and MethodsWe describe how the states, territories, and tyiipegided information
for the study.

Section II: Findings. We describe the administrative practices anccigsliof the states, territories, and
tribes that are related to conducting market rateeys, and then describe market rate survey msthod
and practices within the context of validity issigkntified by Emlen (2005).

Section IlI: Conclusions.We summarize findings from the survey of the statsitories, and tribes and
discuss how these will be used in the second studyof the validity of market rate survey findang
based on different methods and samples.

State, Territory, and Tribal Profiles. The profiles include the data collected and ree@wy the states,
territories, and tribes.

4 Survey of States, Territories, and Tribes



Section 1: Data and Methods

Study population

This study included the 50 states and the Distfic€olumbia, five territories, and 28 tribes thadicated
they had completed their own market rate surveges001. Targeted informants in this study were the
child care administrator and the persons respan$iblconducting the market rate survey in each
jurisdiction. Our strategy was two-fold. First wentacted the child care administrator in each glictgon
who in turn was asked to identify the person(®anh jurisdiction most knowledgeable about the
following six market rate survey functions: (1) adrstration/organization of the market rate survgy;
facility population and sample; (3) data collecti¢h) data analysis; (5) dissemination of the rssaind
(6) rate setting policy. Second we asked eacheokdly informants to complete the survey secticinfs)
which they were identified as being the most knalgiable person in their state, territory, or tribe.

Contact lists of state and tribal administratorsenabtained with the assistance of the Child Canee8u,
Administration for Children and Families, DepartrhefiHealth and Human Services. Tribes who
conducted their own market rate survey providedafiy@opriate key informant contact information. An
initial list of the tribal grantees was obtainedrfrthe Tribal Child Care Technical Assistance Cente
(TriTAC).

Instrumentation and data collection

There were two phases to the data collection psoddsase 1 focused on obtaining contact information
for key informants in each jurisdictiom Phase 2, the key informants were asked to campleveb-
based survey.

Phase 1

In this phase we asked all child care administsatmicomplete a form that listed key informantheit
through an on-line survey or electronically throwghail. Their specific task was to identify thegmn

or persons most knowledgeable about and best@biestribe the six market rate survey functions for
their jurisdiction’s most recently completed markae survey. One to six key informants could be
identified. This phase began in June 2005.

The research team used various methods to encopaatigpation of child care administrators. After
sending the initial letter to the administrator, previded a brief project description to various
stakeholders with potential interest in the stuidye stakeholders included all members of the nation
Research Project Advisory Committee, regional $tafthe National Child Care Information Center
(NCCIC), staff members of the Child Care Bureau BLGhe ten Regional Offices of the federal
Administration for Children and Families, and thatidnal Association of Child Care Resource and
Referral Agency (NACCRRA). The research team askede stakeholders to discuss the study and to
encourage broad participation by the states, ¢eiei, and tribes. To maintain confidentiality and
freedom of response, no information on the patitgm of individual jurisdiction’s or their respes
was ever provided to these stakeholders.

Survey of States, Territories, and Tribes 5



In addition, two conference calls were scheduleelain the project to the jurisdictions and
stakeholders, and to answer questions regardingutivey instrument and the survey process usetthéor
study. The information included in the conferenaltsovas subsequently provided in writing to aé th
child care administrators and to NCCIC, CCB, and0URRA staff. Participation in the call was not
required, but provided an opportunity to ask questidirectly of the Research Team.

Finally, the research team implemented Dillman’shod for improving response rates by making
multiple contacts with child care administratorsllifdan, 2000). These contacts included: (a) theahi
letter sent electronically to explain the proj@atjte participation in the conference calls, angbtovide
the link to the web-based key informant contaatfofb) a similar follow-up letter sent electronigabne
week after the initial letter; (c) a hard copy vensof the letter, the key informant contact sheet a
self-addressed envelope sent by regular mail tweksafter the second electronic mailing; (d) anothe
hard copy version of the contact sheet form serteboyified mail two weeks after the third contaatp
(e) a personal phone call to the child care aditnatisr made by the research project director wieas
for the key informant information.

By September 2005, key contact information wasectdld from all the states, the five territories] afi
28 tribes who conducted their own market rate sur¥e 57% (32) of the jurisdictions, a single key

informant was identified to fill out the survey; time balance of the states, territories, and trilmedtiple
key informants would be responsible for complesegtions of the survey.

Phase 2

In phase 2 of data collection, the research teaated the survey instrument (see Appendix B) and
gathered information from key informants in eadtisgiction regarding the details of their markeera
survey processes and methods. The Research Phdpsbry Committee refined and prioritized the set
of constructs and variables used to build the suingtrument. Variables were organized under six
specific functions representing the market ratgespprocess. Again, these were: (a)
administration/organization of the market rate syr\(b) facility population and sample; (c) data
collection; (d) data analysis; (e) disseminatiomhaf results; and (f) rate setting policy. The Resle
Project Advisory Committee reviewed an early dadfthe instrument. Seven of the 23 advisory
committee members provided comments on the drafegunstrument. In addition, five states (Arizona,
Maine, Minnesota, Oregon, Washington) field-testexisurvey instrument and provided feedback on the
way questions were worded and on the process.

Seven different web-based surveys were createdsuvey was created for each of the six specific
functions in the market rate survey process andcomgplete survey addressed all six functidrse
commercial produc®urvey Monkey was used to administer the web survey. Each Keymant was
given a unique personal identification number (RiiNaccess the web survey; this process allowed us
track completion of each survey by the approptkateinformant.

Similar to Phase 1, the research team implemeniléddd’s (2000) multi-contact method for improving
response rates. During Phase 2, contacts incldgdahitial letter sent electronically to each key
informant which explained the project and providlak(s) to their web-based survey section(s), dairt
PIN number; (b) a follow-up email letter sent witle same information as the initial letter one wafb&r
the initial letter; (c) a postcard reminder sentdays after the second contact thanking the Keyrirant

if they had already responded to the survey or @raging them to complete the survey; (d) a hard/cop
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version of the appropriate survey section andfeasleiressed envelope sent two weeks after the third
contact to each key informant who had yet to redp@) a second hard copy of the appropriate survey
section sent by certified mail two weeks afterfiheth contact to each key informant who had yet to
respond; and (f) a personalized e-mail sent taehild care administrator two weeks after the fiftimtact
asking for names of another key informant(s) whaldcomplete the remaining survey sections forrthei
jurisdiction. The entire process was followed omtyen necessary to ensure responses. Once a key
informant completed their appropriate survey, akhgou was sent and no further contact was made.

Study sample

Data collection ended in February 2006. Surveysritgag each aspect of the market rate survey ggce
were completed by 46 out of 50 states and the iBistt Columbia for a response rate of 47 out of 51
(92%). Two states chose not to participate anddigdtanot respond after multiple contacts. One teiyit
completed the survey and two provided anecdotatinétion about how they conducted their market rate
survey. Two territories did not respond to the syrafter multiple contacts. Of the 28 tribes who
conducted their own market rate survey, five cotgoléhe Phase 2 survey on their market rate survey
practices. Tribes typically have small numbershilicccare facilities and because of this we belittree
survey was not relevant to the tribes who did eepond. Therefore, we called each of these tri¢gen(
total) and collected qualitative data on how thegducted their market rate survey.

As a final step in the data collection processcraated jurisdiction profiles based on the datéect#d
through Phase 2. Each state, territory and triae gwen its profile and asked to review it foruaecy.
The purpose of this review was to increase accurasybsequent reporting. The profiles were maited
all jurisdictions in the summer of 2006. Twenty4fd62%) of the 50 states and DC revised and returne
their profile along with four of the 28 tribes (13%

Survey of States, Territories, and Tribes 7



Section Il: Findings

Findings for States

The findings reported in this section are basethenesponses from the 47 states (46 states atnitDis

of Columbia) who completed all sections of the syrit became apparent when reviewing the data that
the market rate survey methods of territories a@ibeés were quite different from those used by statee
smaller number of facilities to be surveyed bydsland territories were associated with major @ffees

in their market rate survey practices. Becausaeadd differences the Research Team decided tcasepar
the state findings from those of the territoried &ibes. Specific information on the market ratevey
practices of each state, territory, and tribe aafolind in their individual profiles (see Staterritery,

and Tribal Profiles). Findings for territories atnithes follows “Findings for States” in this sectio

We report state findings in two sections: (1) markée survey practices and policies; and (2) vslid
issues. In the first we describe the administratiraetices and policies related to market rateestgvin
the second we describe the actual survey practites a framework of the major issues surroundimg
validity of market rate survey methods.

Market rate survey practices and policies

The child care administrator or another person lfiamwith the jurisdiction’s market rate survey ptiaes
reported on their most recently completed and digsa&ed market rate survey, the last one whose
findings had been made public at the time of theesturvey, summer 2005.

Among the 47 states surveyed there was a largatiaariin state population size. The smallest dtatka
population of 493,782 and the largest 33.9 mill@ople; the median population was 4.3 million. The
population of children under the age of 13 in thets¢ées ranged from 16% to 25%, with a median of
19.5%. The number of child care facilities alsae@mwidely. In addition, some states included triba
child care facilities. Sixty-seven percent of @dites (34) had tribal service areas within theurztaries.
Twenty-nine (85%) of these 34 provided data tordsearch team. Of these 29 states that have tribal
areas within their boundaries, over half (52%; rEported that they regulate facilities located on a
Indian reservation or in a tribal service area.

All states are required by federal rule to enshat & market rate survey has been done within &eosy

of the completion of CCDF fund plans which are dudune of odd-numbered years. The majority (70%;
33) of responding states did not report state-lagally binding statutes or administrative rulleatt
affected how they conduct and utilize their maria¢ survey. Of the 30% (14) of states that didrep
such statutes or rules, the most common regulaigects were how frequently market rate surveys are
conducted and the relationship between maximum paynates and price findings (Table 1).
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Table 1. Number of States with Statutes or RuBas/erning Various Aspects of Market Rate Survey
Administration, N=14

State statutes or rules affect these aspects of nkat rate survey Number of States
How frequently market rate surveys are conducted 10
Relationship of maximum payment rates to studyifigsl 10

Who is included in the sample
Other aspects of the rate setting process

Content of market rate survey

N W o1 O

Market rate survey process

& Appendix C includes the state’s specific statateiles that govern their market rate survey adstriation.

Organizations that carry out market rate surveys

Some CCDF lead agencies conducted all aspecte ohdinket rate survey, while others delegated or
contracted out some or all of the tasks relatddi¢csurvey. Table 2 illustrates how states usegkam
organizations to complete the tasks associatedmaéttket rate surveys.

= Some tasks were consistently done by lead agencies; over three-quarters of state agencies
determined which facilities were surveyed and drseated reports of survey findings. Over half
created survey questions and interpreted the fiysjiand almost half analyzed the data
themselves.

= Other tasks were delegated or contracted out; less than 20% of states collected data or helped
facilities complete the survey and less than atbtieaned the data. States typically either had the
R&R or licensing system collect the data (34%) antcacted with universities or other
researchers (47%) for data collection. Similathg majority (52%) of states had either
contracted researchers (40%) or R&Rs (11%) wrigeréport of findings.

»  Some states used Advisory Groups. In addition to having other organizations assith the
survey, 17 states used advisory groups to guiderntagket rate survey process. For a majority
(12 of 17) of these states, the advisory group avasxisting group established to deal broadly
with child care issues and policies. Three stateated a group specifically to guide the market
rate survey process, one state required consultaiib other state departments and the
Legislative Analyst's office, and another consultéth licensed center and family home
facilities and advocates.

Survey of States, Territories, and Tribes 9



Table 2. Organizations with Primary Responsibildy Market Rate Survey Tasks for States, N=47

State Other State Contractors This tash
Child state Resource was not
Care agency and done in
Lead Referral most
Agency Network recent
market
rate
survey
University Individual
or
Research
Market Rate Survey Task Firm
Determined which child care
facilities to survey 38 0 3 3 3 0
Created survey questions 24 0 8 6 5 4
Helped facilities complete 7 1 15 10 8 6
market rate survey
CoI_Igcted price data from 8 1 16 11 11 0
facilities
Cleaned the collected data (i.e.
identified and corrected clearly 14 1 12 8 10 2
erroneous data)
Analyzed price data 22 0 4 11 10 0
Interpreted findings 25 0 5 9 8 0
Wrote reports on findings 20 0 5 10 9 3
Published results 37 1 4 2 1 2

Note: In nine states all tasks were conducted by theesagency. In six states the lead agency condudtttba
tasks and in three states the R&R conducted altities.

Data sources and data collection

To gather market prices for child care, states nalgsttify the population of child care facilitiehase
prices they will study. Most states had acceshrieetdatabases that included information on claté c
facilities: licensing, R&R, and subsidy. As candeen in Table 7% (26) of states used a single
database to identify child care facilities - 35% (16) used only licensing data and 22% (10) used only
R&R data. The remaining states combined databases. Nougtatkonly the subsidy database. States
reported that the database(s) they used was believge current, complete, and accurate.

10 Survey of States, Territories, and Tsibe




Table 3. Number and Percentage of States Usingiaiata Source(s) to Identify Facilities in Market
Rate Survey, N=46

Number of States % of States

Sngle Database:

Licensing Database 16 35%

R&R Database 10 22%

Subsidy Database 0 -
Combined Databases:

Licensing, R&R, and Subsidy 5 11%

Licensing and R&R 7 15%

Licensing and Subsidy 8 17%

R&R and Subsidy 0 -

Note: One state did not answer this question. One statdined the Child and Adult Care Food Program,
licensing, R&R, and subsidy databases.

Once the source(s) of potential respondents wasrdited, states decided whether to use a special
survey to collect data or to obtain data from tloeking databases of the R&R or child care licensing
agency.

» Thirty-two (68%) states collected data through a survey. Of the 32 states that conducted surveys,
almost two-thirds (20) used one survey method (oraiélephone); half used mail and half
telephone. Four states used web-based surveysjsaiwaombination with at least one other
mode. In two of the 32 states the R&R conductedstimeey and did not store the responses in the
R&R administrative database.

»  Fifteen (32%) states used data contained in their R&R or licensing database. In most states the
R&R updated the price data prior to providing it &malysis.

Some states collected information beyond price filata facilities, such as fee information (registon,
transportation, food, activity) or facility charaastics. Twenty-two (47%) states collected datab
least one type of fee: registration (19 stateahdportation (15 states), food (15 states), aridityotl4
states). Forty percent of states collected datedoigation, training, wages, and/or benefits. Twestdjes
collected information on accreditation status aflfties and 19 states asked about for-profit/noofip
status. A smaller number of states inquired abthércsources of support for care (7 states), spehgp
(6 states), group size (3 states), or adult clailih (3 states). Only one state indicated collgctlata on
the facility’s actual cost of providing care inciod insurance, space and utility costs.

State expenditures on market rate surveys

On the basis of this survey we are able to destibe much states are spending on market rate ssirvey
and factors associated with those costs. We casseiss cost-effectiveness, which relates the amount
expended to the value of product produced. Untileni® known about the validity of market rate syrve
findings associated with different methods, it@s possible to discuss cost-effectiveness.
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The costs of conducting a state market rate suaveyaged $81,534, ranging from $1,500 to $562,698;
half of states spent $30,848 or less (Table 4)s@&lfigures may underestimate the true costs because
some states reported not being able to identifiscssociated with staff time. Average costs irsgdas
the population of children under 13 increased.eStatith smaller populations of children (between
92,466 — 783,634) spent on average $34,230 compakib2,783 for states with child populations
ranging from 1.4 to 7.3 million.

Table 4. Range, Mean, and Median Costs AssociaitiddGenducting Market Rate Survey, N=47

Range Mean (Std. Dev.) Median
All States $1,500 - $562,698 $81,534 $30,848
($114,779)
Cost by state population of children
under age 13 (N=47)
_ $1,500 - $116,065 $34,220 $16,988
92,466 — 783,634 (N=23) ($36.220)
_ $14,500 - $257,6843 $86,786 $35,991
855,443 — 1,221,546 (N=12) ($96,164)
_ $6,000 - $562,698 $162,782 $82,900
1,355,379 — 7,289,433 (N=12) ($173.555)
Mode of Data Collection
Telephone, mail, or web-based $1,500 - $562,698 $96,427 $55,000
survey (N=32) ($123,909)
Mail only (N=11) $1,500 - $257,000 $53,830 $19,124
($77,914)
Phone only (N=10) $5,350 - $562,698 $151,783 $76,080
($179,785)
Mail, phone, and web-based $9,148 - $238,453 $83,667 $57,590
(N=11) ($74,011)
Data obtained from administrative | $2,000 - $257,683 $40,916 $15,296
source (N=15) ($75,441)
Cost per facility surveyed or
included in final dataset
Telephone, mail, or web-based | $1.05 - $248.56 $46.50 $31.42
survey (N=27) ($54.24)
Data obtaned from adminisiatle g o5 sp3.43 | 5597 5245
($7.41)

Note: In determining the cost per facility, the numbéfazilities who completed the survey was usedhd tlata
was collected by a survey, and the total numbéadifities in the final dataset was used if theadahs stored in an
administrative database.
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The data collection method affected c@Xists were lower when states obtained data from existing
databases (R& R system (14 states) or the child care licensing agency (1 state)); these 15 states spent an
average of $40,916 and half spent $15,296 or Téesdifference in cost based on data collecticetestyy
was even greater when cost was calculated basedrober of facilities whose price was captured.
Market rate surveys using data collected by survey, averaged $46.50 per facility while those using R&R

or Licensing Agency data averaged $5.97 per facility. Further analysis showed that the cost differential
by data collection strategy held up regardlessopiutation size.

Child Care Resource and Referral Investment. The research team believed there might be a rekitip
between use of R&R data and state investment iR&R system, since ability to collect accurate and
complete price data is likely to be related tofteeal strength of the R&R system. In the surveyasked
states if they invested in R&R, and if so, to désxthe capacity of the system to collect dataty-ve
(96%) of the 47 states have funds invested in R&Rises. The majority of states (79%; 37) have a
person within the R&R system who is responsiblesfasuring accurate and reliable R&R data (e.df, sta
training, data management, checks for data consigteand all 14 states that use R&R databases have
such a person within the R&R system. States witlelainvestments in R&R were more likely to have
R&R carry primary responsibility for one or more ket rate survey task (see Table 2 for list of $dsk
Average investment in the R&R system was $6.8 amilfrange is $106,000 - $57.9 million) in states in
which R&R carried primary responsibility for a matkate survey task versus $3.4 million (range of
$55,126 - $18.3 million) in states in which R&R didt carry a primary responsibility.

Perceptions of different aspects of market rate swey

On the wholestate child care administrators perceived their market rate surveysto be accurate, cost-
effective, and easy to manage; about three-quarters rated all three qualitie€glasr “5” on a scale of one
to five with five indicating excellent (Figure 1).

Figure 1. State Child Care Administrators’ Percamiof Different Aspects of Market Rate Survey,
N=47
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W2
20 w3
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Accuracy of findings  Cost-effectiveness Ease of mampag
process
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Those administrators who reported concern (gawatitagrof 1 or 2) often shared their specific conser
Accuracy was the most significant concern; one adirator noted that prices reported on the mail
survey were not consistent with prices reporteaigencies that register facilities for the subsidygpam.
Another indicated that historical comparisons betvprices reported during the survey and those
reported to the state's R&R agency consistentlyelddhe survey prices to be higher than those tegor
to the R&R.

In terms of cost-effectiveness, a low-populati@testeported that they plan to collect and stoeedéita
in an internal database because they perceivethiBatill reduce costs, conserve internal resaaraad
allow easier access to the data. Another admitdstraported that they perceived market rate survey
costs to be higher than they should be, but dichawe data readily available to make cost compasiso
In terms of ease of managing the survey procegsstate reported extensive use of staff time ttuata
data from mailed surveys.

Rate setting

Not all states adjusted their rates within thequedovered by this studizorty-three percent (20) of all
reporting states used the most recently completed market rate survey to review and adjust their

maximum payment rates. Of those who did adjust rates, the majority (60%y; increased rates for some
types of care and age categories. Three state=asenl rates for all types of care and age catsgaiel
two decreased rates for some types of care andaaggories. Three states used the market rateysurve
findings and kept their rates the same.

States are encouraged to give parents access tof/bi child care available prices in a community.
The 1998 rule states that thé™ffercentile is a suggested benchmark states shonkider when
establishing payment rates. Among all 47 states;; avhird (17) set maximum payment rates at ovabo
the 7% percentile of rates based on the most recentlypteted market rate survey. Eight of these states
set rates at the %ercentile for all categories of care and nineoially some categories. Some states
explored issues of accessibility by calculating faese their current rates were to thé pércentile of
prices. About a quarter of states (11) calculatagssibility or the percent of market to which faesi

with subsidies have access.

States reported a number of factors that influenced where maximum rates were set. States were asked
to report the three most important factors infliegavhere maximum payment rates were set in their
state. Figure 2 displays the number of times eatdgory was mentioned by states as a first, seaond,
third most important factor in setting payment sat®udgetary constraints from the state child ez
CCDF funding levels had the greatest influence amimum payment rate levels. The findings of
recently completed market rate surveys were rattkiedl
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Figure 2. States’ Ranking of Various Influentialdkors in Setting Payments Rates, N=47

30+

254

20

Number of
Times Ranked as Firc 154
Second, or Third

Note: Not all states indicated a first, second, anditfactor. Three states did not indicate their fingtst important
factor, and five states did not indicate their setor third most important factor.

States also reported which types of fees weretpdiakilities through the subsidy program. Sevemtee
states paid registration fees through the subgidgrpm, ten states paid transportation fees, tatest
paid food fees, and four states paid activity fees.
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Satisfaction with aspects of state’s subsidy progma

We asked administrators to report their satisfactwith their state’s child care program, specificéthe
three aspects closely related to maximum payméataicy. As shown in Figure administrators most
often reported being neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the adequacy of payment rates, proportion of
eligible families served, and the quality of subsidized child care. They reported the highest level of
satisfaction with proportion of eligible familiesrsed. About one in ten did not report a level of
satisfaction on the three aspects of the subsiolgram.

Figure 3. Number of State Child Care Administrateeporting Various Levels of Satisfaction with Key
Aspects of State Subsidy Program, N=47
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Dissemination of market rate study findings

All but two states published their market rate syrkesults. Thirty-four states published a rep#t,
posted their results or report on the web, andpgmepared a news release. Twenty-one states medtione
other ways they disseminated their results. Resudte shared most frequently with R&Rs (32 states
with state R&Rs networks and 28 states with loc&RR), facilities (27 states), and legislators (& es).
Reports were also shared with the offices of thegBwor, other state agencies and commissions,
advocates, and parents.
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Validity issues

Market rate surveys are a tool to help ensuretktigimaximum payment rates for child care subsidy ar
adequate to provide access to child care for lmerime families who receive a child care subsidysThi
link between market rate survey findings and maxmahild care subsidy rates means that market rate
surveys are of great interest to families, advagatkild care facilities, employers, and policy @k

The findings of a child care market rate surveyval@l to the extent that they match the pricegpir
find when looking for care in their community.

The validity of the prices identified through markate surveys hinges on how a number of issues are
dealt with. In the following section we explore dimdings about state survey practices and policies
within a framework of the major validity issuesetbhild care market, child care submarkets, gedigcap
definition of community, pricing modes, the unitasfalysis, and data collection and analysis.

The child care market

One of the major validity issues in a market rateay is which facilities from the child care marlkee

to be included. This is important because if thweyed facilities do not represent the facilitinghe
market, then no matter how well the remainder efdtirvey is implemented the validity of the price
findings will be compromised. The definition of thlild care market approved by the Research Project
Advisory Committee is as followg market is the collection of buyers and sellers that, through their
potential interactions, determine the price of a product or set of products. A price study needs to identify
the sellers in a market; that is, the facilitiesowtill be surveyed. Findings will differ depending

which facilities from the universe of all child edfiacilities are surveyed either in total or bydam
sampling. Researchers describe child care alog@ncaum ranging from informal, such as that gitogn
relatives, to formal, that given in licensed fanthjild care homes and centers (Porter, 2005). Not a
facilities have prices. Few informal facilities cba parents a fee (Brandon et al., 2002; Chade et a
2006), and some publicly funded programs have merpdee because costs are paid by government and
the philanthropic community.

States have to decide which facilities to inclutdéheir market rate survey. States have accessde t
databases of facilities: licensing, R&R, and supsWlhich facilities are in these databases depends

the characteristics and regulations of that statene state a family child care facility servitgee

children would be included in the licensing and Ré#&abase, while in another state that facility tay

in only the R&R, and in a third state in neitheacHities that are not included in these databaeekl be
reached through a household survey, although grisoach would be more expensive than conducting a
study of facilities included in one of the threeimdatabases.

Facilitiesincluded or excluded. States may use a database but not survey alltiegiih that database. We
asked states to report both data sources useaaititids surveyed. Once data source(s) and which
facilities to include were determined, states ltaddcide whether to include the total populatiopult a
sample of facilities. States that used the R&Rhildacare licensing agency databases also hadcidade
whether to gather price data from all facilitiedhe database or a sample of facilities. Tablesgrilees

the facilities included in market rate surveys. Téige is divided by data collection method: sureey
R&R/licensing agency record updates. Where data weltected by survey, the table differentiatealtot
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population surveys from those administered to goedanThe R&Rs and licensing agency that storedepric
updates in their existing records attempted tcecoliiata from all facilities in that database.

Table 5. Number of States Surveying Facilities byrikét Rate Survey Method, N=47

Data Collected by a Survey | Data Collected by and
(N=32) stored in R&R or
Licensing Database
(N=15)
Total Sample Not Total Not
Population Included | Population | Included

Facilities included in final dataset In Survey In Survey
Licensed centers and family child care homes 19 13 ) 15 i
Centers and family child care homes that are 2 6 24 5 10
legally exempt from licensing
Family, friends, or neighbor that are legally 2 4 26 3 12
exempt from licensing
Centers that are legally exempt from licen8ing 3 1 12 4 7
After-school education that is exempt from 3 2 26 4 11
licensing
Facilities located on tribal reservations or in 6 7 18 4 11
tribal service areas and licensed by the state
Facilities located on tribal reservations or in 3 1 27 2 13
tribal service areas and licensed by the tribe
Facilities located on military bases 3 2 25 4 11

& 20 states indicated that ‘No centers are exeropt fiegulation’ in their state.
Note: The last 5 categories of facilities each had dated$ndicate ‘no answer’. The final category hachdditional
‘no answer’ response.

All statesincluded licensed facilities whether they collected data by survey or through R&R or

licensing agency updates. However, which facilities were licensed varieddd on state licensing rules.
Facilities that were licensed in some states wetémothersWithin the 32 states that did a survey, 59%
(19) surveyed all licensed facilities and the rerdar surveyed a sample of them. R&R databases
included most or all licensed facilities and tleetising database obviously contained all licensed
facilities.

I't was much less common for statesto include facilities that were exempt from licensing; 75% (24) of
survey states and 67% (10) of the R&R or licensiggncy states excluded centers and family chile car
homes that were legally exempt from licensing. &imarge percentages excluded other types ofdieen
exempt facilities such as family, friend, and néighcaregivers.

® Family, friends, and neighbor care is defined @s-parental care that is not licensed by the sk@vided either
in the child’s home or in that of the caregiveg ttare is for part of the day. The care may beigeavby relatives,
close friends, neighbors, or nannies. Some of éinegivers receive payment for providing care.
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Facilitiesincluded or excluded by price issues. Two issues face states regarding facility pri¢gp:

facilities that do not charge a fee (publicly fudgwograms such as Head Start or family, friendd, a
neighbors who do not charge parents do not haceg)riand (2) facilities whose fees may be strongly
influenced by subsidy maximum payment rates; ti@eprof centers or homes with fees and in which all
or a high percentage of children receive subsidies.

At the data collection stage some states examiried igsues. Thirty-eight percent (18) of the Ztest
collected data from facilities on the number orceet of children in their care who received a sijpsDf
these states, seven indicated they did not calltet from some facilities with subsidized childréhe
percent of subsidized children that led to exclugibfacilities for these seven states were 100% (5
states), 50% (1 state), and 26% (1 state).

At the data analysis stage some states excluddidiédadecause of price issues. Eighty-nine per¢4p)
of states excluded at least some facilities basegtice issues. Publicly funded programs that virere
to parents were the most commonly excluded andawgerarter (13) excluded programs serving only
children receiving a subsidy (Table 6).

Table 6. Number of States Excluding Some Facilitiesn Price Analysis by Data Collection Method,
N=47

Type of Facility Data Collected by Data Collected by and
a Survey stored in R&R or
(N=32) Licensing Database
(N=15)
State-funded pre-kindergarten programs 23 10
Migrant Head Start 19 11
Head Start programs 16 11
Those serving only subsidized children 11 2
Those serving a high percent of subsidized kids 3 0
Other* 12 5

40ther included programs not open to the publicgfes); unlicensed facilities (4 states); licenserept, school-
based school-age care and other programs thattegdess than full day or that had either no psitacture or
variable prices (3 states).

Child care submarkets

Not only is it challenging to determine which fété#ls to include in a study of the child care mariee
must face the reality that it does not operate single market. Child care is a set of distinctreatkets
that operate differently. Child age is one changstie that distinguishes one submarket from anothe
Type of care is another. Parents who are seekimgicefant care are likely to encounter highecesi
than do parents seeking care for an older chiid ardifferent type of care. In addition, it is exfit
necessary to distinguish facilities whose pricesfar services other than full-day, full-week care,
programs commonly known as preschools, schoolawgk programs with less than full-time schedules.
Age of child, type of care, and schedule affect prices and thus define separate submarkets of child care.
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We do not know how many distinct submarkets ekigntifying submarkets is important because study
findings can either over- or under-estimate theepaf care for an age group, for a specific typeaoé,
or for a less than full-time schedule if multipl#snarkets are treated as a single market.

Almost all states collect data separately for each age group (Table 7). There is a strong relationship
(around 90% of states) between the age categam@bsin market rate surveys and in licensing. Algiou
all states treated school-age care separately,ct@¥ates did not differentiate school-year pritem
summer prices. In the analysis stagestates analyzed prices by type of care, although some only
distinguished between center and family, while gthead distinct price groups for large family clilre
homes, school-age centers, and a few separatey@utmore types of care (Table 8). In rate settieg
states tended to use the same categories theyrusedr market rate study. Yet for family, friendsd
neighbor, and in-home care many states set rathsuwtifirst analyzing prices by those types of care
practice specifically allowed by federal rule.

Table 7. Number of States Collecting Data, AnalgZata, and Setting Rates by Age Categories, N=47

Data Collection Data Analysis Rate Setting
Age Categories
Infant 46 47 47
Toddler 44 45 42
Preschool 46 47 45
School-age 46 47 45
School -age school -year 33 36 31
School-age summer 31 31 30
Sngle pricefor school-age 11 9 10

#One state had rates for children 0-2 % years obagefor children over 2 ¥ years of age. Their retrate survey
was designed to provide more information on agakitewns than their current rate structure.

Note: One state did not report the age categories digedg data collection.

Table 8. Number of States Analyzing Data and Sgfdates by Type of Care, N=47

Data Analysis Rate Setting

Type of Care

Center a7 46
Family child care home 46 46
Family child care group home 30 32
In-home 7 21
Family, friends, and neighbors 5 32
School-age centers 26 20
School-age enrichment activities 3 2

At the data analysis stage some states excluded facilities based on schedule. The prices charged by part-
day, part-week programs commonly known as presshwete based on less than a full-day, full-week
schedule. Almost a third of states (15) excludad-gay, part-week programs.
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Geographic definition of community

It is widely accepted that child care prices vayycbmmunity, with higher child care prices in highe
income communities. Combining communities with veifyerent child care prices will produce findings
that may not represent the prices in any of theawéver, developing an operational definition of
community for a market rate study presents multibiallenges.

In order to pay different rates in different
communities, states must define some geographig
unit. When price data is collected from the total
population of identified facilities, a decision on
geographic unit can be made during data analysis
When collecting price data from a representative
sample, the geographic unit must be identifiedrprig
to data collection to ensure that a sufficient nemb
of facilities within each geographic unit are
surveyed. States can also create geographic units
during rate setting.

Few states differentiated geographic units at the

data collection stage. Seventy-two percent (34) of
states attempted to collect data from all regulated
centers and family child care facilities, thus ipeft
prices from most areas of the state. Twenty-eight
percent (13) of states selected a sample of fasilit
from whom to collect data. Twelve of the 13
stratified the random sample (that is selected then
based on a set of criteria such as age group er tyf
of care) and 11 of them used geography in the
stratification. In areas with no facilities, suchraral
areas, having enough facilities in each geographid
unit was an issue even in states that studiedgdte
the total population of facilities.

Geographic units used in market rate surveys
included subcounty, county, county clusters,

regional groups, urban versusrural. Figure 4
displays the geographic areas used in data analys
and rate setting. A region was the most commonly,
used geographic unit in analyses and county was
most commonly used in rate setting. A number of
states did not define geographic areas, thatey, th
used the whole state in analysis and rate setting.

Association between Demographic
Characteristics of Communities and Child
Care Prices

Several states have measured the associatidg
child care prices with selected characteristicg
of communities. For all of these states, hous
costs were found to be strongly correlated w
child care prices.

California — Factors highly correlated with
child care prices were median home value
(>0.52), mean gross rent (>0.48), median reg
estate taxes (>0.46), and median household
income (>0.42).

Illinois — Housing costs (median rent, mediar
home value, median real estate taxes) were
highly correlated (>0.80) with prices for both
centers and family child care.

Minnesota — Fair market rent and average
earnings were positively associated with chil
care prices (Davis and Li, 2005).

Oregon — Child care prices were most highly
correlated with median housing costs (0.85)
and mean gross rent (0.83) (Grobe, Weber, §
Pratt, 2006). These patterns continue but to
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—

and
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lesser extent for household income, urban/rural

classification, population, and percent urban,

Wisconsin — Child care prices were found to b
highly correlated with median gross rent acrg
ages and type of provider (> 0.71). Also
significantly correlated with prices were
percent urban and median family income
(approximately 0.70 across ages and type of
care).
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Figure 4. Number of States Using Various Geogm@pmits in Analysis and Rate Setting, N=47
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Pricing modes

The major pricing modes used by child care faesitare hourly, daily, weekly, or monthly. Most
facilities price in a single mode, but some offargmts multiple modes, e.g., one price per hour and
another price per month. Differences in pricing e®mdre a challenge to those doing market rate y&irve
There may not be a linear relationship betweerecfit price modes. It is likely that a facility doot

set a monthly price at 172 times its hourly price,a variety of business related reasons, such as
encouraging monthly enroliment. It may not be palssio validly convert prices charged by the hoto i
monthly prices by ang-priori formula. In addition, it is likely that the waydiities charge actually
creates submarkets. For example, a family child bame with only a monthly fee is likely to diffeom
the family child care home with only an hourly f@®a number of other characteristics, such asxtent
to which the provider perceives herself to be dgssional and a business owner. Some states convert
actual facility prices to one or a limited numbé&pdce modes. The conversion can be done duritey da
collection or during data analysis.

The majority of states had the facility convert Examples of Conversion Formulas Used by States
their actual pricesinto a small set of

predetermined modes when collecting data and Conversiorto hourly from a weekly price:

then reduced the number of modes further weekly price divided by 45 hour five day week
during analysis (18). Some states (13) collected | Conversiorto daily from a weekly price:

facility data in a set of predetermined modes ang weekly price divided by a five day week
analyzed in thos_e modes. A thwd_gr_oup of stateq Conversiorto daily from a monthly price:

(11) collected price data from facilities in monthly price divided by 21.65 or 21.75 or 22

whatever mode(s) the facility used and converte
to a smaller set of price modes during analysis.
Only five states collected, analyzed, and reporte

the data in whatever price mode facilities used. | Conversiorto monthly from a weekly price:
weekly price times 4.33 or 4.13

Conversiorto weekly from a hourly price:
hourly price times 45 or 40 hours per week

22 Survey of States, Territories, and Tsibe



As shown in Figure 5, states most commonly condereorted prices to daily prices (13 states) and
were almost as likely to convert to weekly pricé® §tates). Few states (2) converted to monthbepri

Figure 5. Price Conversions at Time of Analysis2B=
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0

Hourly Daily Weekly Monthly

Note: A few states indicated more than one conversioden@ne state converted to hourly and daily; oate b
hourly and weekly; one to hourly, daily, and weekdgd another state converted to half-day prices.

Unit of analysis

Given that the purpose of market rate surveys estwnate prices that reflect the child care prga®nts
find in their community, another issue is whethecgs should be analyzed by facility or be weightgd
the number of child care slots the facility offefée logic is that parents are looking for a cloitde slot
and some facilities have six while others have d@€. For example, assume that the facility witB 10
slots charged $300 per month and the facility wihslots charged $600. If one weighted by provitier
average would be $450 but if weighted by slotsatild be $317. Weighting by number of slots would
produce findings that better reflect prices foumt¢hie community. The number of slots could be etpal
the number of children for whom the facility waselnsed, the facility’s desired capacity, or the bem
typically in care. Sixty-two percent (29) of stateslyzed price data by facility (Figure 6). Of¢bdhat
analyzed by slot, actual current enrollment by grgeip was the most common basis for weighting child
care slots (10 states), and weighting by licensgxcity for children by age group was the seconstmo
common method (5 states).
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Figure 6. Number and Percent of States by Unitrdlpsis Used, N=47
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Data collection and analysis

Who asks the facility to report its prices anddises of the reported information may affect whatepis
guoted. As with many other products and serviceslirsociety, child care prices are often not fixed
When the R&R asks what price to report to pardatslity staff may fear that families will not even
consider her facility if prices are too high. THere she may either not release prices or repertaivest
price so that parents will at least consider trogam.

Who collected data and how they collected it varied across the states. As noted earlier in this report,
68% of states (32) collected data via some forsuovey; almost a third by mail survey, a like antdoyn
telephone survey, and the remainder of statesaisethbination of survey methods (Table 9). In 15
states the R& R (14) or licensing agency (1) codldqrice data and stored findings in the admiaiiste
database used to provide their primary service, R&Rcensing.

Table 9. Number and Percentage of States Using¥aurvey Methods, N=32

Survey Mode Number of States % of States
Mail only 10 31%
Telephone only 10 31%
Mail and telephone 8 25%
Mail and web 1 3%
Mail, telephone, and web 3 9%

Currency. Currency of data is an issue when the databaskinghe market rate study is collected over a
long period of time, as may be the case with bd&RRnd licensing databases. We asked states to
describe how current the price data collected byRR&nd the licensing agency were. Seventy-three
percent (11) of R&Rs or licensing agencies calléthailities to update price information specifilyafor

use in the market rate survey. Two states calletesaf their facilities and two states did not ugdatice
information from facilities prior to downloadingeldata for the most recent market rate survey.
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We also asked states if they had standards foemeyrof data collected by the R&R or licensing axyen
Although the majority did, over a quarter of staeatlewed the data to be four or more months oldhet
time that the data were downloaded for analysiguifé 7).

Figure 7. Standard for Currency of Data at Tim®afabase Download, N=15

7-12 months No standard
7% 14%

4 to 6 months
21%

Less than:
months
58%

Note: One state indicated that their price data is upthyeSeptember®lof each year.

Encouraging facility participation. Market rate survey findings are more likely tpnesent the prices of
all facilities in the population being surveyed wteehigher percentage of facilities respond toraesu

A number of strategies are available to increaspamse rates and thus increase the likelihood that
findings accurately represent prices in the chaeanarket. Table 10 displays methods used toasere
the response rate to surveys and the number ekdtat used them.

Table 10. Number of States that Used Surveys timgi&yed Strategies to Increase Response Rate, N=32

Number of
States
Sent follow-up letters or called to encourage respo 24
Used financial incentives to encourage participatio 7
Made survey available in languages other than Engli 10
Other incentive strategigs 7

4Strategies included mailings from child care leadmrcouraging participation prior to survey releasaall gifts,
and entry of name into a lottery for large gift.

Many R&Rs and the licensing agency also encouréayglities to report price information to ensuratth
findings were representative of all facilities hetdatabase (Table 11). Ten of the 13 states fiuktted
the data before downloading it for the market satevey analysis, conducted the update in languages
other than English. Spanish was the other prinamgliage spoken when updating price information.
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Table 11. Number of States that Employed Varioust&gies to Increase Reliability of Data Stored in
R&R/Licensing Databases, N=13

Strategy Number of
States
Used follow-up letters or calls to encourage respsn 7

State required facilities report price data as phlicensing or renewal
Other strategi€s

R&R required facilities report price data in ordetbe included in R&R
database

4Only states that had the R&R or licensing agendatg data were asked if reporting price data wesired.
Some of the states that conducted surveys mayedgire facilities to provide price data as particdnsing.

®Strategies included small gifts, and entry of namte a lottery for large gift, financial incentivés R&R for
collecting data, providing price data requiredgarticipation in subsidy program

Note: Two states who used administrative databasendatithdicate using any strategies to increaseliitia

Response rate. A response rate measures the proportion of the
sample frame (i.e., total number of facilities @attried to

reach) represented by the facilities who complétedsurvey. Completed surveys
The higher the response rate the better indicalianthose who
completed the survey represent the facilities wioavinitially
asked to fill out the survey. Calculating a resgorate requires | Completed surveys + Number of
detailed knowledge of who completed the surveywnd did refusals + Number of eligible
not complete the survey and why (see box). We astatds to facilities that did not respond
provide us with the following information in order calculate
response rates: number of facilities states toe@ach, number of facilities reached but who redus
participate, number of ineligible facilities drogpffom the sample (e.g., not providing care, nadval
telephone number, not charging for child care), Ineinof facilities that completed the survey, and by
default the number of non-responding facilitiesfddtunately, either the way we asked the questarns
the respondent’s interpretation of the questiosslted in data that could not be used to calculate
response rates. For example, some states indiz@ted40 percent of the facilities were droppedrfithe
sample, with zero facilities shown in the non-rescategory. It was difficult to determine whether
non-response and dropped facilities were repordatha number or whether there were actually zero
non-responses. Given that non-response is one pid¢be response rate calculation, it was important
be confident in the numbers we were using. Theeefodecision was made to not report findings on
response rate even though a handful of statesrdidde all the necessary information.

Response Rate Calculation

Response burden. Time spent providing data can affect participatiowl thereby affect how well findings
represent the population being studied. We askdssto estimate the average number of minutes a
single facility needed to provide requested infdiora Response burden was an issue primarily testa
that conducted surveys (Table 12).
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Table 12. Number of States Reporting Number of Miauracilities Invested in Completing Market Rate
Survey, N=44

Time Needed to Provide Requested Number of Number of R&R or
Information Survey States  Licensing Agency States
Less than 5 minutes 2 4

6-10 minutes

11-15 minutes
16-20 minutes
26-30 minutes
31-60 minutes

N W o NN
1

Note: Three states did not know the time needed to gdeothie requested information

Improving accuracy. A number of strategies are available to ensuaegtrveys produce findings that
accurately reflect prices in the child care markéirteen of the 32 states that conducted a sureél
tested or piloted their survey instrument during tiost recent market rate study. Ten states made th
survey available in languages other than Engligln&h was the most commonly available. In addjtion
Vietnamese, Cantonese and other languages werassestded if staff spoke them. Eleven of the 32
states provided technical assistance to facildirebow to complete the survey.

Three quarters (35) of states checked price datatirnal consistencyhe majority (30) ran frequency
distributions on prices and checked for outlieurteen of these 30 states followed-up with faesit
whose prices fell above or below a specific rafigeo states conducted random follow-up calls with
facilities to determine if the price data were népd consistently across time, and three statepaned
prices against other data sources.

Separate analyses. Some states have analyzed prices by other ckasiitts such as provider schedule

(part-day, part-week) and quality (Table 13). A Bmamber of states have attempted to identifygwic
of arrangements for children with special needs.
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Table 13. Number of States Who Conducted Separate Rnalysis by Data Collection Method, N=47

Type of Analyses Data Collected by a Data Collected by and

Survey stored in R&R or
(N=32) Licensing Database
(N=15)
Part-day priceés 17 3
Part-week pricés 7 -
Prices by structural quality indicators 5 1
Price trends over time 12 5
Prices for children with special needs 7 1
Other analysés 8 2

& States defined part-day as three hours or les$o{®) hours or less (3), less than five hours Igs than six hours
(6), hourly (1), and facility defined (1).

® States defined part-week as two to three day2@hours (1), less than 25 hours (1), facility dedi (2), and one
state did not respond.

¢Other analyses included non-standard hour prieegitfes who take subsidized children versus theke do not,
registration fees, GIS to examine location of facih relation to child population, and pricesrilation to median
household income.

Note: In 17 states (36%) price data were collected for-standard hours care and one state collectecbdata
whether non-standard hours care was provided. Tjerity (12) of the 17 states defined non-standerdrs as care
before or after 6:00 during week days, weekend/aralzernight care. The other states defined nanekrd hours
care as full-time plus care (2 states), night €arstates), or non-traditional hours care (1 state)

Methodological Issues and Revisions. States were asked whether any methodologicalgrbor issues
were encountered during their market rate surviee&n (35%) states indicated they did come across
issues of validity similar to those discussed is #ection. For example, eight of the 16 statestimesd
facility representation problems including smalingée sizes in some areas of the state, limitedepric
updating in some R&Rs, and difficulty identifyingpicular types of facilities in their sample frasne

(e.g., Head Start centers). States (4) also mexdionncerns with data accuracy such as identifying
outliers, questioning data entry, and using a ngstesn that made calling facilities problematichie t

early part of the survey. Conversion of prices,ghihg by slots rather than facilities by type afe,
establishing market segments, and issues of resgmmden were other methodological issues mentioned
by states.

Twenty-eight percent (13) of states stated theyendinges from the methods used in their previous
market rate survey. The majority of these changarewade at the data collection or data analyaigest
One state moved from a statewide survey to usiagl#éita collected and stored in their R&R database,
and another state expanded their data collectiqurdnyiding both a mail and web-based version aed th
follow-up by telephone with facilities that did natspond. One state decided to ask facilities fdy o
weekly prices and one asked for both school-yedrsammer school-age prices. Examples of changes
made in data analysis included a more aggressligatian of outliers, analyses by slot, and elintioa

of part-time and non-traditional hours care becafidienited price data.
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Findings for Territories

The findings reported in this section are basetherdata we received from the five territories. One
territory completed all sections of the survey, fpvovided anecdotal information about how they
conducted their market rate survey, and two teteisodid not respond to the survey.

The lack of complete data makes it difficult to gealize what we learned of territorial market ratievey
practices and policies. We believe they are sinbddhe tribes in that most have a small populatiase,
and thus a small number of facilities to be surdey®opulations of territories ranged from 57,291 to
3,808,610; Puerto Rico has the largest populatitm tive remaining four territories ranging from 391
to 154,805. The one territory that completed theespindicated they surveyed 87 facilities.

Cultural views of children and families play a piaent role in administration of CCDF in the terries.
American Samoa explained that in their culturedhigran expectation that communities are respansibl
for the care of children and that individuals do perceive the care they provide as a market srvic
They do not have the same system of child caradfsasten in the states. Virgin Islands described a
similar situation. At least some of the territordesnot appear to have a child care market to study

For the one territory with data, the lead agenayi®d responsibility for conducting all aspectsiod
survey. They used licensing and subsidy databasten data source for identifying facilities, and
collected data through a mail survey. The totat obsonducting their market rate survey was regmgs
$1,381. Based on survey findings, payment ratee@sed for some types of care and age categoni@s, a
they set their maximum payment rates at or abow&® percentile of prices identified in their market
rate survey. The most important factor in settingent rates was provider concerns, with demand for
subsidies being the second most important factor.

Findings for Tribes

The findings reported in this section are basethemesponses from the 28 tribes who conducted thei
own market rate survey. As reported earlier, tf&Sstribes were identified through a survey of24i8
tribes that received a CCDF grant in 2004. We reoitval findings in two sections: (1) market rate
survey practices and policies and (2) validity essun the first we describe the policies and
administrative practices related to conductingdinerey and setting rates. In the second we describ
survey practices within a framewaork of the issuned affect the validity of survey findings.

Market rate survey practices and policies

Organizations that carried out market rate survey. Of the 27 tribes that described who carried
responsibility for conducting market rate survehe, CCDF lead agency carried responsibility for
conducting the survey in each case. Although camy¢he survey themselves, one tribe involved
another tribal organization and three worked witthéd care resource and referral agency (R&R).

Data sources and data collection. Tribes used a variety of data sources. Fourtéleestused a list of

facilities known to the tribe; in one case thedtilist was combined with R&R data and in threeeoth
cases, tribes combined the list with facilitiesntiéed in the phone book. Another three tribesdusest
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the phone book as their data source. The remaiamgribes used licensing, R&R, or subsidy dataalo
or in combination. One tribe did not report itsadaburces.

Tribal expenditures on market rate surveys. The majority of tribes (23) reported that the castdoing
their market rate survey were not known as tribedf €arried out the survey as a part of their Obe
tribe reported spending $58,904. The remaining fidbes reported spending from $28 to $1,414.

Rate setting. Only three of the 28 tribes set their maximum paytmates at or above the"7percentile of
prices identified in their market rate survey. Nofehe tribes that reported factors influencingenéhthey
set rates, reported that survey findings were @fa®ther factors, listed in order of how manpés
reported them as influencing rate setting werbatrchild care funding (6), the overall tribal bedd5),
the number of families needing assistance (5), C&DBing (4), and input from parents, providersj an
tribal councils (4). Two tribes reported that whetates set their ceilings was a factor.

Validity Issues

The validity of the prices identified through markate surveys hinges on how a number of issues are
dealt with. In the following section we explore dimdings about tribal survey practices within a
framework of the major validity issues: the chilire market, child care submarkets, geographic
definition of community, pricing modes, the unitasfalysis, and data collection and analysis.

The child care market

One of the major issues in doing a market rateesuithe definition of the child care market;
identifying which child care facilities make up tbkild care universe. In the case of small triltesas
likely that those doing the survey knew all childisnd providers. In larger tribes, they needed yatoa
determine who provided child care and they needeatbct information to survey them. Some tribal
CCDF grantees are actually a consortium of triBepresentatives of tribal consortia reported having
little information on child care in tribes otheatihthe one of which they were a part. Identifying t
universe of child care facilities would be diffictibr these consortia.

Some tribes lacked a centralized list of facilitieough licensing or R&R. Of the 28 tribes that
conducted their own market rate survey, 20 hastafifacilities regulated by the tribe. In sevehds
only the state regulated facilities. Some statasribgulated tribal facilities may not have beele &b
provide the tribe with a list of just those faddi that provided care for tribal children or ttst inight not
have included all facilities known to the tribe.eTR&R may or may not have included facilities that
cared for tribal children; five of the 28 tribestltonducted market rate surveys used the R&Rdasaa
source but it may not have been a comprehensivédsisies related to use of subsidy data bases are
discussed below as a part of price issues.

In tribes with small numbers of children, tribesynave had contact information on all facilities in
which care was provided even without a list. Asdaabove, over half of tribes who conducted thein o
market rate survey used a list of facilities thatrevknown to the tribe. The extent to which thésts |
included all facilities that provided care affectemv well the survey findings represented pricesrgéd
by tribal child care facilities.
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Facilitiesincluded. Nineteen tribes surveyed centers and familydatdlre homes; two also included
family, friends, and neighbors. Eight surveyed aréyters, although some of these had surveyedyfamil
child care providers in other years. One tribe syed only family child care providers. Of the 28&s
that did market rate surveys, the number of suddgeilities ranged from two to 150 with an averadge
39.

Priceissues. Not all child care facilities have a child caréce. Head Start and some family, friends, and
neighbors do not charge parents and therefore tloave a price which could be included in a market
rate survey. In other facilities, the majorityabfildren who received care were in families paptiting in
the subsidy program. The prices charged by thaskiss may have been highly influenced by whére t
tribe set its maximum payment rates. Another pissae flows from the fact that facilities sell @ifént
services; not all prices are for full-day full-weedre and education. Tribes did not report exclydin
programs that either had no price or whose pricag imave been heavily influenced by where the tsdde
maximum subsidy payment rates. Tribes did deal diffierences in services provided; 17 tribes
differentiated full-day and part-day rates.

Child care submarkets and geographic definition oEommunity

As noted earlier, it is likely that child care iset of distinct submarkets that operate diffeyerfithcility
characteristics including age group, type of cacbedule and type of community affect prices. egirt
tribes differentiated by age groups and 13 difféated by type of care. Some tribes may have one
community whereas other tribes have multiple comitresdistinguished one from another by housing
prices and household incomes. No tribe report#drdntiating maximum payment rates by geographic
unit.

Pricing modes

Most child care facilities charge by the hour, dagek, or month. Price conversions may introduce
error; a monthly rate is not likely to be the hgudte times 172 so conversions based on such faemu
are not likely to produce valid findings. Of theditribes that reported on whether or not they eaed
prices to a standard mode, only one did so.

Unit of analysis

Another validity issue is whether prices shouldabalyzed by facility or be weighted by the numbler o
child care slots the facility offers. The logictiet parents are looking for a child care slot smahe
facilities have six while others have over 100. §¥iting by number of slots would produce findingatth
better reflect prices found in the community. Gd flve tribes that reported on weighting, none \teg
by number of slots.

Data collection and analysis
Who collected data and how they collected it vadebss the tribes. In all instances, tribal staffected
the data, but positions of person who collected gtatied. About half of tribes (14) conducted téiempe

surveys. Nine used a mail survey. Another twaesibsed in-person visits as their data collection
method. One tribe analyzed R&R data and two respraisddid not know what method was used.
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Response rates. Collecting price data from a high percentageuwn¥eyed facilities increases the
likelihood that the survey findings represent thegs in the community. Following up with faciés
that did not respond was therefore important. bl two tribes followed up with facilities that diobt
respond; two followed up with telephone calls aind fvith visits.
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Section Ill: Conclusions

The requirement for states and territories to condhild care market rate surveys grew out of a
Congressional desire to use a market approachilgirigithe nation’s investment in child care. This
approach was introduced in 1988 with passage dFamaly Support Act and continued in 1998 the
Department of Human Services promulgated the CGQ¥-which required states, territories, and tribes
to ensure that parents who received a child carsidyhad access to the child care market. Oneureas
of access was demonstrated by reference to arftadet rate survey no more than two years §Id (
98.43 CCDF regulations). Tribes have had the optiarse the findings of the market rate surveyhef t
state in which they are located, although theyearuraged to survey facilities serving tribal dreh.
Almost ten years have passed since the requiretmelat market rate surveys was put in place. Clale ¢
administrative staff have experience conductingehstudies. Key decisions related to the study have
most often been made by state staff rather thaareisers or other contractors: which population to
survey, what questions to ask, how to interprefitigings, and how to disseminate findings. Outside
researchers have been most commonly brought iollect and clean data and sometimes to analyze data
Survey methods and costs have varied widely.

The major findings of our survey of states, terrés, and tribes are related to the nature of kiild care
market itself. The child care market includes aayaof facilities including licensed, and in sontates
license-exempt centers, licensed and license-extmyity child care homes, and the homes of family,
friend, and neighbor caregivers. Child care ses/are also provided in the home of the child and in
community locations where enrichment activitieshsas after-school classes serve as child carefoe s
children. States, territories, and tribes mustdakeeihich of these facilities to survey. Three datas of
providers are available: licensing, R&R, and supshdost or all licensed facilities are includedR&R
databases and typically in some states R&Rs atdoda legally exempt facilities in their databases.
States, territories, and tribes used one or a auatibin of these three lists although none usedubsidy
list by itself. Some legally-exempt facilities mbg in the R&R or subsidy list but to capture a
representative sample of these facilities, thesgliction would need to do a household survey.

An issue for both territories and tribes is the aniaf child care that has prices determined bytwha
parents not receiving assistance pay. Many farfiignds, and neighbors do not have prices, nor eacH
Start programs. If these types of care make upnidgerity of care, there may be a small number of
families on which to establish market prices.

The market is composed primarily of small for-prafind not-for-profit businesses. The complexity of
this market is striking. The findings of a child-eanarket rate survey are valid to the extent tthey
match the prices parents find when looking for ¢artheir community. Therefore, the better survey
design and administration deal with market compilesj the more valid the findings.

The presence of child care facilities that do rn@rge parents contributes to child care market
complexity. The majority of family, friend, and géibor caregivers do not charge parents for their
services. Public and philanthropic funds coverdbst of other services such as Head Start or tsale
pre-kindergarten programs that do not have a pricgpical charge parents. Yet it is likely tha¢ th
presence of child care facilities without fees et§enarket functioning; that is, the presence ofa®
child care services probably affects the pricefadifities that do charge parents. Although tribadl
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territorial markets are smaller than those of stateey may not be less complex. Over half of state
exclude from analysis Head Start and state-fundekipdergarten programs whose costs are
predominantly paid with public and philanthropimés. It is not clear how tribes handle these faediin
their surveys.

Partial public support also adds complexity toc¢hiéd care market. Prices in some facilities may be
highly influenced by where the state sets maximubsigly payment rates. For example, facilities syvi
a high percentage of children whose care is sutesidinay not have prices determined by what parents
are willing and able to pay. A quarter of stateslede facilities that serve only subsidized chiidesd a
few exclude those with a high percentage of childwho receive a subsidy. Tribes appear to include
these facilities in their market rate surveys.

Rather than a single market in states, it appéatschild care consists of multiple submarkets
differentiated by service characteristics includagg group, type of care, and schedule. Most statgs
tribes differentiate the child care market by agmig and type of care when conducting market rate
surveys. Both in conducting surveys and in raténgg almost all states differentiate by age goup
although about a quarter do not differentiate sthge summer and school-year prices. Similarlyostm
all states study the prices of centers and fantillglcare homes separately. About two-thirds atadys
large family child care homes as a distinct grong aver half study school-age centers separateily. ©
few states collect prices for services providethechild’s home or in the home of family, friendsd
neighbors and even fewer collect prices of schgel@nrichment activities. Tribes were less likélgrt
states to differentiate by age groups, types df,camd other characteristics that create submarkets

Facility schedules also create submarkets. Sonildiéscsell a service that is not full-day, fulleek care.
For example, it is common for centers to have @ogr for two to three days a week in the morning.
Almost half of states collect part-day prices safly and a few also separate out part-week sexvice
Over half of tribes differentiate full-day and pdey when collecting price data.

Although it is widely accepted that child care paovary by characteristics of communities, no cosise
has emerged about how to define community for ctilg data or setting rates. States are challenged
when developing an operational definition of gepgra community. A number of issues complicate the
task of identifying the geographic unit to be usedither data collection or rate setting. Firthfes
differentiate by age group, type of care, and soleednd may be reluctant to further differentiageab
large number of geographic units. Second, stasshtive studied how prices cluster have found that
there are a limited number of price clusters, &ad there may well be more than one cluster wighin
county. For example, when a university town exigthin a rural county it is likely that child capgices

in that town will be considerably higher than thiegs in the remainder of the county. The dilemsa i
that a relatively small number of price clusters/ragist but they usually do not line up with the
boundaries of counties or regions. Even thouglate shay have only three price clusters, any onatgou
may include more than one. Similarly, one pricestdumay match communities separated by hundreds
of miles. Using the example of the university towra rural community, the prices may be the saradlin
the state’s university towns even those these t@mispread across the states. The most commaetdy us
geographic units used by states are county, regimhwhole state; a few use zip code or anothellema
unit. Given that it is likely that prices do vargrass a state, it is unlikely that a single statiewiate will
result in prices that a parent will find in any givcommunity. For some tribes everyone lives instmae
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community but for others there are multiple comrtiesiand prices may vary across these communities.
Tribes that do their own market rate survey doapgear to differentiate prices by community.

How many different pricing modes a state uses llecting data is likely to affect how closely the
identified prices represent the prices that parefitdind in their community. Child care facilitge
commonly price services by the hour, day, weeknonth. Most child care facilities charge in a sagl
mode. If facilities have to report their pricesmodes other than those they use when chargingsacen
if their reported prices are converted into anothede, error may be introduced. The majority ofesta
either have facilities convert to a small set afdatermined pricing modes or do conversions thamsel
Tribes appear to collect prices in whatever mo@efdlkility uses; only one tribe reported converting
prices to a standard mode.

Weighting prices by the number of slots that acchdre facility has may affect how well findings
represent the prices parents find in their commyu&bme child care facilities have six slots wihitbers
have 100. Weighting by the number of slots woulpesp to result in more representative price fingling
Only a third of states weight findings by numbeslufts. None of the tribes appear to weight findibyg
slots.

Who collects price data from child care facilitreay also affect how closely those prices refleet th
prices parents find in the market. The price adcbdre facility reports may vary depending on whksa
for the information and how the information will beed. The prices of many goods and services in
American society vary or are negotiated. When rappprices to a R&R, child care facilities mayfea
that reporting higher prices to parents will lebem not even to consider their services and theyefay
report their lowest price. About two-thirds of stscollect data via a survey sent by the state or a
contractor working on behalf of the state. Almashird of states have the local R&R agencies cblle
price data from the parents and store it in théiniaistrative databases. Although those pricesaibse
collected on behalf of the state agency, theyaldb be reported to parents who contact their R&Bst
tribal data is collected by tribal staff using pkeasr mail surveys. Only one tribe reports analy2&R
administrative data.

In a discussion of market rate surveys, two chargstics of tribes need special attention: size @utibn
of whether or not to conduct their own survey. Pbeulations of tribes are smaller than those désta
Of the 239 tribes the research team talked witmimitial survey, half had populations of 2,000ass.
The smallest had a population of 90 and the largfester 300,000. Populations of surveyed states
ranged from 493,782 to 33.9 million. The tribal nadpopulation was around 2,000 compared to the
state median of 4.3 million. The population of dnéin under the age of 13 in tribes was also much
smaller, averaging 2,371 and ranged from 50 to40 whereas the number of children under 13 in the
states averaged 1,183,440 and ranged from 92 46@88,433. Half of the tribes had 773 or fewer
children whereas half of the states had 861,496wer children. In each case, the largest tribahipers
were smaller than those of the smallest state. IBmaimbers of children are associated with smaller
numbers of facilities. Although validity issues arerelevant for tribes as for states, ways of mgu
valid findings may differ. Tribal methods are likab vary from those used by states because of size
differences.

Unlike states and territories, tribes have an optibwhether or not to do their own market rateveyr
and the majority (88%) use state survey findingse Of state survey findings to ensure subsidy famil
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access to all types of care raises other validiyés; do the findings from the state market tateey
represent the prices of facilities that care fdualrchildren? The majority of tribes (53%, 128port that
tribal facilities are included in the state’s mérkate surveys, but it is unclear if this is a egantative
group of tribal facilities. About three-quarter$#s, 93) of tribes that use the state market rateegu
findings check to be sure identified prices areeltw those of tribal facilities known to them &&%
(156) of all tribes believe that it is important tobes to check to be sure that the prices ifiedtby the
state survey match those of tribal facilities. phecess of checking state survey findings raisaseis
about the representativeness of the prices the i8ibising in its comparisons and what to do wiiites
findings if the tribe documents that the findingsrbt represent those of tribal facilities. Trilbase the
challenge of identifying child care prices thatigil represent those of facilities that serve tritgldren
whether they do their own market rate survey orfiurskngs from the survey conducted by the state.

Producing market rate survey findings that represgenprices families will find when seeking cane i
their community is challenging for states, teriigsr and tribes because of the complexity of otalce
markets. Child care markets in territories andesibre smaller and in that sense may be easitrdy, s
but they are also complex. The survey of market satvey practices and policies in states, teresor
and tribes has clarified validity issues relateduovey design and administration. A second stadw
underway, will provide additional information oretlextent to which different survey methods or
inclusion of different child care facilities in niat rate studies affects findings. Together the stuadlies
will provide guidance for states, territories, andes in conducting child care market rate surwelgese
findings validly represent child care prices.
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State, Territory, and Tribal Profiles

Note: Information and comments included in these profiles were provided
by the Sates, Territories, and Tribes.
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument

Section A. Administration/Organization of Market Rate Survey

This section should be completed by someone whkerigfamiliar with the overall administration orgamnization of
the most recently completed market rate survey.mbst recently completed market rate survey isngeffias the
one whose findings have been made public.

Al. What jurisdiction (state, territory, or tribéd you represent?
l: [1 state, please indicate state:

[l territory, please indicate territory:
L [ tribe, please indicate tribe: [go to question A2]

Ala. Does your state or territory regulate anydhdre providers who are located on an Indian
reservation or in a tribal service area?
7 No
[l Yes, some non-exempt tribal providers are regulbyedur state or territory
[l Yes, all non-exempt tribal providers are reguldigaur state or territory

A2. In your jurisdiction are there legally bindistatutes or administrative rules that affect the
jurisdiction’s market rate survey?

1 No [go to question A3]

0 Yes

|

A2a. Which of the following aspects of the marlaersurvey do these statutes or rules affect?

NO YES
O O how frequently market rate surveys are conducted
the content of market rate surveys
how the survey is done; the survey process
who must be included in the survey sample

the relationship of maximum payment rates to riagiigs

O0Oo0oo0oao
Oo0Oo0oa0gaao

other aspects of the rate setting process, pleasifs

|

A2Db. If yes, please list the number and titleslb$t@tutes or administrative rules that
affect or govern the market rate survey in youisgliction

L_» A3. When was the most recent child care marketsateey completed in this jurisdiction? (Note: ¢y

are currently conducting a market rate survey heealaite of the most recently completed survey.
Also, if actual day is unknown, enter 15) [

(MM) (DD) (YEAR
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A4. By federal rule each state and territory ipogssible for assuring a market rate survey has tera
within two years of the completion of CCDF fundidaTribes may conduct their own survey or use
their states. Some CCDF lead agencies actuallyumtride market rate survey, other lead agencies

delegate or contract out all or some aspects ofniddxet rate surveyln reference to the most

recently completed market rate survey, please @éeiwith an X the organization that had
PRIMARY responsibility for actually conducting each of thBowing tasks.

State/
Territorial/
Tribal
Lead
Agency

Other state/

territorial/
tribal
agency

State
Resource
and
Referral
Network

Contractors

This tas
was not
done in
most
recent
market
rate
survey

University | Firm

Other

Determined which
providers/facilities to
include

Created survey questions

Provided assistance to he
providers complete survey

Ip

Collected rate data from
providers/facilities

Entered rate data or
inputted rate data into
licensing or R&R databas

D

Cleaned the rate data (i.e
identified and corrected
clearly erroneous data)

Analyzed rate data

Interpreted findings

Wrote reports on findings

Disseminated results

Ada. Please list the NAME of each organizationkedrby an X in one of the above columns:

Other state/territorial/tribal agency:

State Resource and Referral Network:

University contractor:
Research or Survey Firm:

Other contractor:
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A5. Some lead agencies use advisory groups to gogdemarket rate survey process. Others do nidt. D

your lead agency use an advisory group to guide ymst recently completed market rate survey?

[0 No [go to question A6]
[0 Yes

v

Aba. Was this advisory groufcheck only one)

OO created specifically to guide the market rate sprve
O an existing group for child care issues/policies

O other, please specify the group’s purpose:

—» AG6. As the person who is very familiar with theadistration/organization of the most recently
completed market rate survey, how would you rate th

EXCELLENT POOR
Accuracy of the rate findings 5 4 3 2 1
Cost-effectiveness of the market rate survey 5 4 3 2 1
process
Ease of managing the market rate survey proce 5 4 3 2 1

|

A6a. If you indicated 1 or 2 for any of the abpwat are your concerns?
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A7. All market rate surveys have costs. In thissfjios, please estimate the cost of the most rgcentl
completed market rate survey in your jurisdictistate, territory, tribe)(Note: Enter only digits not
commas or periods)

Lead CCDF Agency personnel costs (include all ssdaand fringe benefits)
Staff 1
Staff 2
Staff 3
Non-personnel costs (excluding contractorgjost

Another state/territorial/tribal agency personrats (include all salaries and
fringe benefits)

Staff 1
Staff 2
Staff 3
Non-personnel costs (excluding contractorgjost

B P P P

B P P P

If contractors were used, what was the total cotechamount paid to:
State Child Care Resource & Referral Network
University/college

Research or survey firm

Other contractor

»w | v v v o

TOTAL costs for most recently completed market ratesurvey

A8. Are state, territorial, or tribal funds, indimg CCDF and TANF block grant funds, being inveddte
Child Care Resource & Referral services?

[0 No [go to question A9]

[0 Yes

|

ABa. What is the total annual amount of these $undested $

in CCR&R services?

A8b. Does the CCR&R system have a person redplerfsir ensuring accurate and
reliable data (e.qg., they do staff training, datnagement, checking for data
consistency)

0 No
[0 Yes
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A9. Market rate surveys are designed to infornidatére subsidy programs. Please indicate how
satisfied you are with each of the following difat aspects of the subsidy program in your

jurisdiction: (Note: This question will not be reported by state, territory, or tribe, but will be
aggregated across jurisdictions).

VERY VERY Don't

SATISFIED DISSATISFIED Know
The adequacy of current rates paid for subsidized ¢ 5 4 3 2 1 O
The proportion of eligible families served 5 4 3 2 1 O
The quality of child care for subsidized children 5 4 3 2 1 O
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Section B. Provider Population and Sample

The following section should be completed by thespe(s) most knowledgeable about actual samplinggutures
in the most recently completed market rate sur¥ég. most recently completed market rate survegimed as the
one whose findings have been made public.

B1. What source(s) were used to identify providacdlities to participate in the most recently cdetpd
market rate survey(€heck all that apply)

database of providers/facilities regulated by chddelicensing agency

database of providers/facilities receiving childecsubsidies

database of providers/facilities enrolled with ddchareresource and referral agency
other, please specify

(I B A O B

B2. What were your reasons for identifying provalfom this database(s)@heck all that apply for
each source you indicated in B1)

Licensing Subsidy Database R&R Database Other Database
Database
1 most up-to-date [l most up-to-date | [ most up-to-date "1 most up-to-date
[ most complete [J most complete [J most complete (1 most complete
1 most accurate [l most accurate [l most accurate 1 most accurate

statute or rule

by statute or rule

statute or rule

O no cost or minimal| O no cost or [J no cost or minimal [0 no cost or minimal
cost minimal cost cost cost
[J required to use by | [ requiredtouse | [ required to use by| [ required to use by

statute or rule

1 other, please
specify:

1 other, please
specify:

[

other, please

specify:

O

other, please

specify:

B3a. Some jurisdictions identify providers from tiple databases in their final dataset. Does tha fi
dataset of providers include regulated providecdifiees (centers and family child care
providers/facilities, including regulated after echprogram)?

[1 Some
[l Most
0 All

B3al.
B3az.

[0 None [go to question B3b]

Survey of States, Territories, and Tribes
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What type of sample was selectgtieck only one response)
0 total population
o random sample
o stratified random sample; stratified by what cheeastics:
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B3b. Does the final dataset of providers includeilachild care providers/facilities who are legall
exempt from regulation?
71 No [go to question B3c]
[0 Yes
v

B3b1l. What was the total number of family childecaroviders/facilities in the final dataset?

B3b2. What type of sample was selectédieck only one response)
0 total population
0 random sample
o stratified random sample; stratified by what chtdstics:

—>

B3c. Does the final dataset of providers includuifg friends, or neighbors who are legally exernpm
regulation? Please specify which ones (family nidie neighbors):
71 No [go to question B3d]
[0 Yes
v

B3cl. What was the total number of family, friendisneighbors in the final dataset?
B3c2. What type of sample was selectgalieck only one response)

0 total population

o0 random sample

o stratified random sample; stratified by what chtdstics:

— B3d. Does the final dataset of providers includetees that are legally exempt from regulation?
{ [0 No centers are exempt from regulation in jurisdittigo to question B3e]
[0 No [go to question B3e]
[0 Yes
\/
B3d1. What was the total number of centers irfithed dataset?
B3d2. What type of sample was selectédieck only one response)
0 total population
0 random sample
o stratified random sample; stratified by what cheeastics:

—» B3e. Does the final dataset of providers includerafchool education (non-regulated)?
71 No [go to question B3f]
0 Yes

B3el. What was the total number of after-schoatation providers/facilities in the final
dataset? _
B3e2. What type of sample was select@ti@ck only one response)

0 total population

0 random sample

o stratified random sample; stratified by what chtdstics:
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B3f. Does the final dataset include providers ledain military facilities?
71 No [go to question B3g]
0 Yes
B3f1. What was the total number of military prostid/facilities in the final dataset?
B3f2. What type of sample was selectédieck only one response)

0 total population
\ 0 random sample

o stratified random sample; stratified by what cheeastics:

B3g. Does the final dataset of providers includevters/facilities located on tribal reservatiomsro
tribal service areas and regulated by the 8tate
[0 No [go to question B3h]
[J Yes, some
1 Yes,all

B3gl. What was the total number of providers/ites of this type in the final dataset (enter X
if the number cannot be determined)?

B3g2. What type of sample was selectfdieck only one response)
0 total population
0 random sample
o stratified random sample; stratified by what chtdstics:

— B3h. Does the final dataset of providers includevters/facilities located on tribal reservatiomsro
tribal service areas and regulated by the #ibe

[1 No [go to question C1]

[l Yes, some

0 Yes, all

B3h1. What was the total number of providers/ites of this type in the final dataset (enter X
if the number cannot be determined)?

B3h2. What type of sample was selectédieck only one response)
0 total population
0 random sample
o stratified random sample; stratified by what cheeastics:
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Section C. Data Collection

The following section should be completed by thespe(s) most knowledgeable about actual data dmllec
procedures in the most recently completed marketsarvey. The most recently completed marketgateey is
defined as the one whose findings have been mdde&pu

C1. Some states/territories/tribes collect datenfpsoviders through surveys, while others use data
collected by Resource and Referral or Licensingheigs. What type of data collection method was
used for the most recently completed market raieyst

[ data collected by mail, telephone, and/or web-baseeky [go to question Cla]
[ data collected by Resource and Referral and/omkiog [go to question C1b]

—» Cla. What specific data collection method was 2geldeck all that apply)
N [ Mail survey of providers/facilities [go to questi@?2]
{ [0 Telephone survey of providers/facilities [go to sjiien C2]
[0 Web-based survey of providers/facilities [go to sfian C2]

C1b. What specific data collection method was @sed
[l Resource and Referral agency download [go to cureS{]
[l Licensing agency download [go to queston
[l Other, please specify: [go to questioR7]

—>» C2. Was the survey field-tested or piloted befoxeds used?
71 No [go to question C3]
0 Yes

v

C2a. If yes, which of the following provider typegre included in the pilot®heck all that
apply)

O Regulated providers/facilities (centers and faraoftjid care
providers/facilities, including regulated after sohprograms)

O

Family child care providers/facilities who are ldg&xempt from
regulation

Family, friends, or neighbors who are legally exéfnpm regulation
Centers that are legally exempt from regulation

After-school education (non-regulated)

Oo0oOoaod

Providers located on tribal reservations or indarigervice areas and
requlated by the state

O

Providers located on tribal reservations or inalrkervice areas and
requlated by the tribe

C2b. What was the TOTAL number of providers/faig$ in the pilot sample?
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In answering the following questions, considerniast recently completed market rate survey; not the
pilot.

C3. Was the survey available in any languages dktaer English?
[0 No
[ Yes, what other languages?

C4a. From the population of providers/facilitiesrh all sources, how many
providers/facilities did you try to reach in the shoecently completed market
rate survey?

C4b. How many providers/facilities were reachetrbtused to participate?

C4c. How many providers were dropped from the darfgg., they currently are not
providing care, no valid telephone number, not gimay for child care, etc.)

C4d. How many providers/facilities completed thevey?

C5. Were any of the following strategies used tooenage providers/facilities to participateReck all
that apply)

[1 follow-up letters or calls to encourage response
] training/technical assistance on how to complegestirvey
[1 other incentives, please specify:

C6. For the most recently completed market rateesyiin what month, day, and year was data cotiacti
completed? (If actual day is unknown, enter 15) tlquestiorC13] 1

(MM) (DDYEAR)
Skip from C1b start here

C7.In some states, CCR&R and Licensing agencies oadigers to update rate information
specifically for use in the market rate surveyydmr state, territory or tribe, did the CCR&R or
licensing agency update rate data for the mosntlgceompleted market rate survey?

[J No[goto C10]
[J Yes, updated rate information from some providers
[J Yes, updated rate information from all providers

C8. Was this update conducted in any languages tithe English?
[0 No
[ Yes, what other languages?

C9. Were any of the following strategies used twoemnage providers/facilities to give up-to-datesrat
information?(check all that apply)
[0 providing rate data is required to be includechim CCR&R database
providing rate data is required as part of licegsinre-licensing
follow-up letters or calls to encourage response
other incentives, please specify:

Oo0Oo0Od
=
>
Q
>
o,
L
5
o
0]
>
(=g
<
®
(2]
—
o
=
o
=
Q
<
Q.
(1)
=
A%
=
(%))
o
>
Qo
=
3
é

Survey of States, Territories, and Tribes 51



C10. Estimate the number of providers in the erdatabase who do not report price data?

C11. What is your jurisdictions’ standard for haeeent the CCR&R or Licensing data should be at the
time of the download?

[J No standard
Rate data should be less than 3 months old atdfrdewnload
Rate data should be 4- 6 months old at time of dioa¢h
Rate data should be 7-12 months old at time of dwach
Other, please specify

N I Y

C12. When (on what date) was CCR&R or licensinghagelata downloaded for the most recently
completed market rate survey? (If actual day isnomkn, enter 15) [

(MM) (DD) (YEAR)
ALL Respondents

C13. What is your BEST estimate of the time nedded single provider/facility to provide the
requested information?

[1 Lessthan 5 minutes [J 21-25 minutes

[] 6-10 minutes [J 26-30 minutes

[J 11-15 minutes [J 31-60 minutes

[] 16-20 minutes [] over one hour
[J don’t know

C14. Which of the following statements BEST ddsesihow providers/facilities reported rate
information for the most recently completed mariedé¢ survey?

[ Providers/facilities reported their rates into petermined modes provided on the survey (e.qg.,
hourly, daily, weekly, monthly) [go to question G15
T Providers/facilities reported their actual ratesvimatever mode they charge

v

Cl4a. Were the providers/facilities themselve®dgtk convert their rates to some standard mode
such as to monthly or hourly rate?
OONo
OYes

> C15. Were reported rates checked for internalistercy (e.g., data checks to confirm that data was
within reasonable range)?
O No
"1 Yes, please describe the procedures used to checkrisistency of rate data:
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C16. Inthe most recently completed market rateesy were rate information collected:

NO YES
By Modes of pricing
o O hourly
o 0O daily
o O weekly
o O monthly
From No-fee centers or programs
o 0O Head Start / Early Head Start programs
o 0O State-funded pre-kindergarten programs
o 0O Migrant Head Start
o 0O Other no fee programs; please specify:
For
O O Non-standard hours care, defined as:
By schedule
O Part-day
o O Part-week
By age categories
o 0O Infant care
o O Toddler care
o O Preschool-age
o O

I_fchool-age
If YES for school-age, were rate information coléetby:(check all that
apply)
0 School-age school year
0 School-age summer
o None of the above

L’ Cl6a. Do these age categories parallel your s&atépry, or tribes’ regulatory age categories?
[0 Yes
0 No

C17. In conducting market rate surveys, someStateitories/tribes ask providers/facilities about
serving a high percentage of subsidized childred.yDu ask providers/facilities the number or
percent of children in care who receive a subsidy?

[J No [go to question C19]
[0 Yes
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C18. Were any providers/facilities with subsidizdrdren excluded from your
jurisdiction’s most recently completed market rstevey?
{ 7 Don’t know [go to question C19]
"1 No [go to question C19]
0O Yes

C18a. What percent of subsidized childead to exclusion of provider? %

—» C19. Some states/territories/tribes collect addil, fee information from providers/facilities. time
most recently completed market rate survey, whidmy, of the following types of provider/facility
information were collected or available in the dhatse you usedcheck all that apply)

Other price information
Registration fees
Transportation fees
Food fees
Activity fees

O00oa0gao

Other, please specify
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C20. In the most recently completed market rateesy which, if any, of the following types of
provider/facility non-rate information were colledtor available in the database you ugetteck
all that apply)

Provider information
Licensed capcity for children
Licensed capacity for children by age group
Desired capacity of children
Desired capacity of children by age group
Actual current enroliment of children

Actual current enroliment of children by ageup

O0O0O0O00oaod

Other, please specify:

Provider/Caregiver Characteristics
Home based provider education level
Home based provider training level
Home based provider wages
Home based provider benefit level
Center based provider education level
Center based provider training level
Center based provider wages

Center based provider benefit level

I [ I I

Other; please specify

Facility Characteritics
Group size
Adult-child ratio

Accreditation status

For-profit/nonprofit status
Sponsorship
Other; please specify

|
a
a
Other sources of support for care O
|
a
|
|

Provider’s actual cost of providing care includingurance, space and
utility costs, etc.
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Section D. Data Analysis

The following section should be completed by thespe most knowledgeable about the analyses cordiirctee
most recently completed market rate survey. The neezently completed market rate survey is defiagthe one
whose findings have been made public.

D1. In conducting market rate surveys, some stateories/tribes exclude some types of
providers/facilities from their rate analysis. Whnjiéf any, of the following types of
providers/facilities were excluded from the ratalgsis in your jurisdiction’s most recently
completed market rate survefcheck all that apply)

No-fee centers or programs
Head Start programs
State-funded pre-kindergarten programs
Migrant Head Start

Providers/facilities serving only subsidized chedr

O0O0o0oo0oao

Providers/facilities serving a high percent of sdiaed children. If
yes, what percent lead to exclusion: ___ %

d

Part-day, part-week programs

O

Other types of providers/facilities, please specify

D2. In your analysis of the most recently complatearket rate survey, was your unit of analysis
provider/facility, slot, or both?
[ Provider/facility [go to question D3]
{ 71 Slot [go to question D2a]
[J Both [go to question D2a]
[0 Don't know [go to question D3]

D2a. What was used as a basis for weighting chitd slots in the most recently completed
market rate surveyZheck all that apply)

Licensed capacity for children

Licensed capacity for children by age group

Desired capacity of children

Desired capacity of children by age group

Actual current enrollment of children served

Actual current enrollment of children served by ggeup
Other, please specify:

N I Y A O
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D3. Below are several ways in which market rateespidata can be analyzed for reporting purposes. |
which ways were rate data analyzed in your mosiney completed market rate survey?

NO YES Don't

Know
By geographic areas
o 0o O county
o o O zip code
o 0O O region (could include county clusters)
o 0O O whole state, territory, or tribal reservatgsmvice area
o 0o O other, please specify:
By age categories
o 0O a infant
o o O toddler
o o O preschool-age
o 0O O l_ichool-age
If YES for school-age, were rate information caléztby:(check
all that apply)
0 School-age school year
0 School-age summer
o0 None of the above
By Type of care
o 0O a center
o o O family child care home
o o O family child care group home
o 0O a in-home
o 0O O family, friends, or neighbors
o o O school-age centers
o 0O O school-age enrichment activities

By Modes of pricing

o o O hourly
o d O daily

o 0O O weekly
o o O monthly
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D4. In your most recently completed market rateayirwere separate analyses conducted to examine
any of the following?check all that apply)

d

Part-day rates; what hours defined part-day?

d

Part-week rates; how many days defined part-
week?

Rates for care of children with special needs
Rates in limited markets such as rural areas

Rate trends over time (e.g., last 3 years)

[ I R I R

Rates by structural quality indicators such as grsime, adult-child ratio,
education and training level, turnover rate, congg#ion, or accreditation

O

Other analyses, please specify:

D5. In the analysis, were rates reported by pergidonverted to some standard mode such as to a
monthly or hourly rate?
[1 No [go to question D6]
0 Yes

D5a. What standard mode was used?
D5b. What method or formula was used to convertréported rates to the standard mode?

— D6. In your jurisdiction’s most recently completedrket rate survey, was child care accessibility
estimated? (the percent of market to which famiéhk subsidies have access estimated)

[J No [go to question D7]

[J Yes

D6a. How was child care accessibility calculated?
D6b. To approximately what percentile of the made current rates provide access?

» D7. Were any methodological problems or issuesamened in the most recently completed market rate
survey?
0 No
[l Yes, please describe:

D8. For the most recently completed market rateesyrnwas the methodology changed or revised from
methodologies used in the previous market rateey@rv

[1 No [go to question D9]

[l Yes, please describe what changes or revisionsmade to the market rate survey methods:

58 Survey of States, Territories, and Tsibe



D9. Are you currently conducting a market ratevey
71 No [go to question D10]
7 Yes

D9a. Are you using a different method than in ymast recently completed market rate survey?

[0 No [go to question E1]
0 Yes

D9al. Please describe this method:
D9a2. Would you be willing to complete this sunagain for the market rate survey
you are currently conducting?

[J No [go to question E1]

[J Yes [go to question E1]

—>  D10. Do you anticipate that the method used imtbst recently completed market rate survey will be
repeated in future surveys?
[J Yes [go to question E1]
[0 No

D10a. If no, why not?
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Section E. Dissemination

E1l. Were the results of the most recently completatket rate survey published or otherwise
disseminated in any of the following waygheck all that apply)

O00o0oaod

Printed report
Web posting; URL

News release

Other, please specify:

E2. Were the market rate survey results sharedamghof the following groupgcheck all that apply)
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a
a
a
a
a
a

Legislators

State child care resource & referral network
Local child care resource & referral agencies
Providers

Parents

Others, please specify:
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Section F. Rate Setting

The following section should be completed by thespe most knowledgeable about methods for settirygnent

rates.
F1. When were the current maximum payment ratés set A
(If actual day is know known, enter 15) MM) (DD) (YEAR)

F2. Were these current rates adjusted based andberecently completed market rate survey? (Note:
The most recently completed market rate survegimed as the one whose findings have been

made public.)

[0 No, payment rates were not adjusted as a restiieahost recent survey [go to F3]
[0 No, not yet, but will be within the next severalmtus [go to question F3]
[0 Yes

F2a. Following the most recently completed raairkte survey, payment rates were or are
likely to be:

[

O0OoOod

kept the same

increased for all types of care and age categories
decreased for all types of care and age categories
increased for some types of care and age categories
decreased for some types of care and age categories

® F3. Are your jurisdiction’s current payment rates at or above the Percentile of rates based on the
most recently completed survey?

[l No

[1 Yes, for all

[ Yes, for some categories; please describe:

F4. Many factors may influence rate setting. Inryrisdiction which of the following factors were
influential in setting payment rates?

No, not Yes,
influential in influential in
setting current  setting current
rates rates

a 0 A. Demand for subsidies
O 0 B. Overall state/territorial/tribal budget
O 0 C. State/Territorial/Tribal funding for child care
O 0 D. Findings of recently completed market rate syrv
O 0 E. Level of federal CCDF funding to state/tertitnibe
a O F. Provider concerns
O 0 G. Desire to invest in quality of child care iatives
O 0 H. State/territorial/tribal TANF policies
a 0 |. Desire to maximize the number of families waitcess to subsidies
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F4a. Of all those checked “Yes, influential intisgf current rates” above, which three factors are
the most influential factors?
First most important (enter letter from above):
Second most important (enter letter from above):
Third most important (enter letter from above):

F5. Were there other significant factors, notlishbove, that influenced setting current paymetiesf?

F6. For which of the following categories were emtrpayment rates set?
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NO YES Don't
Know

By geographic areas
county
Zip code
region (could include county clusters)

whole state, territory, or tribal reservatgmrvice area

Oo0o6o0oa0oano
Oo00oa0gao
Oo00oa0gao

other, please specify:

By age categories

o O O infant
o 0O a toddler
o O O preschool-age
o O O Lichool-age
If YES for school-age, were rate information caléetby:(check all
that apply)
0 School-age school year
0 School-age summer
o None of the above
By type of care
o O O center
o 0O O family child care home
o O O family child care group home
o O O in-home
o 0O O school-age centers
o 0O O school-age enrichment activities
o O O Special needs care
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F6cl. Were payment rates set for family, friemigjeighbors?
"1 No [go to question F7]
O Yes

F6c2. How were the payment rates established foilyafriends, and neighbors?

— F7. Which, if any, of the following types of feeem paid to providers through the subsidy program?
(check all that apply)

Registration fees
Transportation fees
Food fees

Activity fees

O00oa0gao

Other, please specify:

F8. Were payment rates set for geographic areaspnitviders with low or no prices (e.g., rural and
high-density low-income urban areas)?
71 No [end]
0 Yes

I_’ F8a. How were these rates established for geograpbas with low or no prices?

Thank you for your participation in this survey!
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Appendix C: State Statutes and Rules Governing Market Rate Surveys

State Statutes and Rules Description

California CA Education
Code 8447(d)

CA 2002-03

Budget Language

CA 2003-04
Budget Language

Alternative payment child care systems, as sel fiorArticle 3 (commencing with Section
8220), shall be subject to the rates establishélukifiRegional Market Rate Survey of California
Child Care Providers for provider payments. TheeStepartment of Education shall contract to
conduct and complete the annual Regional Market Batvey with a goal of completion by
March 1.

4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of lakernative payment child care systems shall
be subject to the rates established in the Reghadtet Rate Survey of California child care
and development providers for provider paymentg 2002-03 fiscal year regional market rates
for child care provider payments that apply tochild care provided by Alternative Payment
Programs and CalWORKSs child care shall be the iatefect as of July 1, 2001. The State
Department of Education and the State Departme8bofal Services, in consultation with the
Department of Finance and the Legislative Analsisall develop a new survey methodology to
be employed by future market rate surveys. Thee®apartment of Education shall utilize a
federal fund contract awarded on a competitivesamsconduct a market rate survey during the
2002-03 fiscal year.

7. (a) The State Department of Education and thee Rlepartment of Social Services, in
consultation with the Department of Finance andLéhgislative Analyst, shall develop a new
survey methodology to be employed by future market surveys. The State Department of
Education shall utilize a federal fund contract edea on a competitive basis to conduct a
market rate survey during the 2003-04 fiscal year.

(b) The State Department of Education (SDE) shalqulgate emergency regulations governing
the use of the Regional Market Rates (RMR) to mtedtatewide consistency and clarify the
appropriate rate of reimbursement for child careises. The RMR emergency regulations shall
change the definitions of certain rate categonesm@ovide conditions and limitations on the use
of certain rates and adjustment factors. SDE smallire that the emergency regulations are
effective as soon as possible and no later than31yl2003. SDE shall fully implement the
emergency RMR regulations by October 1, 2003.
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State Statutes and Rules Description

California (continued) ca 2003-04

Budget Language
(continued)

The Department of Social Services (DSS) shall talggopriate steps to ensure that these
emergency RMR regulations also apply to Stage @ilé care and are fully implemented by
October 1, 2003.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provisions of lawg flands appropriated in this item for the cost
of child care services provided through alternagagment or voucher programs including those
provided under Article 3 (commencing with Secti@28) and Article 15.5 (commencing with
8350) of Chapter 2 of Part 6 of the Education Csiul be used only to reimburse child care
costs up to the 85th percentile of the rates clablbbgeproviders offering the same type of child
care for the same age child in that region.

Florida Office of Early
Learning Market
Rate Policy

Florida Statute

See policy at: http://www.floridajobs.org/earlylaarg/documents/OELPI001605.pdf

Each early learning coalition shall adopt a paynsehedule that encompasses all programs

411.01 funded by the coalition under this section. Thenpayt schedule must take into consideration the
relevant market rate, must include the projectadbyar of children to be served, and must be
submitted for approval by the Agency for Workfotnaovation. Informal child care
arrangements shall be reimbursed at not more tBgeEcent of the rate developed for a family
day care home.

lowa Provider rates at "ercentile of Market Rate Survey, and what MaRate Survey is used is
established in agency’s appropriations bill eadcrye
Kentucky 922 KAR 2.160 Regulation requires the aollalue to be included for each category of rate.

See entire 922 KAR 2.160 at: http://www.Irc.stayeul/KAR/922/002/160.htm
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State Statutes and Rules Description
Michigan Enrolled House Section 675 of 2004 Public Act 344 (Enrolled HoB#ieNo. 5516) states the department shall
Bill, Section 675 utilize the most recent market rate survey to exgpptential costs to implement a child day care
rate structure that more accurately reflects thstscof care by vicinity and that the department
shall report the results of the analysis to theateand house subcommittees on the department
of human services budget, the senate and house digencies and policy offices, and the state
budget office.
Minnesota Statutes 2004 http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/data/revisor/statutes/20A®8B/13.html
Chapter 119B.13
Rules Chapter http://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/bin/getpub.plhip@tr&num=3400
3400.0130
Montana Administrative (5) The rates set forth in the Child Care Manugdtisn 1-4, are the maximum rates payable.
Rules of Montana
(ARM) 37.80.205
Child Care Manual Every two years, the Early Childhood Services Burd&CSB) conducts a market rate survey of
Section 1-4 child care providers as a basis for recommendistidi child care rates. The survey is derived
from data in the CCUBS computer system.
If funding is available, the ECSB provides familiggh a level of Best Beginnings Child Care
Scholarship that allows access to 75% of the otalee facilities in their district. Scholarship
rates effective July 1, 2006 are based on tHep&Bcentile of the June 30, 2006 Market Rate
Survey.
See entire Child Care Manual Section 1-4 at: ttpniv.dphhs.mt.gov/hcsd/ecsbmanual/
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State Statutes and Rules Description

Nebraska Nebraska Revised In determining the rate of reimbursement for clide, the Department of Health and Human

Statutes, Section
43-536

Services Finance and Support shall conduct a meateesurvey of the child care providers in the
state. The Department of Health and Human Sergileel adjust the reimbursement rate for
child care every odd-numbered year at a rate settiean the sixtieth percentile and not to
exceed the seventy-fifth percentile of the curraatket rate survey, except that (1) nationally
accredited child care providers may be reimbursddgher rates and (2) for the two fiscal years
beginning July 1, 2005, such rate may be lesst@sixtieth percentile but shall not be less than
the rate for the immediately preceding fiscal yaathe fiftieth percentile, whichever is greater.
This act becomes operative on July 1, 2005.

New York No specific statute
or rule indicated

Law states: The payment rates established by thartieent shall be sufficient to ensure equal
access for eligible children to comparable chilceassistance in the sub-state area that are
provided to children whose parents are not eligibleeceive assistance under any federal or
state programs. Such payment rates shall takexg@tount the variations in cost of providing
child care in different settings and to childrerddferent age groups and the additional costs of
providing care to children with special needs.

North Carolina SL 2003 — Section
10.35

Payment rates shall be based on information celligloy Market Rate surveys.

Rhode Island Statutes: RIGL
Chapter-40-5.1
Article 11 406.21.1

§ 40-6.2-1.1 Rates Establisheda) Subject to the payment limitations in sectio) the
maximum reimbursement rates to be paid by the tlepats of human services and children,
youth and families for licensed child care cengerd certified family-child care providers shall
be based on the following schedule of the 75thepdile of weekly market rates:

(b) The department shall pay child care prowdesed on the lesser of the applicable rate
specified in subsection (a), or the lowest rateallt charged by the provider to any of its public
or private child care customers with respect thadche rate categories, infant, preschool and
school-age.
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State

Statutes and Rules Description

Rhode Island
(continued)

Statutes: RIGL
Chapter-40-5.1
Article 11 406.21.1
(continued)

(c) By June 30, 2004 and biennially thereattex,department of labor and training shall
conduct an independent survey or certify an indépensurvey of the then current weekly
market rates for child care in Rhode Island andl $tvavard such weekly market rate survey to
the department of human services. The departméhignaan services and labor and training will
jointly determine the survey criteria including tmot limited to, rate categories and sub-
categories. The 75th percentile of weekly markigsrén the table in subsection (a) shall be
adjusted by the surveys conducted under this stibsebeginning January 1, 2006 and
biennially thereafter; provided, however, that weekly market rates in the table in subsection
(a) shall be adjusted by the 2006 market rate guveginning July 1, 2007. For the purposes of
this section, and until adjusted in accordance thith subsection, the 75th percentile of weekly
market rate shall mean the 2002 department of higauices child care market survey.

(d) The department of human services is authdrand directed to establish rates of
reimbursement for appropriate child care providedhildren older than twelve (12) years of
age, so as to implement the provisions of § 4015(b).

(e) In order to expand the accessibility andlaldity of quality child care, the department of
human services is authorized to establish by réigulalternative or incentive rates of
reimbursement for quality enhancements, innovaingpecialized child care and alternative
methodologies of child care delivery, including rteaditional delivery systems and
collaborations.

(f) On or before January 1, 2007, all child gareviders have the option to be paid every two
(2) weeks and have the option of automatic direpiogdit and/or electronic funds transfer of
reimbursement payments.

(9) Beginning on September 1, 2006, the depantimiehuman services shall report monthly to
the chairpersons of the house and senate finamemittees on the implementation of this
subsection.
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State Statutes and Rules Description

Tennessee Tennessee Code Day care services — Rate of reimbursement — Maatetstudy.
Annotated 71-1- (&) The department shall perform a market rate studiagfcare rates annually.
130 (b) In compliance with federal law and regulations &modh the market rate study, the

department shall annually determine an amount fgaliskas reimbursement on behalf of
low-income families, for the provision of child mfant care by a day care center, family
day care home, or group day care home.

(c) The commissioner shall report to the governor &edyeneral assembly, no later than
October 1 of each year, the results of the magtetstudy and the annual rate that has been
requested by the department in its budget.

(d) N/A

(e) The amounts to be paid by the department for dey services and transportation under the
provisions of this section shall be subject todkailability of funding each year in the
general appropriations act.

Wisconsin Department of (5) Rate Review. (a) The department shall annuelliew child care rates set by each county
Workforce and tribe and shall approve or disapprove eachtg@gency’s rates and tribal agency’s rates
Development 56.03 based on the following criteria:
1. Whether the rate-setting method is in accordantterate-setting requirements specified
under ss. Department of Workforce Development 8://www.legis.state.wi.us/cr_final/00-
129.pdf).
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For additional copies of this report, contact Oregon Child Care Research Partnership,
OSU Family Policy Program, Bates Hall Rm 219, Corvallis, Oregon 97331-5151.
Telephone: (541) 737-9243
Facsimile: (541) 737-5579
Email: bobbie.weber @oregonstate.edu

Or download a copy from:
http: //www.hhs.oregonstate.edu/familypolicy/occrp



