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To improve the lives of all children vulnerable to the effects of poverty and other risk factors, 
state early childhood systems can’t just focus on any one aspect of development, but need to 
address the full range of child development needs. High-quality early childhood programs—
including Head Start and Early Head Start and quality child care and preschool programs—can 
help young children and their families access all they need to thrive.1   
 
As noted in the groundbreaking From Neurons to Neighborhoods: 
 

Early childhood intervention is more a concept than a specific. Much of its diversity is 
related to differences in target groups—from the broad-based agendas of health 
promotion and disease prevention, early child care, and preschool education to the highly 
specialized challenges presented by developmental disabilities, economic hardship, 
family violence, and serious mental health problems, including child psychopathology, 
maternal depression, and parental substance abuse. 

 
In the present day economic recession, access to high quality early childhood services is even 
more essential. From a business perspective, high-quality child care is vital because it increases 
current workforce productivity and invests in our future labor force. Parents are able to go to 
work while their children, our future workforce, begin building the foundations for lifelong 
success. Economists note that early childhood education and care are critical investments for 
stimulating the economy. A national study showed that child care is a key part of the economy 
across the country, and is responsible for generating nearly $580 billion in labor income and $69 
billion in tax revenue and providing more than 15 million jobs.2  
 
Early care and education programs produce significant, positive returns for at-risk children. For 
example, Art Rolnick of the Minneapolis Federal Reserve Bank argues that investments in early 
childhood programs yield significant returns on investments compared to other public spending. 
It is estimated that for every dollar spent on quality early education, the public receives a return 
of $7 in savings from reduced grade retention, crime, and other public assistance.3 Nobel Prize 
winner James Heckman also argues that investments in young children, particularly those living 
in poverty, have significant cost savings compared to later interventions and have large social 
and economic benefits for society by leveling the playing field and closing the achievement gap 
early in life.4 For these reasons, investments in high-quality early childhood experiences should 
be a critical piece of any economic recovery efforts and would ensure that vulnerable children 
and families share in the benefits of recovery. 
 
To make the necessary systemic changes for young children envisioned by child development 
experts and economists alike, states are developing multiple strategies to improve their early 
childhood systems.  One important choice for states is making policy changes that foster 
collaboration and coordination between Head Start programs at the local level and the state child 
care subsidy system.  Particularly as the number of low-income working families who need full-
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day, full-year child care and early education services for their young children grows, programs 
serving these children and families increasingly need to collaborate and partner with each other. 
Federal funding streams such as Head Start, the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
(CCDBG, also known as the Child Care and Development Fund, or CCDF), and Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) are designed to help low-income working families access 
early childhood services, but individually these funding streams may not provide the hours or the 
quality that low-income working families need. 
 

“Over the past several years, Head Start grantees have been encouraged to explore new and 

innovative ways to collaborate with child care providers to provide full-day, full-year services to 

Head Start and Early Head Start families who need such services.” – Office of Head Start
5
 

 
“The Head Start comprehensive model of health, parent involvement, family support and 

education, when linked with child care, can provide parents and children with quality 

comprehensive full day/full year services… We encourage [states] to explore and support such 

efforts.” – Child Care Bureau
6 

 
Head Start and child care programs face regulatory and alignment challenges to partnership. 
Federal agencies encourage collaboration and have published guidance on opportunities for 
partnership and addressing these challenges. However, states can take several actions to promote 
collaboration among early childhood programs. Doing so has the potential to break the 
traditional barrier between early education and child care policies and address the needs of 
children in working families in a coordinated way while strengthening the quality of community-
based child care programs. 
 
This policy brief provides background on the current federal funding streams for early childhood 
programs, identifies opportunities for coordination between the child care subsidy program and 
Head Start programs from the state level, discusses key policy differences between the two 
programs at the state level, provides information on state examples, and ends with 
recommendations for better coordination and collaboration among the programs in Mississippi. 
 

Federal Funding Streams for Early Care and Education 
 
Head Start 

 
The Head Start program has provided high quality early education and comprehensive support 
services to the nation’s poorest children from age 3 through school age since 1965.  In 1995, 
Early Head Start was created to provide early care and education and comprehensive services to 
infants and toddlers (from birth to age 3) and pregnant women. In addition to early learning and 
cognitive development, Head Start’s comprehensive early childhood development programs 
provide children and families with access to a range of services, such as parenting resources, 
health screenings, referrals, and follow-up support, and social services. To be eligible for Head 
Start, generally children must be living at or below the federal poverty line, or receiving public 
benefits.7   Under the 2007 reauthorization of the Head Start program, Grantees may choose to 
serve up to 35 percent of their children from families with incomes of up to 130 percent of the 



3 
 

poverty line.8 Recent estimates suggest that nationally, Head Start is serving only about half of 
eligible preschool-age children.9 
 
Both Head Start and Early Head Start have proven their effectiveness in national studies; more 
importantly, both programs have proven their effectiveness by improving the lives of children 
and families. Head Start and Early Head Start serve a diverse array of children and families 
living in poverty. Seventy-seven percent of participants across all Head Start funded programs 
(including children participating in Head Start, Early Head Start, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, and Migrant and Seasonal programs) are in families earning below the federal poverty 
level; another fifteen percent qualify because they receive public assistance.10

 A greater 
proportion of African-American and Latino children participate in Head Start than do White or 
Asian children.11 
 
 

Nationally, Head Start and Early Head Start families are working hard to become self-sufficient:  

• Seventy percent of all Head Start families include at least one working parent, and 13 
percent of families include a parent in school or job training.  

• Sixty-six percent of Early Head Start families have at least one employed parent, and 22 
percent have at least one parent in school or job training.  

 
 
Child Care and Development Block Grant and TANF Funded Child Care 

 
The Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) is the principal source of federal 
funding for child care subsidies for low income families and is the principal source of federal 
funding for initiatives to improve the quality of child care in states. Each state qualifies to 
receive an amount of federal funds each year, and can receive additional federal funds by 
spending state dollars for child care subsidies and quality initiatives. Federal law establishes a set 
of requirements that states must meet in order to receive CCDBG funds, but states have very 
broad discretion in many of the basic design features of their low income subsidy programs and 
quality initiatives.  For example: 
 

• CCDBG funds may be used to provide care for children from birth to age 13. States may 
also choose to provide assistance to children between 13 and 19 years of age who are 

physically and/or mentally incapable of self‐care or under court supervision. 

• States may provide assistance to families whose income does not exceed 85 percent of 
the state median income (SMI) for a family of the same size. States may set income 
eligibility anywhere below that ceiling. States determine how income is calculated, for 
example, whose income in the household is counted, what sources of income are counted, 
and what length of time is used to calculate income (i.e. over several weeks or months). 

• To qualify for assistance, parents must be working or in education or training programs 
or a child may be in protective services. States determine what activities qualify as work, 
education, or training and the required number of hours. States also establish the length of 
time for which eligibility is determined and the process for redetermining eligibility at the 
end of that time period. 

• Federal guidance notes that states may also set different eligibility periods for children 
receiving subsidies who are enrolled in Head Start, Early Head Start or state 
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pre‐kindergarten collaborative programs.12 There is no maximum time period that a 
family may be determined to qualify for assistance (i.e. six months or one year). 

• States must prioritize services for families with very low incomes and children with 
special needs.  States define each of these categories. States may also choose to give 
priority to additional categories of children as well. 

• States must establish a sliding fee scale for parent copayments, although they are 
permitted to exempt parents with incomes below the federal poverty level from making 
copayments. Federal regulations consider 10 percent of family income to be a benchmark 
for affordability, but states establish affordable copayments at their own discretion. 

• Federal law establishes that the child is the primary beneficiary of the child care services; 
therefore, states may only consider the immigration status of the child, and not the parent, 
when determining eligibility. Federal guidance clarifies that child care providers who are 
subject to the federal Head Start Performance Standards and are supported by combined 
Head Start/Early Head Start and CCDBG funding are exempt from verifying the 
immigration status eligibility of any child.13 

• States must establish basic health and safety requirements for all providers, but are 
permitted to exempt certain providers. These requirements must address the prevention 
and control of infectious diseases, the safety of buildings and physical premises, and 
minimum health and safety training for providers. A state may choose to require some 
providers to meet higher standards, for example, those receiving direct payments through 
contracts, as long as the parental choice requirement (see above) is not violated. 

 
The federal government also grants monies to states to support low-income families through 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). States are permitted to transfer up to 30 
percent of their TANF block grants to CCDBG, in which case the transferred funds become 
subject to CCDBG rules (i.e. the minimum 4 percent quality requirement applies). States may 
also transfer up to 10 percent of its TANF funds to the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG). The 
total amount transferred to CCDBG and SSBG may not exceed 30 percent of a state’s block 
grant.  States may choose to spend an unlimited amount of TANF funds directly on child care for 
needy families. Federal guidance has also made clear that states can spend TANF funds on early 
education services that are intended to meet two purposes of TANF, specifically Purposes 3 and 
4, to prevent out of wedlock pregnancies and to promote the formation and maintenance of 

two‐parent families. TANF funds spent on child care are not subject to CCDBG rules. 
For more information, see Using TANF for Early Childhood Programs.

14 
 
States do not report to the federal government the number of children served in TANF-funded 
child care. The most recent estimates from HHS show the number of children served with 
CCDBG and TANF combined funds at 2.35 million children in 2005.15 CLASP estimates that 
2.2 million children received child care through all sources in 2007, or 250,000 fewer children 

than at the start of the decade.16 In 2000, only one in seven—or 14 percent—of federally‐eligible 
children received assistance.17 Yet, between 2000 and 2007, the number of children from birth to 

age 13 living in low‐income households (those earning less than 200 percent of the federal 
poverty level) grew by nearly 1.2 million children, or 5 percent.18  In other words, the number of 

children receiving help has fallen while the number of children living in low‐income families 
potentially eligible for assistance has grown. The result may be a larger share of unserved 
children today, as compared to 2000.19 
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Opportunities for Coordination 
 
Since the passage of the 2007 reauthorization of the Head Start program, there has been new 
emphasis on issues of coordination and collaboration between state funded programs such as the 
child care subsidy program and local Head Start Grantees.  The Head Start Act placed an 
emphasis on these issues, through a number of new components: 
 

• Requires states to create State Advisory Councils on Early Education and Care in order to 
determine needs across programs serving children birth to six and to develop 
recommendations for collaboration between early childhood programs, data collection, 
review of early learning standards and professional development for educators that cross 
program auspices.   

• Maintains and expands Head Start State Collaboration Offices in each state.  

• Creates State Training Offices for Head Start.  

• Allows part-day Head Start programs the flexibility to convert to full-day year-round 
services. 

 
State Early Childhood Advisory Councils: These State Advisory Councils received $100 million 
in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act passed in February 2009, and funds are 
available for one-time start-up grants, over a three-year period, to develop and implement State 
Advisory Council plans.  The Councils may provide a space for states to discuss issues related to 
program coordination and to revise state policies that prevent children from being served in full-
day and year high quality programs that meet Head Start Performance Standards while receiving 
child care subsidy funds.  State Councils may also be collecting important data documenting the 
need for full-day and year programs for young children in Head Start and Early Head Start, and 
helping local programs to understand the needs in their communities.   
 
Applications for the State Advisory Councils may be submitted through August 30, 2010.  
According to the announcement of funds: 

"The State Advisory Council will work to strengthen state-level coordination and 
collaboration among the various sectors and settings of early childhood programs in the 
State. The Council will conduct periodic statewide needs assessments on the quality and 
availability of programs and services for children from birth to school entry, identify 
opportunities for and barriers to coordination and collaboration among existing Federal 
and state-funded early childhood programs, and develop recommendations for: (1) 
increasing overall participation of children in existing Federal, State, and local child care 
and early education programs, including outreach to underrepresented and special 
populations; (2) the establishment or improvement of core elements of the State early 
childhood system, such as a statewide unified data collection system; (3) a statewide 
professional development system and career ladder for early childhood educators; and (4) 
high-quality State early learning standards. The Council will also assess the capacity and 
effectiveness of institutes of higher education in the State toward supporting the 
development of early childhood educators. 



6 
 

"States shall also use the funds to carry out activities to facilitate the development or 
enhancement of high-quality systems of early childhood education and care designed to 
improve school readiness through one or more of the following activities: promoting 
school readiness of children birth to five; supporting professional development, 
recruitment and retention initiatives for early childhood educators; enhancing existing 
early childhood and development programs and services in existence on the date of the 
grant award; and carrying out other activities consistent with the State's plan." 

Head Start State Collaboration Office: The 2007 reauthorization of the Head Start program 
increased the responsibilities of the Head Start State Collaboration Office.  The Office now has 
responsibility to “promote partnerships between Head Start agencies, State and local 
governments, and the private sector to help ensure that children from low-income families, who 
are in Head Start programs or are preschool age, are receiving comprehensive services to 
prepare the children for elementary school.”20  This is an important tool as states are promoting 
collaboration between the child care subsidy program and Head Start programs, as the Head 
Start State Collaboration Office can serve as a liaison between state government agencies and 
Head Start Grantees to help write Memorandum of Understanding and contracts, as well as to 
translate provisions of the Head Start Performance Standards, Head Start regulations and 
guidance to state administrators and to child care providers in order to expand partnerships. 

State Training Offices for Head Start: The revised Head Start law includes funding for state-
based training and technical assistance offices to help local Grantees improve the quality of their 
services.  States are encouraged to supplement the funds available for the Training Offices in 
order to expand access to the professional development opportunities offered by the Training 
Offices and to increase the quality of programs that do not currently meet the Head Start 
Performance Standards.  As states are interested in promoting collaborations among 
community-based child care providers and Head Start Grantees, an important first step may be 
for state investment in these training offices and to invite child care providers to participate in 
the technical assistance opportunities available.21

 

Conversion of programs from part-day to full-day: Many working families receiving a child care 
subsidy need access to child care for a full-working day, which is often ten hours or more.   The 
reauthorization of the Head Start program recognized that some programs may need to change 
their approach in order to continue to serve eligible families, and allowed programs to convert 
from part-day to full day programs.22   According to the Office of Head Start Program Instruction 
on “Conversion of Part-day Slots to Full-working Day Slots or Sessions,”23 Grantees wishing to 
convert slots must submit a proposal to the regional office and include information on the 
community need for such slots, information on the current program demographics of the 
program, including number of children served and hours and days served, the number of children 
to be served in the conversion, information about non-Head Start resources being used to support 
conversion, and a timetable for the conversion. 

Programs seeking to convert to full-day programs should be connected to the statewide efforts in 
the State Early Childhood Advisory Council to build collaboration in order to gain access to data 
on the need for full-day and year services, understand whether, and what resources might be 
available to support a full-day and year program, and how other policy changes might impact the 
need and availability of full-day services through other providers. 
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Key Challenges 
 

As states look for new opportunities to coordinate and expand the full-day, full-year high quality 
services that low-income working families need through partnerships with Head Start Grantees, 
there is no single approach that works for all providers and all states.  For example, a study of 
efforts to expand access to Early Head Start found four different models: 
 

• Extending the day or year of the existing services 

• Increasing the capacity of existing grantees to serve more eligible children and families 

• Providing resources and assistance to child care providers to help them deliver services 
meeting the Head Start Performance Standards 

• Supporting partnerships between existing Grantees and center-based and family child 
care providers to improve the quality of care. 

 
Yet states promoting coordination between Head Start and child care subsidy programs funds 
often encounter challenges.  Several common perceived barriers, with state policies, are briefly 
discussed below. 
 
Head Start Program Performance Standards 
 
Head Start programs must meet the federal requirements for Head Start, including the rigorous 
Program Performance Standards, to ensure the quality of their programs. The Program 
Performance Standards address: 

o comprehensive health and developmental screenings, referrals, and ongoing care;  
o developmentally and linguistically appropriate education;  
o health and safety;  
o nutrition;  
o mental health;  
o parent involvement plus the formal family partnership process;  
o community partnership;  
o governing boards including parents;  
o teacher qualifications; class sizes, and staff-to-child ratios; and  
o facilities and equipment.24  

 
In many cases, Head Start grantees are concerned that collaboration may “dilute” the mission of 
Head Start programs and their ability to meet the Performance Standards.25A key challenge for 
child care programs partnering with Head Start programs is whether the child care partner can 
meet the rigorous Program Performance Standards, especially if the child care partner does not 
have financial support to reach these targets.   
 
To address these concerns, states have provided technical assistance to child care providers to 
help them learn about the Head Start Performance Standards, and have used contracts and grants 
through the child care subsidy program and through state general revenue to encourage 
community-based child care providers to provide services that meet the standards.   Georgia, 
Massachusetts, and Ohio use grants to award funding to child care programs to meet higher 
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standards. Ohio has adopted the Head Start standards; Georgia and Massachusetts have created 
their own set of standards.  Six states (DC, KY, MA, ME, OR, VT) contract for wraparound 
child care for children in Head Start or prekindergarten programs. These contracts are intended 
to meet the full-day/full-year needs of working parents.26  
 
The local child care resource and referral organization in Rockford, Illinois pooled funds from 
Head Start, child care, and state pre-k to bring a mental health specialist to meet with Head Start 
and public school teachers, child care providers, and parents, on a schedule that worked best for 
those groups.27 
 
In 2004, Ohio created Head Start Plus, which was designed to provide low-income working 
families with a full-day and year high quality program that provided comprehensive services and 
supports.  Participating centers received a higher reimbursement rate, and an evaluation of the 
program found that these centers were providing higher quality services on a range of measures 
including teacher quality, curriculum and instruction, and access to comprehensive services than 
centers not participating in the program.28 
 
Eligibility period 
 
Federal law does not specify an eligibility period for families receiving CCDBG funds. States 
determine how long families can remain eligible for child care subsidies before their eligibility 
must be re-determined, and the income and activities they must maintain in order to continue 
eligibility. The majority of states (60 percent) have legislated 6 months as the length of a child 
care subsidy, while 6 percent of states authorize subsidies for less than 6 months.29 Programs in 
such states may face challenges to blending CCDBG and Head Start funds, since once a child is 
deemed eligible for Head Start, she is eligible for the entire program year.  However, the Child 
Care Bureau has promoted the concept of ongoing eligibility for children participating in Head 
Start and Early Head Start programs.  According to federal guidance: “the Lead Agency may 
establish a different eligibility period for children in Head Start, Early Head Start or State 
prek/child care collaborative programs than generally applies to CCDF-funded children.” 30 
 
To foster collaboration between Head Start and child care programs, states can either change 
their policy for all families or act on the federal guidance.  Massachusetts conducted a study that 
found that 86 percent of families were still eligible for subsidies at the time of their required six-
month determination, and concluded that the policy was not cost-effective, so they switched to 
twelve-month determination for most families. In Maryland, families receiving child care 
services whose children attend a Head Start program remain eligible for a subsidy until the end 
of the Head Start year, regardless of any change in a family’s situation that affects subsidy 
eligibility. 
 
The Illinois Child Care Collaboration Program promotes collaboration between child care and 
other early care and education providers, including Head Start and Early Head Start (EHS), by 
creating policies to ease blending of funds to extend the day or year of existing services.  Income 
eligibility is the same as for the state child care subsidy program.  Parents must be employed, 
attending school, or in job training.  If the child is in a Head Start/Early Head Start Collaboration 
slot, the parent must be in an approved activity for at least the number of hours the child is in 
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child care or Head Start/Early Head Start.  The Illinois Department of Human Services works 
with the federal regional office as well as other state early childhood partners such as the Head 
Start State Collaboration Director, to provide technical assistance and professional development 
opportunities for collaboration.  The state has made several child care rule exceptions for 
participating programs to make it easier to access child care subsidy dollars in order to extend the 
day and year of Early Head Start services, including: 
 

• annual redetermination of family eligibility for child care subsidy for families 
participating in the Early Head Start program; 

• ninety-day job loss grace period; and  

• maintaining indefinite eligibility for families whose Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF) Responsibility and Service Plan specifies the child or family’s 
participation in the collaboration.31 

 
Categorical Eligibility 
 
As states are looking for opportunities to help families access full-day and year programs that 
meet Head Start Performance Standards, they should take the opportunity to remove barriers that 
may make it difficult for Head Start-eligible families to enroll in the child care subsidy program.  
These may include requirements that families apply to a state child support enforcement 
program, or limits on eligibility for immigrant families with legal resident children. 
 
Child Support Enforcement: As of November, 2004, at least 12 states required that single parents 
applying for child care subsidies also apply to the state’s child support enforcement program (if 
not already receiving child support assistance).32 Some custodial parents have welcomed this 
support from the child support agency, especially if fees normally associated with applying for 
assistance are waived. Child support can be an important source of income for some families and 
contribute to the best interests of the child.  
 
For other families, seeking child support is not in the best interests of the child. The absent 
parent may be abusive or otherwise unfit to be involved in the child’s and custodial parent’s life. 
Other families may have established informal arrangements and do not wish to pursue child 
support collection through the formal system, which may have a negative and punitive 
reputation. For the purpose of receiving benefits, formal child support orders may also overstate 
a custodial parent’s actual income, if child support payments are irregularly received from the 
absent parent. If the addition of child support income is enough to deny a custodial parent a child 
care subsidy, the child has a genuine opportunity to suffer if the support payment does not 
materialize. 
 
States can help children’s stability of care, as well as programs blending Head Start funding and 
child care subsidy funding, by not tying receipt of child care subsidies to the presence of a child 
support order. If a state does link child care subsidies and child support orders, they should: 1) 
Waive fees and costs associated with applying for child support; 2) Allow “good cause” 
exceptions, for example for families with a history of domestic violence or child abuse; and 3) 
Allow alternatives to the state system such as private attorneys or informal arrangements.33 
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The federal Office of Child Support Enforcement funded demonstration grant projects in six 
states from 1997-2000 to promote collaboration between child support, child care, and Head 
Start.34 States had greater program participation that when programs worked together to provide 
information and support in appropriate ways that were sensitive to families’ needs. 
 
Legal Resident Children: Federal law establishes that the child is the primary beneficiary of child 
care services and guidance makes clear that only the child’s immigration/citizenship status—and 
not a parent’s—is relevant in determining eligibility. The federal government issued guidance on 
November 25, 1998, asserting that the child is the primary beneficiary of CCDBG-funded child 
care:35    This guidance states that: [when] implementing the verification requirements mandated 
by title IV of PRWORA, only the citizenship and immigration status of the child, who is the 
primary beneficiary of the child care benefit, is relevant for eligibility purposes. 

 
The guidance goes on to state that, “The eligibility requirements of the CCDF, its regulations, 
and the Lead Agency’s CCDF Plan continue to apply.” Note that immigration/citizenship status 
is not a condition of eligibility for CCDBG (45 CFR Parts 98 and 99).  Therefore, it is a violation 
of federal policy for a state to establish immigration/citizenship restrictions, as a condition of 
eligibility for CCDBG-funded child care assistance, for anyone other than the child who is the 
beneficiary of child care services.   
 
Verification requirements do not apply to children receiving Head Start services, as Head 
Start/Early Head Start are not considered “federal public benefits”. Federal guidance clarifies 
that child care providers who are subject to the federal Head Start Performance Standards and are 
supported by combined Head Start/Early Head Start and CCDBG funding are exempt from 
verifying the immigration status eligibility of any child.36 
 
Interacting with the Subsidy System 
 
Head Start grantees receive a contract from the Federal Office of Head Start that enables them to 
serve an agreed upon number of children for the program year.  This provides a level of stability 
to Head Start programs, as they can predict their income and costs over the grant year.  While 
recent federal funding led many Head Start grantees to make cuts in some areas of the budget, 
the passage of the ARRA in February 2009 provided an infusion of funds that programs have 
used to offset past cuts. 
 
Child care programs, in contrast, rely upon family fees, a source of income support that can vary 
dramatically. Programs that serve families receiving subsidies do not have any guarantee of 
improved stability, as families can lose their voucher if their work situation changes.  As 
reported by the Urban Institute, “subsidies can be complex to access and retain. The process of 
accessing and retaining subsidies can be quite challenging for parents because (1) there are 
several points at which parents must take action to get and retain their subsidy; (2) what parents 
have to do at each point can be relatively easy or hard, depending on the local agency's policies 
and practices; and (3) the cumulative burden of these steps can be difficult.”37  
 
As states consider how to improve opportunities for coordination between the child care subsidy 
system and Head Start programs, they should consider the range of policy decisions that may 
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limit access.  These include eligibility as discussed earlier, parent fees and reimbursement rates, 
as well as administrative policies that may limit a family’s ability to access the subsidy.38 
 
One issue that programs encounter when blending funding is whether to charge families a co-pay 
for the early care and education services their children receive.  The Head Start Program 
Performance Standards specify that programs must not charge fees for participation in Head 
Start.39  In contrast, the federal regulations for CCDBG state that programs shall establish sliding 
fee scales for participating families, based on family income, size, and other appropriate 
factors.40  States have flexibility, and can eliminate fees for some families, especially those who 
may be eligible for Head Start program.  For example, 21 states (AK, AZ, CO, DC, GA, IA, KS, 
LA, MD, MI, MS, ND, NJ, NV, OK, OR, SC, SD, TN, TX, WV) waive fees for some or all 
families participating in TANF.  A majority of states—31—waive the fee for children who are in 
or need to receive child protective services (AK, AL, AZ, CA, DC, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IN, 
KY, LA, MA, ME, MI, MO, MS, MT, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OK, SD, TX, VT, WA, WV), and 
12 states waive the fee for all families at or below the federal poverty level (AR, CA, HI, IA, IN, 
KY, MA, NE, NH, RI, SD, VT). 41 
 

Programs with blended funding may specify for accounting purposes the number of hours a day 
that are the Head Start portion of their program and the number of hours a day that are the child 
care portion of their program.  Families would not pay co-pays for the Head Start portion of the 
day, but would pay co-pays for the child care portion. Further, CCDBG regulations state that 
programs may waive fees for families living at or below the poverty level, so state policies could 
allow blended programs to exercise this option to improve alignment between programs.42 In 
Virginia, a family with a child enrolled in Head Start does not pay a fee for that child’s care if 
the family income is at or below the Federal poverty guideline. 
  
State policy sets the level of reimbursement that each provider serving a family with a child care 
subsidy will receive.  While states are required under the CCDBG law to assure that provider 
payment rates are set at levels sufficient to ensure equal access for eligible children and Federal 
guidance recommends that states set payment rates at the 75th percentile of current market rates, 
but this is not a requirement. As a result, across the country rates vary dramatically and are often 
outdated and too low for most providers to meet the high quality standards and supports required 
by the Head Start program.  In 2008, only ten states set their reimbursement rates at the 75th

 

percentile of current market rates.43 
  
In the evaluation of the Ohio Head Start Plus program, 30 percent of surveyed centers 
participating in the program noted that changing reimbursement rates created challenges to 
providing the program.44 
 
 State governance 
 
In many states, the Head Start State Collaboration Office and the child care subsidy program are 
not located in the same state department. CCDBG may be located in a Department of Human 
Services or a Department of Workforce Development, while the Head Start State Collaboration 
Office may be located in the Department of Education or the Governor’s Office. Programs trying 
to partner and blend funds that report to different state departments may suffer from a lack of 
coordinated planning at the state-level. 



12 
 

 
In Maine, the Department of Health and Human Services has created an Office of Child Care and 
Head Start, which is “responsible for the development and improvement of child care resources 
across the state.  It administers, evaluates and directs the expenditures of state and federal dollars 
for the provision of child care.  The office manages grants, develops and manages programs to 
improve the quality of child care and provides technical assistance concerning child care.”45  The 
Office also houses the Head Start State Collaboration Office, which has helped develop joint 
professional development and designed Memoranda of Understanding between Head Start 
grantees and the state child care subsidy agency. 
 
To address these issues, a number of states, including Georgia, Massachusetts, North Carolina, 
and Pennsylvania have created joint governance structures.  For example, in January 2007, the 
Governor of Pennsylvania established the Office of Child Development and Early Learning 
(OCDEL). OCDEL is a single office that is jointly housed in both the Department of Public 
Welfare and the Department of Education and oversees all birth to five early childhood policy. 
OCDEL manages the child care subsidy program; certification of child care facilities; family 
support programs; early intervention (0-5); and state quality early learning initiatives for child 
care, pre-kindergarten, and full-day kindergarten. The activities of the Office are captured under 
four Bureaus: Bureau of Certification Services, Bureau of Early Intervention, Bureau of Early 
Learning Services, and Bureau of Subsidized Child Care Services. The Office is managed by a 
deputy secretary, who holds this title in both departments.  
 
Initially, a cross-agency work group (the Governor’s Early Learning Team) was designed to 
inform the implementation of the Office of Child Development and Early Learning (OCDEL) 
and its services. Over time, an external stakeholder group (Early Care and Education Advisory 
Committee) and work groups specific to program areas (e.g., Subsidy Advisory Group, Keystone 
STARS Advisory Committee) have become the primary sources of advice on initiatives and 
activities. 
 
The Office of Child Development and Early Learning (OCDEL) is focused on creating 
opportunities for the Commonwealth's youngest children to develop and learn to their fullest 
potential. By developing an effective early childhood education system with high standards for 
programs and professionals, supports to meet these standards, accountability and community 
engagement, OCDEL is helping our children, families, teachers and communities reach their 
promise.  Parents, schools, child care providers, Early Intervention, Head Start, libraries, 
community organizations, and other stakeholders have joined with the Office of Child 
Development and Early Learning to provide high quality early childhood programs and effective 
family support programs to address challenges faced by families that affect school readiness and 
academic success. 
  
OCDEL is tasked with ensuring a quality educational continuum for children from birth to age 
five through increasing access to early learning opportunities, ensuring quality while building 
capacity, and building leadership at all levels. 
 

Recommendations 
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State policies affect how early childhood programs deliver services to children in the state, as 
well as programs’ ability to partner and collaborate to better serve children and families by 
utilizing multiple funding streams. States wanting to improve coordination need to evaluate their 
current policies and take intentional, incremental steps to remove barriers to partnerships. As 
with any partnership, forming trust relationships at all levels (among state officials, between state 
officials and local programs, and among the local program partners themselves) is key.  
 
To improve partnerships among early childhood programs, states can: 

 

Provide state leadership to promote collaboration. 

 
In their leadership roles, state officials have multiple opportunities to promote collaboration 
between Head Start and child care at the program level. State leaders can put collaboration on the 
agenda at state meetings, engage the assistance of regional officials, hold trainings on partnership 
strategies, and promote collaboration in their public statements and websites. State leaders can 
also issue guidance to programs clarifying how to reconcile federal and their specific state 
requirements for different programs, for example around the issues of blending funding and co-
payments. 
 

Develop coordinated governance structures. 
 
To improve coordination between Head Start, child care, and other early education programs, 
states can establish a variety of formal or informal interagency structures to increase coordinated 
planning.46 States have created cabinet level departments focusing on children’s issues, less 
formal interagency working groups on specific alignment issues, and Early Learning Councils. 
These bodies can review existing state investments and need, develop strategic plans, gather 
data, create memoranda of understanding and remove barriers to collaboration in state 
regulations.  
 
Increase child care subsidy duration. 

 
Increasing the length of all child care subsidies to 12 months is one step that states can take to 
improve coordination between early childhood programs. However, the federal Child Care 
Bureau has also clarified that states may set different child care subsidy eligibility periods for 
programs that collaborate with Head Start, Early Head Start, or pre-kindergarten programs, as 
long as the state sets forth its rationale in its CCDBG State Plan.47   
 
Reaching this goal may also include changing categorical eligibility requirements, including the 
elimination of child support enforcement registration to receive child care subsidies. 
 
Use child care contracts instead of vouchers for partnering programs. 

 
Contracts allow states to purchase child care slots of a stipulated duration and quality. States 
could offer 12 month contracts to child care providers who meet the Head Start Program 
Performance Standards, which would ease alignment between the two programs.  States can also 
write contracts that require child care programs to meet Head Start Performance Standards and 
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provide the financial support and stability that will allow partnering programs to plan and 
implement a high quality program. 
 
Award grants for child care programs to meet Head Start standards. 
 
Many child care programs do not meet the rigorous Head Start Program Performance Standards, 
for example the standards regarding teacher qualifications. Awarding grants to child care 
programs to meet this standard and other Head Start standards can encourage partnerships and 
raise the quality of care for more children in the state.  
 
Provide cross-sector professional development and technical assistance. 

 
States can offer joint professional development opportunities to teachers from child care and 
Head Start, in order to leverage funds, save on costs, and encourage relationships between 
teachers in multiple sectors. In addition, providing quality training and resources to all teachers 
can help raise teacher quality. States can also use the Early Learning Councils and other 
mechanisms, including the child care subsidy program and state and regional Head Start training 
offices and information about Head Start Performance Standards and materials and resources to 
help child care programs understand and meet the standards. 
 

 

Conclusion 
 
Children in low-income working families may face multiple factors that put them at risk of 
school failure.  These children need access to high quality child care settings that meet the full 
range of their developmental needs and provide access to comprehensive services and supports.  
Research on Head Start and Early Head Start show that these programs have important positive 
outcomes for children and families.  Yet nationally, only about half of children eligible for Head 
Start, and less than 3 percent of the children eligible for Early Head Start, receive these services. 
 
States can help increase access to these important programs through a set of activities designed 
to promote collaboration and coordination among Head Start grantees and the state child care 
subsidy program by examining their subsidy policies, promoting data collection and needs 
assessments at the state level, using new coordination mechanisms to foster collaboration, and 
providing stable funding for programs.  While these policy changes may not be simple or easy to 
achieve, state policymakers must take the leadership role needed to promote better systems of 
care for our most vulnerable children and families. 
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