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Although foster care homes play a crucial role in providing stable placements to children who enter the child
welfare system due to maltreatment, there is currently no federal minimum rate nor standard methodology to
establish adequate rates to support foster parents to meet these children's needs. Therefore, it is important to
establish a model to estimate the real costs associated with caring for children to serve as a foundation for states
to set adequate reimbursement rates. The objectives of this study are to: use the methodology of a 2007 study to
establish foster care minimum adequate rates for children (MARC) based on the child's age and geographical
location in every state; update the MARC with cost of living adjustments to 2016; examine changes in gaps
between the MARC and the current foster care rates; and identify states that have made increases to their
reimbursement rates, relative to the MARC over time. Results found that all but four states provide lower foster
care reimbursement rates than the adequate costs in 2016. This study recommends that, at the federal leve],
enhanced precision in operational definitions of care categories could increase consistency in the way that states
reimburse foster families. Additionally, findings provide policy suggestions to establish a national methodology
standard and increase foster care rates to the level that will meet children's needs. This study will enhance the

scant body of literature found on establishing an economic model to estimate foster care costs.

1. Introduction

As of September 30, 2015, there were 427,910 children in foster
care in the United States, with 45% of these children living in non-
relative foster family homes (U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services [U.S. DHHS], 2016a). Foster care plays a vital role in the child
welfare system by providing a resource to support a child's safety, well-
being, and permanency (Geiger, Hayes, & Lietz, 2013; Pecora, Barth,
Maluccio, Whittaker, & DePanfilis, 2009). Under the Social Security Act
(section 475), “foster care maintenance payments” are defined as
“payments to cover the cost of providing food, clothing, shelter, daily
supervision, school supplies, a child's personal incidentals, liability in-
surance with respect to a child, and reasonable travel to the child's
home for visitation and reasonable travel for the child to remain in the
school” for children in foster care placements (U.S. Social Security
Administration, 2016). Under this guideline, states set their basic rates
for families providing care for a child, and the federal government and
states share the cost of paying those rates; however, there is significant
variability in rates among states (Committee on Ways and Means, 2016;
DeVooght et al., 2013; Rosinsky & Connelly, 2016).

* Corresponding author.

Foster care payments are likely to influence the quality of foster
care. Studies showed that although foster care payments do not moti-
vate foster parents to begin fostering children, adequate payments play
an important role in foster care parents' satisfaction, and inadequate
reimbursements and the concerns of financial burdens impact foster
parents' decisions to discontinue fostering (Colton, Roberts, & Williams,
2008; Geiger et al., 2013; Kirton, Beecham, & Ogilvie, 2007; Macgregor,
Rodger, Cummings, & Leschied, 2006). These factors can affect chil-
dren's well-being by causing unstable placements and increased foster
placement changes.

A decade ago, DePanfilis, Daining, Frick, Farber, and Levinthal (2007)
conducted a study to estimate the costs associated with providing basic
care to a child in foster care in the United States, and established foster
care minimurn adequate rates for children (MARC). This study implemented
through a collaboration between Children's Rights, Inc., the National
Foster Parent Association, the American Public Human Services Asso-
ciation, and the University of Maryland, was the first attempt to differ-
entiate the costs of caring for children in foster care based on age and
geography in each of the fifty states. The study also calculated the dis-
crepancy between what states paid and the foster care MARC.
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The purposes of the current study are to use the methodology of the
2007 foster care MARC study as a foundation, update the costs ad-
justing for inflation rates through 2016, and compare changes in gaps
between states' foster care payments and the foster care MARC over
time. This study also identifies states that have made increases in the
adequacy of payments from 2007 to 2016. Finally, we will discuss
policy implications for developing guidelines to establish adequate
rates across the nation to improve retention and recruitment of foster
parents and provide stable placements for children who come into
foster care.

2. Background

Foster care services, including the payments to foster parents caring
for children are funded by a combination of federal, state, and local
funding (Committee on Ways and Means, 2016; U.S. DHHS, 2016b).
Title IV-E federal foster care program pays a portion of the states' costs
to provide care for maltreated children removed from homes. However,
there is no federally required minimum rate, and different federal
funding claiming practices by the states result in wide variations in
funding among the states (Committee on Ways and Means, 2016;
Rosinsky & Connelly, 2016). In addition, geographical differences in the
cost of living, and the methods, if any, that states use to determine the
amount of foster care payments have significant variability among
foster care rates (DePanfilis et al., 2007). The current monthly foster
care payments range from $232 in Wisconsin to $1003 in the District of
Columbia, and the range is too wide to completely explain these factors.
Thus, it is important to establish a standardized economic model to
estimate adequate costs associated with caring for a child in foster care
to serve as a foundation for states to support foster parents to meet
children's needs.

Current foster care payments are provided to cover the expenses of
caring for children, such as food, clothing, and allowances. Studies have
found that many foster parents were either not aware of, or did not
consider, payments when deciding to become a foster parent, and most
parents begin fostering due to altruistic motivations (Colton et al.,
2008; Kirton et al., 2007). However, studies also showed that financial
consideration is associated with foster parents' satisfaction (Daniel,
2011; Geiger et al., 2013; Marcenko, Brennan, & Lyons, 2009), and the
greatest predictor of intent to continue fostering is foster parent sa-
tisfaction (Cooley, Farinean, & Mullis, 2015; Geiger et al., 2013;
Mihalo, Strickler, Triplett, & Trunzo, 2016). Further, research indicates
that keeping foster parents satisfied requires not only increased pay-
ments but also adequate support and training systems (Cooley et al.,
2015; Goodman & Steinfeld, 2012; Rome, Blome, & Raskin, 2011).
Combining these efforts for support, training, and financial stability
through increased payments are vital to the child welfare system and
can produce positive outcomes for both foster children and foster par-
ents (Daniel, 2011; Geiger, Piel, & Julien-Chinn, 2017; Marcenko et al.,
2009).

Additionally, due to the reimbursement rates providing insufficient
coverage of the basic needs for raising a child, children in foster care
might not always receive the care they need and may deter community
members from becoming or remaining foster parents. Many foster fa-
milies have low to moderate incomes and can experience substantial
financial stress when foster care reimbursement payments cover sub-
stantially less than the actual cost of care (Freundlich, 2014). Studies
found that inadequate reimbursements and additional financial strain
placed upon foster parents causes them to consider no longer fostering
(Geiger et al., 2013), and sufficient financial support is critical in re-
cruiting foster parents and maintaining foster children in their home
(Daniel, 2011). Foster parents report that fostering incurs expenses that
exceed foster care payments and often pay out of their own pockets to
meet the needs of foster children in their care (DeVooght et al., 2013),
and there is a need for more reimbursement for daily living expenses for
their foster children and the specific needs related to their physical,
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emotional, and behavioral health (Marcenko et al., 2009). Taken to-
gether, previous research highlights the importance of adequate foster
care payments for the retention of services and to adequately attend to
children's needs.

The objectives of this study are the following: (1) use the metho-
dology of the 2007 foster care MARC study (DePanfilis et al., 2007) to
update the costs adjusting for inflation rates through 2016 and collect
data on states' updated foster care payments in 2016; (2) examine
changes in gaps over time between the foster care MARC and the cur-
rent rates that states reimburse foster families for children in their care;
(3) identify states that made increases in the adequacy of payments
based on the MARC from 2007 to 2016; and (4) discuss policy im-
plications for retention and recruitment of foster parents and providing
stable placements for children.

3. Method
3.1. Use of the original 2007 foster care MARC study

3.1.1. Cost estimates

The first phase of this study involved using the cost estimates es-
tablished in 2007 (DePanfilis et al., 2007) as a foundation for the cur-
rent study. The original study, briefly summarized here, was the first
attempt to differentiate the costs of caring for children in foster care
based on age and geography in each of the fifty states and the District of
Columbia. In 2007, the National Association of Public Child Welfare
Administrators (NAPCWA) surveyed child welfare agencies in 50 states
and several counties, to collect information on their foster care rate-
setting methodologies. Federal policy, the expert opinions of the project
partners, and a national advisory group used existing data on the costs
of caring for children. Estimates of the additional costs of caring spe-
cifically for children in foster care, and geographic costs of living var-
iations were used to calculate the foster care MARC. National advisory
group members included current and former foster parents, public child
welfare agency administrators and staff, policy analysts and re-
searchers, economists, advocates, and a pediatrician (DePanfilis et al,,
2007).

The general expenditure categories and the specific cost of items
included within those categories in the original foster care MARC were
defined based on federal law, regulations, and policy guidance. The
eight categories of allowable expenditures, as established in the Title
IV-E Maintenance Payment Program of the Social Security Act are food,
clothing, shelter, daily supervision, school supplies, personal in-
cidentals, liability insurance, and transportation associated with visits
with the child's biological family and school (U.S. Social Security
Administration, 2006). These categories provided the basic framework
for the calculation of minimum adequate rates for children' (DePanfilis
et al., 2007). Table 1 presents specific definitions of eight cost cate-
gories and a summary of the estimates for each of the categories of the
2007 MARC study.

3.1.2. Data and sample

In 2007, once these cost categories were clearly defined, a sec-
ondary data analysis was conducted using the Consumer Expenditure
Survey (CES) data. The CES is a national study of household spending
habits, family earnings, and household characteristics conducted by the
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) (U.S.
Department of Labor, 2016). The CES collects data from family mem-
bers using both a quarterly interview survey and a one-week diary
survey focusing on consumer units (generally a family dwelling within
a household; U.S. Department of Labor, 2016). The CES is the same data

1 1t should be noted that this project developed an estimate of the basic costs associated
with caring for a child in foster care. This economic model did not include expenses for
special needs such as the needs of a child with a physical disability or medical condition.
(DePanfilis et al., 2007).
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Table 1
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Cost categories definitions and estimates of the 2007 foster care MARC study.

Categories

Definitions and estimates of the 2007 MARC

Food

Clothing

Shelter

Daily supervision

School supplies

Personal incidentals

Liability and property damage insurance

Reasonable travel to the child's home for visitation
and school

The food calculation in the foster care MARC utilized the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CES) estimate for food costs for
children within different age groups and increased that estimate by 10%, following the multiplier used by Mcllugh (2002},
to adjust for added costs associated with behavioral issues of foster children related to, for example, hoarding food or
additional nutritional needs.

The clothing category reflected expenditures on clothing items, coin operated laundry and dry cleaning. The CES estimate
for costs of clothing items for children within different age groups were doubled to account for wear and tear and
replacement of lost items. Following Mcllugh (2002), costs of coin-operated laundry were increased by 50% to adjust for
added cleaning costs, consistent with the adjustment to utility costs. No adjustment was made to the cost of dry cleaning as
it was not expected that the clothes of children in foster care were frequently dry cleaned. The foster care MARC was
intended to cover regular ongoing expenses related to clothing and did not include funds to purchase an entire basic
wardrobe, which some children needed when they entered care. -

Cost estimates for the shelter category reflected utilities, furniture and appliances and household linens. Following a study
of the cost of caring for children in foster care by McHugh (2002), the CES estimate of the costs of utilities was increased by
50% to adjust for added costs associated with increased uses of water and electricity. The foster care MARC did not include
costs related to mortgage or rent, as foster parents were typically expected to maintain their homes independent of the foster
care payment. In addition, the foster care MARC did not include the costs of preparing a home to meet the needs of the child
such as initial furnishings or safety features (e.g., window guards). These items must be installed before the child is placed in
the home and they would not be included in a monthly foster care rate tied to a child.

The daily supervision category in the foster care MARC reflected costs for occasional baby sitting or other child care in the
home or in the home of someone else and one week of residential summer camp for ages 5-18. Estimates of the cost of
occasional babysitting for children aged 0—4 were based on the CES data of expenditures of babysitting in the home or the
home of someone else. Given that children in foster care often have behavioral issues, older children in foster care, even
teenagers, typically require supervision. Thus, the daily supervision portion of the foster care MARC included babysitting
costs for children of all ages. The babysitting expenses in the CES for children ages 0—4 were used as a base and adjusted to
estimate the costs of occasional babysitting for older children. Cost estimates for occasional babysitting for children ages
5-13 years old and 14-18 years old were derived by calculating 40% of the expenses of the 0—4 age group for 9 months of
the year to account for the need for supervision after school or on weekends during the school year and 100% for 3 months
when children are on summer vacation. Additional costs associated with one week of residential camp were added to the
daily supervision costs for ages 5-18. (A. McMunn, personal communication, April 23, 2007).

The foster care MARC did not include the cost of full-time child care that would be paid by the working foster parents.
The foster care MARC included the costs of books, recreational lessons and other school supplies. Recreational lessons
reflected the expense of providing children in foster care with “normalizing” childhood experiences such as after-school
sports or creative arts activities. Following Mcllugh (2002), the CES estimate for costs of books and other school supplies
was doubled to adjust for wear and tear.

The personal incidentals category in the foster care MARC reflected costs associated with reading materials, videos, toys and
hobbies, gas and motor oil, fees and admissions, and an additional 15% of other costs to reflect the cost of personal hygiene
items, cosmetics, and over the counter medications. Following McHugh (2002), the CES estimates for costs of reading
materials video games, toys, and hobbies were doubled to adjust for wear and tear.

The estimates provided by Foster Parent Professionals, Inc. (B. Eshbaugh, personal communication, August 17, 2006) were
incorporated into the foster care MARC and adjusted for costs of living. The estimates provided were based on policies sold
to child welfare agencies, not to individual foster parents and thus the project partners believed the estimates reflected a
more conservative calculation of actual costs than il an individual foster parent were to purchase such insurance.

The costs of transporting a child in foster care to visit with his/her family can vary significantly. In some cases, a foster
parent may walk across the street to take a child to visit with his/her parents. In other cases, transportation might take the
form of a subway or bus ride. In yet other circumstances, a foster parent may have to drive a child 90 miles away for a visit.
And finally, in some jurisdictions, caseworkers or case aides—not foster parents—provide this transportation for children in
foster care. Due to this significant variability, the foster care MARC did not include an average expense for travel for a child's
visitation with his/her biclogical family. An average amount would underpay some foster parents and overpay others.
The foster Care MARC also excluded the costs of travel to administrative case/judicial reviews or to medical visits (beyond
routine medical visits). These expenses were also variable and in addition, were not reimbursable under the Title IV-E
Maintenance program, which provided the framework for the calculation of the foster care MARC. However, these costs
were reimbursable under other federal funding mechanisms, including the Title IV-E Administration Program and the Title
XIX Medicaid Program. The general travel costs were associated with daily provision of basic care to a child and were
included in the foster care MARC under the personal incidentals expense category.

Source: DePanfilis, Daining, Frick, Farber, & Levinthal. (2007). Hitting the M.A.R.C.: establishing foster care minimum adequate rates for children brief report. Children's Rights Inc.
http://archive,hshsl.umaryland.edu/bitstream/10713/487/1/Hitting%20the%20MARC.pdf

source used by the U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to produce
its annual report on the costs of raising a child (Lino, 2006). However,
in 2006 the figures réleased each year by the USDA were based on
earlier calculations using 1990-92 CES data, adjusted for inflation
(Lino, 2006). For the 2007 foster care MARC study, the CES data from
2002 to 2004 were used, as the data reflected more current spending
patterns, and the data were inflation-adjusted using the general con-
sumer price index to the price level of the second half of 2006
(DePanfilis et al., 2007).

The sample of the 2007 MARC study included 1213 families from
the CES data. These families had at least one child at any time in the
year and no more than two children during the year were included in
the analysis of all categories except those for which expenditures were

57

summarized by the BLS (DePanfilis et al., 2007). The families included
in the analysis had incomes ranging from $40,000 to $100,000 to re-
present at least 200% and more than 500% of the federal poverty level
for a family of four. The sample's median income was $62,761. In 2005,
the median income in the U.S. for a family of four was $67,019, sug-
gesting that the data used in the analyses were largely representative of
similarly sized middle-class families (DePanfilis et al., 2007).

Instead of calculating simple averages across children of all ages,
averages for specific ages of children were constructed. Children were
divided into the following age categories: 0~4 years old, 5-13 years old,
and 14-18 years old. States typically report foster care rates for chil-
dren age 2, 9 and 16, which are the mid-points of the age categories
utilized for this project. The estimates were then adjusted to reflect the
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cost-of living variation in the 48 contiguous United States based on the
state cost of living indices for 2003 developed by the Inter-University
Consortium for Political and Social Research (Berry, Fording, & Hanson,
2004). Adjustments for Hawaii, Alaska, and the District of Columbia
were not available and therefore the U.S. average was used for these
three jurisdictions. These relative costs of living were applied to the
inflation adjusted amounts that were used in the analyses and then
were adjusted with weights provided by the U.S. BLS so that the results
would be nationally representative (DePanfilis et al., 2007).

3.2. Updating the MARC to 2016 and collecting information of 2016 foster
care payments from states

To estimate the foster care MARC for 2016, the 2007 foster care
MARC dollar values and inflation rates were adjusted to 2016-dollar
values using the Consumer Price Index Research Series Using Current
Methods (CPI-U-RS) inflation adjustment rates as reported by the U.S.
BLS (U.S. Department of Labor, 2017). The 2016 CPI-U-RS inflation
adjustment rate is the latest year reported by the U.S. BLS.

Then, all states' 2016 foster care payments data were collected from
state websites or by phone calls with state foster care administrators.
The collected information showed that all state foster care rates are
based on one or more of the following factors: age, placement in the
community, or child's level of need, and setting the foster care payment
rate varies in methodology from state to state. Thirty-five states use
both the age of the child and their level of care to determine the
standard foster care rate. Seven states including California, Colorado,
Florida, Louisiana, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wyoming only used age
categories to determine the foster care rate for children in care. For
these states, rates were highest among infants (0-12 months) as well as
teenagers (13-18 years old). Only examining a child's level of need such
as basic needs or special treatment needs was used to set the rate in five
states (i.e., Kansas, Maine, Ohio, Texas, and West Virginia). Standard
foster care rates in Alaska and North Carolina were determined using
both the child's age and placement in the community. Pennsylvania was
the only state to only use the child’s placement in the community to
determine rate standards while New York used all three factors to set
their rates accordingly.

In addition to foster care rates, some states also provide additional
financial assistance to families through reimbursements for the child's
expenses not included in their rate calculations. Reimbursement pay-
ments include but are not limited to the following expenses: Clothing,
damaged property, childcare, transportation, education and gradua-
tion, passport, celebration and holidays, baby supplies, recreational
activities, sibling visits, kinship provider supports and training, vaca-
tion, equipment, emergency medical services, and a one-time expense.
States often have limits on the number and amount of reimbursements a
child can receive. Clothing was the most common reimbursement that
37 states provided to foster homes (Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Arkansas, Colorado, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
Washington, District of Columbia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin).
Twelve states including California, Connecticut, Florida, Mississippi,
Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah,
Vermont, and Wyoming did not provide information on any additional
reimbursements that they provide to their resource families.

A previous study also showed that some states (i.e., lowa, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, New Jersey, North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Tennessee) use the USDA rates as guidelines for increasing the
foster care rate (DeVooght et al., 2013). In addition to USDA re-
commendations, states like Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Mi-
chigan, New York, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and South
Carolina often require budgetary and legislative approval before
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passing an increase in the foster care rates (DeVooght et al., 2013).
Timeframe for foster care rate reviews range from annually (e.g., In-
diana) to no set timeframe (e.g., Kentucky) (DeVooght et al., 2013).

Although states set their foster care rates based on multiple factors
and provide specialized financial assistances in addition to their basic
rates, this study did not review these additional specialized rates due to
limited information access, and considered basic foster care rates to
compare with the MARC, which is the minimum adequate rates asso-
ciated to care for a child. Comparison between each state's current
foster care rates and the MARC showed the gaps between payments
made to foster parents and the adequate costs of providing care.

Examination of changes in the gaps between 2007 and 2016 was
also conducted to identify which states made increases in foster care
rates over time and reduced the gaps. This analysis provides evaluation
of each state's foster care rate and implications to establish a standard
methodology to ensure adequate foster care rates meeting children's
and foster parents' needs.

4. Results
4.1. 2016 foster care MARC by cost categories

The eight cost categories for the foster care MARC include food,
shelter, school supplies, daily supervision, clothing, child's personal
incidentals, liability insurance, and reasonable travel to child's homes.
Each category describes the cost when adjusting for cost of living dif-
ferences between states. The 2007 monthly average costs for each ca-
tegory and updated 2016 costs are presented in Table 2. The national
average of the 2016 monthly foster care MARC is $749 per month for
children ages 0-4 years old, $859 per month for children 5-13 years
old, and $941 per month for children 14-18 years old.

Table 3 provides additional details about each of the cost categories
within the foster care MARC and the costs of living adjustments that
were made to develop rates for the 50 states and the District of Co-
lumbia in 2007 and 2016. When adjusting for cost of living differences,
annual food expenditures per child for the three designated age groups
at the state level in 2016 range from $2253 to $3108 for the 0-4 age
group, $2495 to $3443 for the 5-13 age group, and $2802 to $3867 for
the 14-18 age group. The national averages for the entire shelter ca-
tegory in 2016 are $2622 for children 0-4 years old, $2732 for children
5-13 years old, and $2953 for children 14-18 years old. The school
supplies category in the 2016 foster care MARC includes costs for
books, recreational lessons, and other school supplies. As expected

Table 2
Monthly estimates by cost categories.

Cost categories Year  US national average: monthly foster care MARC
Ages 04 Ages 5-13 Ages 14-18
Food 2007 $179 $198 $222
2016 $213 $236 $264
Shelter 2007 $184 $191 $207
2016 $219 $227 $247
School supplies 2007 $3 $9 $11
2016 $4 $11 $13
Daily supervision 2007 $18 $59 $59
2016 $21 $70 $70
Clothing 2007 $77 $78 $93
2016 $92 $93 $111
Personal incidentals 2007 $161 $178 $190
2016 $192 $212 $226
Liability insurance 2007 $8 $8 38
2016 $10 $10 $10
Total monthly 2007 $629 $721 $790
cusls” 2016 $749 $859 $941

2 Note: due to the rounding of the categories, the total monthly costs do not always
match with the sum of the categories.
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Table 3 (continued)

Liability and property damage insurance

School supplies Daily supervision [1] Clothing Personal incidentals

Shelter

Food

5-13 14-18

04

5-13 14-18 0-4 5-13 1418 04 5-13 1418 04 5-13 14-18 04 5-13 1418 04 5-13 1418

4

Child’s age
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102
121

102
121

102
121

2347
2795

2200

1987
2366
1863
2218

1148
1367
1077
1283

959
1142

952
1134

731
870
685

731
870
685

223
266
209

139

111
132

35

2556
3044
2396
2853

2270 2364
2815

2703

2748
3272
2576
3068

2446
2913

2209
2631

2007

WI

2620
2063
2457

166
130

42
33

2016
WY 2007

96
114

96
114

9%
114

2201

899
1071

892
1062

104
124

2217

2128
2534

2293
2731

2071

2621

816 816

249

155

39

2640

2466

2016

Note: [1] daily supervision in these rates does not include regular day care for the working foster parent. Foster parents should be reimbursed for their actual costs for this expense, in addition to the foster care MARC.

2 Sincere taere was no cost-of-living adjustment available for Alaska, the District of Columbia and Hawaii, the foster care MARC reported here for these jurisdictions is the national average foster care MARC.
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school supplies expenditures for children ages 14-18 are highest ($161
annually). Cost estimates for the daily supervision category in the 2016
foster care MARC reflect costs for babysitting or other child care in the
home or outside of the home and one week of residential summer camp
for children 5-18 years old. When adjusting for cost of living differ-
ences between states, the annual costs for daily supervision range from
$227 to $314 for the 0-4 age group and from $745 to $1029 for both
the 5-13 and the 14-18 age groups. Annual clothing expenditures in
2016 include $1099 for children 0-4 years old, $1109 for children
5-13 years old, and $1327 for youth aged 14-18 years old. Child's
personal incidentals range from $2027 to $2796 for the 0—4 age group,
$2243 to $3096 for the 5-13 age group, and $2394 to $3303 for the
14-18 age group. The liability insurance rate for all ages is $118 an-
nually or approximately $10 per month in 2016.

4.2. Comparison of state rates in relation to the MARC

4.2.1. Discrepancy between states current foster care rates and MARC
Each state's current foster care payments and foster care minimum
adequate rates that should be provided to meet children's needs are
presented in Table 4. The foster care MARC rates are monthly estimated
expenditures per child inflation-adjusted for 2007 and 2016 for the age
groups specified as a national average and for specific states. These
rates represent the foster care MARC that states can adopt to better
cover the costs paid by foster parents. The 2016 foster care MARC rates
are $749 for the 04 age group, $859 for the 5-13 age group, and $941
for the 14-18 age group, which are significantly higher than current
national average rates of $555, $593, and $655 per month, respec-
tively, for the three age groups. This finding shows that to meet the
2016 foster care MARC rates, average foster care rates require an in-
crease of 35% for the 0-4 age group, 45% for the 5-13 age group, and
44% for the 14-18 age group. These gaps between the foster care MARC
and current rates are larger than 2007. The gaps in 2007 were 29% for
the 0~4 age group, 41% for the 5-13 age group, and 39% for the 14-18
age group. Between 2007 and 2016 the gap in funding needed to meet
the MARC increased by 6% for children 0-4 years old, 4% for children
5-13 years old, and 5% for children aged 14-18 years old. When ad-
justing for cost of living differences among states, the foster care MARC
in 2016 ranges from $661 to $912 for the 0-4 age group, $757 to $1046
for the 5-13 age group, and $830 to $1146 for the 14-18 age group.
Massachusetts has the highest foster care MARC and Mississippi has the
lowest, because of their respective state cost-of-living adjustments.

4.2.2. Gaps and changes over time in foster care MARC

Table 5 presents states listed in order of the states that meet the
foster care MARC to the states that have larger gaps between current
2016 foster care rates and MARC. All but four states provide lower
foster care rates than the MARC, minimum adequate rates. The District
of Columbia, Mississippi, Montana, and North Dakota have foster care
rates for children of all ages that meet or exceed the foster care MARC.
However, nine states currently have foster care rates that would need to
increase by up to 25% for at least one age group of children in order to
hit the MARC. Twelve states currently have rates that should increase
by 26% to 50% for at least one age group of children in order to hit the
MARC. Thirteen states currently have foster care rates that should in-
crease by 51% to 75% for at least one age group of children in order to
hit the MARC. Three states currently have foster care rates that should
increase by 76% to 100% for at least one age group of children in order
to hit the MARC. Lastly, ten states currently have rates thal should morc
than double for at least one age group of children in order to hit the
MARC.

Table 6 presents changes in states' foster care rates over time. The
gap between current foster care rates and foster care MARC changed
over time for all states. Fifteen states made progress in regard to their
current foster care rates and reduced their gaps between current foster
care rates and foster care MARC in 2016 compared to 2007. The
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Table 4
Foster care MARC compared to current foster care rates in 2007 and 2016 (alphabetical by state').
Current foster care rates ($)* Foster care MARC ($)** To hit the foster care MARC, current rates should increase by:
Child's age 2 9 16 2 9 16 2 9 16
US average 2007 488 509 568 629 721 790 29% 41% 39%
2016 555 593 655 749 859 941 35% 45% 44%
Alabama 2007 410 434 446 567 650 712 38% 50% 60%
2016 463 488 501 675 774 848 46% 59% 69%
Alaska’ 2007 652 580 688 629 721 790 wwE 24% 15%
2016 749 850 920 749 859 941 wEE 0% 1%
Arizona 2007 793 782 879 606 695 762 =S i 2
2016 644 633 714 722 828 907 12% 31% 27%
Arkansas 2007 400 425 475 558 639 701 39% 50% 48%
2016 410 440 500 664 761 835 62% 73% 67%
California 2007 425 494 597 685 785 861 61% 59% 44%
2016 688 783 859 816 935 1025 19% 19% 19%
Colorado 2007 348 392 423 659 755 828 89% 93% 96%
2016 354 354 429 785 899 986 122% 154% 130%
Connecticut 2007 756 767 834 756 866 950 0% 13% 14%
2016 791 800 867 900 1031 1131 14% 29% 30%
Delaware 2007 517 517 517 625 716 785 21% 38% 52%
2016 397 397 511 744 853 935 87% 115% 83%
District of Columbia 2007 869 869 940 629 721 790 bl jiAd f5
2016 933 933 1003 749 859 941 b wHE i
Florida 2007 429 440 515 579 664 728 35% 51% 41%
2016 439 451 527 689 791 867 57% 75% 64%
Georgia 2007 416 471 540 588 674 738 41% 43% 37%
2016 457 517 589 700 803 879 53% 55% 49%
Hawaii 2007 529 529 529 629 721 790 19% 36% 49%
2016 575 650 676 749 859 941 30% 32% 39%
Idaho 2007 274 300 431 602 689 756 120% 130% 75%
2016 301 339 453 717 820 900 138% 142% 99%
1llinois 2007 380 422 458 661 757 830 74% 79% 81%
2016 409 453 491 787 901 988 92% 99% 101%
Indiana 2007 760 760 760 630 722 791 bt k4 4%
2016 623 676 780 750 860 942 20% 27% 21%
Jowa 2007 454 474 525 626 717 786 38% 51% 50%
2016 510 5§31 589 745 854 936 46% 61% 59%
Kansas 2007 603 603 603 628 720 789 4% 19% 31%
2016 674 674 674 748 857 940 11% 27% 3%9%
Kentucky 2007 599 599 660 569 652 715 i 9% 8%
2016 690 690 751 678 776 851 b 13% 13%
Louisiana 2007 380 365 399 567 649 712 49% 78% 78%
2016 407 449 501 675 773 848 66% 72% 69%
Maine 2007 548 577 614 686 786 862 25% 36% 40%
2016 502 502 502 817 936 1026 63% 86% 104%
Maryland 2007 735 735 750 628 720 789 A Hrw 5%
2016 835 835 850 748 857 940 HEE 3% 11%
Massachusetts 2007 490 531 616 766 878 962 56% 65% 56%
2016 632 712 754 912 1046 1146 44% 47% 52%
Michigan 2007 433 433 535 646 740 812 49% 71% 52%
2016 524 524 626 769 881 967 47% 68% 54%
Minnesota 2007 585 585 699 661 758 830 13% 29% 19%
2016 565 670 790 787 903 988 39% 35% 25%
Mississippi 2007 325 355 400 555 636 697 71% 79% 74%
2016 685 788 862 661 757 830 i y wEE
Missouri 2007 271 322 358 627 719 788 131% 123% . 120%
2016 300 356 396 747 856 938 149% 141% 137%
Montana 2007 515 475 572 598 685 751 16% 44% _ 31%
2016 878 831 916 712 816 894 i b3 Lok
Nebraska 2007 226 359 359 636 729 799 181% 103% 123%
2016 608 700 760 757 868 951 25% 24% 25%
Nevada 2007 683 683 773 638 731 801 il 7% 4%
2016 683 683 773 760 870 954 11% 27% 23%
New Hampshire 2007 403 439 518 724 830 910 80% 89% 76%
2016 481 521 620 862 988 1084 79% 90% 75%
New Jerscy 2007 553 595 667 751 860 943 36% 45% 41%
2016 763 845 907 894 1024 1123 17% 21% 24%
New Mexico 2007 483 516 542 600 688 754 24% 33% 39%
2016 490 523 549 714 819 898 46% 57% 64%
New York® 2007 504 594 687 721 826 906 43% 39% 32%
2016 558 663 769 859 984 1079 54% 48% 40%
North Carolina 2007 390 440 490 630 722 792 62% 64% 62%
2016 475 581 634 750 860 943 58% 48% 49%

(continued on next page)
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Table 4 (continued)

Current foster care rates ($)" Foster care MARC ($)"° To hit the foster care MARC, current rates should increase by:
Child's age 2 9 16 2 9 16 2 9 16
North Dakota 2007 370 418 545 584 669 734 58% 60% 35%
2016 696 798 875 695 797 874 0% 0% 0%
Ohio’ 2007 275 275 275 635 727 797 131% 164% 190%
2016 304 304 304 756 866 949 149% 185% 212%
Oklahoma 2007 365 430 498 557 639 700 53% 49% 41%
2016 461 535 601 663 761 834 44% 42% 39%
Oregon 2007 387 402 497 642 735 806 66% 83% 62%
2016 575 655 741 765 875 960 33% 34% 30%
Pennsylvania® 2007 640 640 640 671 770 844 5% 20% 32%
2016 647 647 950 799 917 1005 23% 42% 6%
Rhode Island 2007 438 416 480 723 828 908 65% 99% 89%
2016 438 415 480 861 986 1081 97% 138% 125%
South Carolina 2007 332 359 425 576 660 723 73% 84% 70%
2016 337 364 431 686 786 861 104% 116% 100%
South Dakota 2007 451 451 542 633 726 795 40% 61% 47%
2016 478 478 574 754 865 947 58% 81% 65%
Tennessee 2007 627 627 737 574 658 722 b 5% RS
2016 768 768 881 684 784 860 ki 2% i
Texas 2007 652 652 652 557 638 700 il wEE 7%
2016 703 703 703 663 760 834 e 8% 19%
Utah 2007 426 426 487 634 726 796 49% 70% 63%
2016 475 505 535 755 865 948 59% 71% 77%
Vermont 2007 475 528 584 705 808 886 48% 53% 52%
2016 517 571 630 840 962 1055 62% 69% 67%
Virginia 2007 368 431 546 605 694 760 64% 61% 39%
2016 462 541 686 720 826 905 56% 53% 32%
Washington 2007 374 451 525 657 753 826 76% 67% 57%
2016 562 683 703 782 897 984 39% 31% 40%
West Virginia 2007 600 600 600 561 643 705 4% 7% 17%
2016 600 600 600 668 766 840 11% 28% 40%
Wisconsin' 2007 317 346 411 648 743 814 104% 115% 98%
2016 232 232 232 772 885 969 233% 281% 318%
Wyoming 2007 645 664 732 608 696 763 wEE 5% 4%
2016 645 664 732 724 829 909 12% 23% 23%

1w+ indicates that states' current foster care rate is higher than the foster care MARC.

3 The source for states' 2007 rates was The National Resource Center for Family-Centered Practice and Permanency Planning, http://www.hunter.cuny.edu/socwork/nrelcpp/
downloads/foster-care-maintenance-payments,pd[, supplemented by Children's Rights research. 2016 rates were collected from each state website or by phone calls with state foster care
administrators. For all but three states, the current foster care rate reflected in this table is the state-established minimum rate. Alaska, New York and Pennsylvania do not have a
statewide minimum. For these states, the table includes the rate for the most populous region (Anchorage, New York Metro Area and Philadelphia).

b The foster care MARC does not include the cost of transporting a child to visit with his/her biological family or the cost of full-time child care for working foster parents. Given the
variability in these expenditures from case to case, states/localities should reimburse foster parents based on their actual expenditures, in addition to the foster care MARC. The foster care
MARC also excludes the cost of travel to administrative and judicial reviews and health care appointments. These expenses are also variable and are not reimbursable to states under the
federal Title IV-E maintenance program, which provided the framework for the calculation of the foster care MARC. However, these costs are reimbursable under other federal funding
mechanisms, such as Title IV-E Administration and Title XIX Medicaid. States should reimburse foster parents for their actual travel expenses for these purposes (DePaniilis et al., 2007).

© Since there was no cost-of-living adjustment available for Alaska, the District of Columbia and Hawaii, the foster care MARC reported for these states and DC is the national average
foster care MARC.

d For Alaska, the table includes the rates for Anchorage, the most populous region.

¢ New York State does not set min/max rate for parents to receive but does have a maximum they will pay to counties. The table includes the rate for New York Metro Area, the most
populous region.

f Ohio's rates are set by the counties. Overall, they have a state range for the min/max. The rate varies based on the child's age, needs, and number of children in the foster home. The
basic rate was used in calculating the monthly average of the foster care rate for Ohio.

§ For Pennsylvania, counties set rates. State does not set min/max rate for parents to receive but does have a maximum they will pay to counties. For Pennsylvania, the table includes
the rate for Philadelphia, the most populous region.

b Wisconsin has the per diem for $232/month across all ages for Level I care. If there is a higher level of care than the rates increase to the following: 0—4: $384; 5-11: $420; 12-14:
$478; and 15 +: $499 (Wisconsin Department of Children and Families, 2016).

remaining 36 states have increased the gaps between current foster care Columbia; providing updates of 2016 foster care MARC; and examining
rates and foster care MARC since 2007. Most notably, Wisconsin's gap changes over time.

in 2007 was 104% for a child age 2; 115% for a child age 9; and 98% for The shortage of qualified foster homes in the U.S. has reached a

a child age 16 and over, and is now at 233%, 281%, and 318% re- crisis (Freundlich, 2014), and several states have experienced a wide

spectively for each age group in 2016 (lable 4). fluctuation in the number of fosler homes, often having high attrition

rates (Louisiana Legislative Auditor, 2017; Michigan Department of

5. Discussion and conclusion Health and Iluman Services, 2017; Washington Statc Dcpartment of

Social and Health Services, 2016). The Oregon Department of Human

The purpose of this study was to establish foster care minimum Services (2017) reported that it has seen a 16.9% decrease in foster

adequate rates for children (MARC); identifying costs categories for homes from 2010 to 2016, with neighboring Washington showing si-
children in foster care; applying a geographic cost of living adjustment milar declines (16.4% from 2005 to 2015) (Washington State
to develop specific rates for each of the 50 states and the District of Department of Social and Health Services, 2016). Michigan reported
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Table 5
Hitting the foster care MARC best to worst for 2016 (alphabetical within categories).
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2016 current foster care rates ($)

2016 foster care MARC ($)

To hit the foster care MARC, current rates should increase by:

Child's age 2 9 16 2 9 16 2 9 16
US average 555 593 655 749 859 941 35% 45% 44%
Hitting the MARC
District of Columbia 933 933 1003 749 859 941 - 20% — 8% - 6%
Mississippi 685 788 862 661 757 830 — 4% — 4% — 4%
Montana 878 831 916 712 816 894 - 19% — 2% - 2%
North Dakota 696 798 875 695 797 874 0% 0% 0%
Missing the MARC: must raise rates by up to 25% in at least one age category
Alaska 749 850 920 749 859 941 0% 0% 1%
California 688 783 859 816 935 1025 19% 19% 19%
Kentucky 690 690 751 678 776 851 —2% 13% 13%
Maryland 835 835 850 748 857 940 - 10% 3% 11%
Nebraska 608 700 760 757 868 951 25% 24% 25%
New Jersey 763 845 907 894 1024 1123 17% 21% 24%
Texas 703 703 703 663 760 834 - 6% 8% 19%
Tennessee 768 768 881 684 784 860 -11% 2% - 2%
Wyoming 645 664 732 724 829 909 12% 23% 23%
Missing the MARC: must raise rates by 26% to 50% in at least one age category
Arizona 644 633 714 722 828 907 12% 31% 27%
Connecticut 791 800 867 300 1031 1131 14% 29% 30%
Hawaii 575 650 676 749 859 941 30% 32% 39%
Indiana 623 676 780 750 860 942 20% 27% 21%
Kansas 674 674 674 748 857 940 11% 27% 39%%
Minnesota 565 670 790 787 903 988 39% 35% 25%
Nevada 683 683 773 760 870 954 11% 27% 23%
Oklahoma 461 535 601 663 761 834 44% 42% 39%
Oregon 575 655 741 765 875 960 33% 34% 30%
Pennsylvania 647 647 950 799 917 1005 23% 42% 6%
Washington 562 683 703 782 897 984 39% 31% 40%
West Virginia 600 600 600 668 766 840 11% 28% 40%
Missing the MARC: must raise rates by 51% to 75% in at least one age category
Alabama 463 488 501 675 774 848 46% 59% 69%
Arkansas 410 440 500 664 761 835 62% 73% 67%
Florida 439 451 527 689 791 867 57% 75% 64%
Georgia 457 517 589 700 803 879 53% 55% 49%
Towa 510 531 589 745 854 936 46% 61% 59%
Louisiana 407 449 501 675 773 848 66% 72% 69%
Massachusetts 632 712 754 912 1046 1146 44% 47% 52%
Michigan 524 524 626 769 881 967 47% 68% 54%
New Mexico 490 523 549 714 819 898 46% 57% 64%
New York 558 663 769 859 984 1079 54% 48% 40%
North Carolina 475 581 634 750 860 943 58% 48% 49%
Vermont 517 571 630 840 962 1055 62% 69% 67%
Virginia 462 541 686 720 826 905 56% 53% 32%
Missing the MARC: must raise rates by 76% to 100% in at least one age category
New Hampshire 481 521 620 862 988 1084 79% 90% 75%
South Dakota 478 478 574 754 865 947 58% 81% 65%
Utah 475 505 535 755 865 948 5%% 71% 77%
Missing the MARC: must raise rates by more than 100% in at least one age category
Golorado 354 354 429 785 899 986 122% 154% 130%
Delaware 397 397 511 744 853 935 87% 115% 83%
Idaho 301 339 453 717 820 900 138% 142% 99%
Illinois 409 453 491 787 901 988 92% 99% 101%
Maine 502 502 502 817 936 1026 63% 86% 104%
Missouri 300 356 396 747 856 938 149% 141% 137%
Ohio 304 304 304 756 866 949 149% 185% 212%
Rhode Island 438 415 480 861 986 1081 97% 138% 125%
South Carolina 337 364 431 686 786 861 104% 116% 100%
Wisconsin 232 232 232 772 885 969 233% 281% 318%

32% of its foster homes closed during the 2016 fiscal year (Michigan
Department of Health and Human Services, 201 7). It is difficult to ex-
plain that the decline in the number of foster homes is attributed to low
foster care rates because there are other factors that contribute to the
shortage of foster homes. However, a decrease in foster homes can re-
sult in multiple placements, use of residential care and untimely per-
manency. Reports from across the country document that children's
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residing in group care or residential care are often a result of foster
home shortages, especially in rural areas (Ilaack, 2017; Hart, 2017;
Meyers, 2017; Reinhart, 2012; Slattery, 2017; The Enterprise, 2017). It
is also often reported that a number of abused and neglected children
stayed in hotels or offices because foster care homes are not available
and they await permanent foster care placements for a long period of
time (Garrett, 2017; Maxine, 2017). Given that experienced foster
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Table 6
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Changes in gap between current foster care rates and foster care MARC from 2007 to 2016 (alphabetical within categories).

Current foster care rates difference between
2007 and 2016 ($)

Foster care MARC difference between
2007 and 2016 ($)

Changes in gap between current rates and MARC over time. It was
decreased or increased by (%)

Child's age 2 9 16 2 9 16 2 9 16
US average 67 84 87 120 138 151 6% 4% 5%
Gap decreased over time
Alaska 97 270 232 120 138 151 0% — 24% —14%
California 263 289 262 131 150 164 —42% —40% —25%
District of Columbia 64 64 63 120 138 151 —20% —8% — 6%
Massachusetts 142 181 138 146 168 184 -12% —-18% — 4%
Mississippi 360 433 462 106 121 133 —75% —83% —78%
Montana 363 356 344 114 131 143 —35% — 46% -33%
Nebraska 382 341 401 121 139 152 —156% —79% - 98%
New Jersey 210 250 240 143 164 180 —-19% — 24% —17%
North Carolina 85 141 144 120 138 151 — 4% —16% —13%
North Dakota 326 380 330 111 128 140 — 58% — 60% - 35%
Oklahoma 96 105 103 106 122 134 —9% —7% - 2%
Oregon 188 253 244 123 140 154 —33% — 49% - 32%
Tennessee 141 141 144 110 126 138 -11% —3% - 2%
Virginia 94 110 140 115 132 145 - 8% — 8% —7%
Washington 188 232 178 125 144 158 —37% — 36% -17%
Missing the MARC: gap increased by up to 10% in at least one age category
Alabama 53 54 55 108 124 136 8% 9% 9%
Iowa 56 57 64 119 137 150 8% 10% 9%
Kansas 71 71 71 120 137 151 7% 8% 8%
Kentucky 91 91 91 109 124 136 -2% 4% 5%
Maryland 100 100 100 120 137 151 —10% 3% 6%
Michigan 91 91 91 123 141 155 —2% - 3% 2%
New Hampshire 78 82 102 138 158 174 -1% 1% - 1%
Missing the MARC: gap increased by 11% to 25% in at least one age category
Arkansas 10 15 25 106 122 134 23% 23% 19%
Connecticut 35 33 33 144 165 181 14% 16% 16%
Florida 10 11 12 110 127 139 22% 24% 23%
Georgia 41 46 49 112 129 141 12% 12% 12%
Hawaii 46 121 147 120 138 151 11% — 4% —10%
Idaho 27 39 22 115 131 144 18% 12% 24%
Illinois 29 31 33 126 144 158 18% 20% 20%
Louisiana 27 84 102 108 124 136 17% — 6% — 9%
Missouri 29 34 38 120 137 150 18% 18% 17%
Nevada 0 0 0 122 139 153 11% 20% 19%
New Mexico 7 7 7 114 131 144 22% 24% 25%
New York 54 69 82 138 158 173 11% 9% 8%
Ohio 29 29 29 121 139 152 18% 21% 22%
Pennsylvania 7 / 310 128 147 161 18% 22% — 26%
South Dakota 27 27 32 121 139 152 18% 20% 18%
Texas 51 51 51 106 122 134 — 6% 8% 12%
Utah 49 79 48 121 139 152 10% 1% 14%
Vermont 42 43 46 135 154 169 14% 16% 15%
West Virginia 0 0 0 107 123 135 11% 21% 23%
Wyoming s} 0 0 116 133 146 12% 18% 19%
Missing the MARC: gap increased by 26% to 50% in at least one age category
Arizona —149 —149 —165 116 133 145 12% 31% 27%
Indiana —137 — 84 20 120 138 151 19% 26% 17%
Minnesota —20 85 91 126 145 158 26% 6% 6%
Rhode Island 0 -1 0 138 158 173 32% 39% 36%
South Carolina S 5 6 110 126 138 31% 32% 30%
Missing the MARC: gap increased by 51% to 100% in at least one age category
Colorado 6 —38 126 144 158 33% 61% 34%
Delaware —-120 —120 -6 119 137 150 66% T7% 31%
Maine —46 -75 —-112 131 150 164 38% 50% 64%
Missing the MARC: gap increased by more than 100%
Wisconsin -85 -114 -179 124 142 155 129% 166% 220%

parents often provide quality care to children with significant needs,
their greater presence in the foster care pool could also reduce the use
of far more expensive therapeutic foster care or residential care.
Multiple placements can have a negative impact on children's well-
being (Rubin et al., 2008). Children who experienced unstable out-of-
home placements are more likely to show poorer long-term physical
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and behavioral well-being, which is likely tied to ongoing and unstable
and negative placement experiences (Villodas, Litrownik, Newton, &
Davis, 2016). Even in more stable adoptive placements, children who
were in unstable placements in foster care were more likely to de-
monstrate poorer inhibition controls and more oppositional behavior
than adopted children with stable foster care experiences (Lewis,
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Dozier, Ackerman, & Sepulveda-Kozakowski, 2007).

In addition, inadequate foster care reimbursement can impact the
quality of foster parents' care. The limitation of payments often impacts
the amount of time a foster parent is able to spend with children in the
home as there is an increased need for employment to provide for the
family. In cases where the foster parent is a single earner, this can di-
rectly impact the amount of time spent between a foster parent and
child (Colton et al., 2008). If foster parents are not provided sufficient
support to care for the children and they have to pay out-of-pocket for
expenses that could ordinarily be judged to be basic to a child's de-
velopment and part of the parental role, they may be unable to ade-
quately provide for the children in their care and opt to discontinue
their role as foster parents (DeVooght et al., 2013; Geiger et al., 2013).

The results of this study indicate that, on a national average, foster
care reimbursement rates are far lower than would be expected to meet
children's basic needs based on the MARC. Current reimbursement for
the care of children 2 years old was $555 a month, children 9 years old
$593, and children 16 years old $655. States, on average, would need to
increase their rates by 35%, 45%, and 44% respectively for these age
groups to reach the 2016 foster care MARC. After adding geographical
adjustments, the 2016 estimated costs of foster care were determined to
be higher than current foster care reimbursement rates in all but four
states. The estimated cost of caring for children based on this analysis
was as much as 100% higher than the amount provided as reimburse-
ment to foster families in the ten lowest paying states. States have
complete discretion in setting their foster care rates. In fact, 2016 foster
care monthly rates range from $232 a month in Wisconsin to $1003 a
month in the District of Columbia.

This study's findings suggest the need for incteases in foster care
reimbursement rates in many states to facilitate the well-being for over
400,000 children in the foster care system. To establish the adequate
rates, the federal government needs to establish guidelines to set the
minimum foster care rates and strengthen foster care funding. States
also need to set the state level policies to adopt the foster care MARC to
cover actual costs of caring for children.

Adequate foster care reimbursement rates can lower financial bur-
dens on foster parents. Without financial stress, foster parents are more
likely to continue caring for children, and foster care systems would be
better able to maintain a stable pool of foster parents (Doyle, 2005;
Doyle & Peters, 2003; Geiger et al., 2013). Adequate foster care rates
can be more cost effective because they can help maintain or increase
the foster care supply and reduce the use of such strategies as holding
children in hotels or more expensive residential care. A study showed
that higher monthly subsidies paid to foster families had a positive
impact on foster home supply, indicating states with high subsidy rates
had an excess supply of foster homes (Doyle & Peters, 2007). When
combined with training and increased services, foster parent retention
rates dramatically increase with additional foster care stipends, and a
decrease in reimbursement rates is associated with a decrease in foster
parent retention, their satisfaction, and meeting children's needs
(Rindfleisch, Bean, & Dendy, 1998; Colton et al., 2008; Daniel, 2011).

In addition, adequate foster care rates contribute to children's sta-
bility of placements and permanency. Pac (2017) showed that for foster
children, stability of placement was linked to whether the caregiver
perceived that the stipend was “adequate” for the needs of the child.
When foster parents described their stipend as adequate, there was a
45% decrease in disruption risk, and among kinship homes, with a 1%
increased stipend resulting in a 53% decrease risk of disruption (Pac,
2017). When children receive stable and necessary care through ade-
quate foster care rates, Lhey have a better chance of achieving perma-
nency outcomes in stable homes (DeVooght et al., 2013).

As in all research studies, there are some limitations. First, the foster
care MARC dues not include the cost of transporting a child to visit with
his/her biological family and school or the cost of full-time child care
for working foster parents. Given the variability in these expenditures
from case to case, states/localities can reimburse foster parents based
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on their actual expenditures, in addition to the foster care MARC
(DePanfilis et al., 2007). Additionally, the foster care MARC excludes
expenses related to the cost of travel to administrative and judicial
reviews and health care appointments. These expenses also change in
amount and frequency and, in addition, are not reimbursable to states
under the federal Title IV-E Maintenance program, which provided the
framework for the estimation of the foster care MARC. However, these
costs are reimbursable under other federal funding mechanisms, in-
cluding the Title IV-E Administration Program and the Title XIX Med-
icaid Program. Here again, states can reimburse foster parents for their
actual travel expenses for these purposes, in addition to the foster care
MARC (DePanfilis et al., 2007). Second, some states' foster care rates
are based on multiple factors (e.g., age, placements in the community,
or child's level of needs) and have varying rates in each state. However,
this study's methodology considers only basic rates and compares those
with the MARC. Lastly, to update the foster care MARC for 2016, this
study simply utilized inflation adjustment rates using CPI-U-RS pro-
vided by U.S. BLS, and assumes similar spending patterns over time.
Although this study provides insightful information and adds to the
literature on foster parent reimbursement rates, future research should
examine whether the spending patterns changed in fundamental ways
to focus on items that are or are not included in the foster care re-
imbursement calculations and how those patterns change over time.

Future research should also focus on collecting primary data from
foster families directly about the expenditures of caring for children,
instead of using secondary data sources. However, since available re-
sources influence actual expenditures, it is likely that a quantitative
study alone could not factor how some needs may go unmet (e.g.,
clothing to participate in sports or other school activities). A mixed -
method study would ideally be implemented to consider how resource
shortages compared to sufficient resources affects how the basic needs
of foster children are met. In addition, future studies should examine
longitudinal effects of increased foster care reimbursement rates in any
states on foster parents' retention, as well as children's permanency and
well-being outcomes.
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