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Executive Summary

The Texas Early Childhood Education Assessment is a collaborative project between the

Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources at the University of Texas at Austin and

the Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University, with funding provided by the Texas

Early Learning Council via the University of Texas Health Sciences Center in Houston. The

purpose of the project is to describe the demand for, the supply of, and the service gaps in

early childhood education and school-age care programs and services for the state of Texas and

jurisdictions within Texas. This is the first statewide needs assessment of Texas early childhood

education in over 40 years.

The Texas needs assessment has four specific objectives:

1.

2.

To understand and estimate the number of children under age 13 who are
eligible for early childhood education programs and for school-age care in the

near term (2010-2015) and over the long term (to 2040).

To understand and document the current supply of formal providers of early
childhood education programs and services as well as school-age care for
children under the age of 13 and the quality of that supply based on available

data from federal, state, and local agencies and service providers.
To conduct a gap analysis based on objectives 1 and 2.

To generate a final, comprehensive Texas needs assessment that analyzes the
availability and quality of Texas’ early childhood education and school-age care
systems for the near term (2010-2015) and develops projections of the need for

these services over the long term (to 2040).

Research Methods

Data sources for the Texas Early Childhood Needs Assessment are presented in Table 1

below. The Ray Marshall Center and Hobby Center project team used these data sources and
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sophisticated statistical modeling and forecasting techniques to estimate the supply and project

the demand of early childhood education and school-age care and services by detailed

geographical areas, including Councils of Governments (COG) planning regions, Metropolitan

Statistical Areas (MSA), and counties. In particular, information from the U.S. Census and state

data sources were used to create population projections. Supply documentation relied on

available national, state and local survey data; program eligibility rules; and administrative

program participation data collected by various programs. Summarized data from the demand

and supply analyses were matched to determine gaps in the supply of available programs and

services at the state, COG, MSA and county levels.

Table ES 1. Research Components and Data Sources

projections

Supply data

Quality data

RESEARCH
COMPONENT DATA SOURCE
Population e 2000and2010 US. Census data

e Vital Statistics fromthe Texas Department of State Health Services

e  American Community Survey, 2006-2010

e Texas Department of Family and Protective Services (TDFPS) Child Care
Division:licensed child carecenters, licensed homes, registered and listed
homes

e ChildCareDevelopment Fund (CCDF)

e  PublicSchool Pre-K program for at-risk children (Pre-K)

e  PrivateSchool Survey (PSS)

e  Public School Preschool Programs for Children with Disabilities (PPCD)

e EarlyChildhood Intervention (ECI)

e Head Start, Early Head Start and Migrant programs (HS/EHS)

e Department of Defense (DOD) militaryinstallation child carecenters

A formal designation of quality by any of the following external organizationsor
programs:

e Texas School Ready! (TSR!)

e Texas RisingStar (TRS)

e National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)

e National Association for Family Child Care (NAFCC)

e National Early Childhood Program Accreditation (NECPA)

e National Accreditation Commission for Early Child Careand Education
Programs (NAC)

e Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI)

e National Afterschool Association (NAA)
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Key Findings

Changes in Population

In 2010, nearly 5 million children ages 0-12 lived in Texas. Texas accounted for 53.2
percent of the growth inthe early childhood and school-age population (ages 0-12) in the U.S.
overall between 2000 and 2010. The Texas early childhood and school-age population is
increasingly concentrated in metropolitan areas (as defined in the 2010 Census).

Texas is becoming more diverse, especially among the early childhood and school-age
population. As of 2010, Hispanics accounted for approximately half (49.3 percent) of this age
group (up from 41.6 percent in 2000). This diversification is not only a result of growth in
Hispanic, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Asian and Other children, but alsois a result of a
decline of Non-Hispanic White children between 2000 and 2010.

Texas’ projected increase of 303,072 children for the five-year period from 2010 to 2015
is largerthan the numerical increase that occurred in any other state in the United States for
the ten year period from 2000 to 2010. The growth will continue to be dominated by minority
early childhood populations, particularly Hispanics, who will account for more than 65 percent
of the increase in the childhood population from 2010 to 2015. This growth will be
concentrated in the metropolitan areas of Houston, Dallas, San Antonio, Austin, McAllen, and El

Paso.

Selected Socioeconomic Characteristics

An estimated 24.9 percent of Texas children, ages 0-12, lived in poverty households in
2010, with 1.3 million (25.4 percent) projected to do so in 2015. This would equal an increase of
roughly 99,000 poor Texas children over the five-year period. An estimated 13.3 percent of the
early childhood and school-age population lived in linguistically isolated households in 2010 but
only four percent of all children were foreign-born. Nearly 60 percent of children, ages 0-12,
lived either in two-parent households in which both parents worked (29.7 percent) or a single-

working-parent household (29.8 percent).

Xi
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Supply of Early Care and Education and School-Age Care Services and Programs
Nearly 23,500 unique Texas operators — consisting of licensed child care centers,
various types of family homes, public pre-kindergarten (Pre-K) and military child development
centers — provided over 865,000 unduplicated slots of early care and education services in
2010 (Table 2). Several other types of early care and education were either included in the
overall totals or data limitations restricted full analysis. Of those: 1,064 private schools offered
Pre-K to nearly 55,000 children; Head Start (HS) and Early Head Start (EHS) programs provided
services to a total of 93,132 children and pregnant women; and over 12,600 providers offered
early care and education through the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) program to nearly

140,000 children each month.

Table ES 2. Distribution of Unduplicated Providers and Slots by Type

Providers Slots

Type of Care Number Percent Number Percent
Total 23,465 100% 867,628 100%
Child Care Centers 8,300 35% 586,923 67%
Licensed Homes 1,626 7% 12,600 1%
Registered Homes 6,330 27% 30,557 4%
Listed Homes 4,037 17% 10,155 1%
Public Pre-K 3,154 13% 224,287 26%
Military CDCs 18 .07% 3,106 3%

Percentages don'ttotal 100% due to rounding

Additional services for young children and their families in 2010 included: the Early
Childhood Intervention program, which served 66,648 children with developmental delays from
birth through age 2, and the Preschool Program for Children with Disabilities, which served
41,815 3- to 5-year-old students. Home visiting programs provide early intervention services
for high-risk families. In 2010, Texas provided home visiting services through 12 programs
located throughout the state providing support to families with pregnant women and children

up to age five.

Xii
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The Texas Department of Family and Protective Services child care registry data for 2010
identified over 18,000 facilities that provided school-age care but it was not possible to get a

full count of school-age care slots due to data limitations.

Quality Designation of Programs

The most common type of quality designation in 2010 was Texas Rising Star (TRS), with
over 1,200 provider sites meeting TRS standards. In Texas, for the 2010-2011 school year, there
were 1,765 Texas School Ready!-certified Pre-K classrooms serving a total of 30,098 students,

with an additional 1,452 in the process of certification.

Gap Analysis

In 2010, the total unduplicated supply of formal ECE could have potentially served 45
percent of Texas children ages 0-4 and 78 percent of the estimated need for child care (for
children ages 0-4) among working families in 2010. Model estimates for the 20 largest counties
of the relative gap between projected child population and estimated amount of formal care
needed identified the counties with the largest relative supply of formal care and the smallest
relative supply of formal care and projected the expected need for care among working families
to 2015 based on anticipated increases in the child population.

Public school Pre-K programs served 85-90 percent of eligible 4-year-olds in 2010.
Summary HS and EHS data indicated that only five percent of eligible children ages birth
through two, 31 percent of eligible 3-year-olds and 39 percent of eligible 4-year-olds were
served in Texas programs. Less than ten percent of eligible families and children ages 0-12 were
served by CCDF programs in 2010.

A maximum of 16 percent of child care centers and 12 percent of public Pre-K programs
received any type of quality designationin 2010. All COG planning regions and MSAs contained
at least one early care and education provider with at least one of the eight quality designations
included in this study, but only 160 of Texas’ 254 counties housed any providers meeting these

external quality standards.

Xiii
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Recommendations

At the state level, policy makers should:

1.

Identify and better articulate the total array of services that would enable

families and communities to better support young families and their children.

Assess whether the creation of a separate agency of early learning would
enhance the state’s efforts to improve the kindergarten readiness of its youngest

residents.

Increase the available services for low-income children under the age of four to
enable a larger share of young low-income Texas children to participate in

language-rich environments within a variety of possible settings.

Develop a more systematic approach to measuring and improving program
quality, either by improving licensing and public Pre-K standards or by financially
supporting a unified system of quality designation for early childhood education

providers.

Determine the extent to which children entering PPCD programs received ECI
services in order to identify those groups of developmentally delayed children

who are not receiving the earliest possible program interventions.

Work with relevant groups to better understand the need for and supply of

school-age care.

Conduct a cost-benefit analysis to determine which types of services have the

greatestimpact on kindergarten readiness and other educational outcomes.

This analysis also can be used as a starting point for gathering the more detailed

information that communities need for more targeted program needs assessments in their local

geographical areas. Local planners should address the following questions:

1.

Is the current share of formal ECE in each community sufficient to meet this

community’s specific needs?

Xiv



Final Report —November 2012

How prepared is this community to deal with the overall projected growth of the
population of young children who will need care because of their parents’

employment?

Are there opportunities to maximize the coordination between certain types of
care (e.g., Pre-K, HS, CCDF) so as to improve the kindergarten readiness of young

children considered to be at-risk?

How much additional public funding will be required to deal with the expected

growth in children requiring specialized services?

Are there additional opportunities to enhance the overall quality of care within
this community? To what extent can local resources from various community
stakeholders — e.g., employers, government, military, philanthropic community

— be engaged in the process of improving the availability and quality of care?

Future Needs Assessments

Prior to conducting any future needs assessments of this type, the state should

implement a common data collection protocol for Texas ECE and SAC programs and collect the

desired data at least annually. The preferred structure would designate some entity with the

authority to recommend data collection standards for all government-funded programs, to link

individual records across various programs and years and to work with all relevant program

administrators to improve the quality of the data collected about each of these programs.

Legislation may be required to specify overall governance and data reporting requirements.

Specific recommendations for improving the data needed for future needs assessments

include:

1.

Increase the sample of detailed demographic information needed to identify key
characteristics of demand for early care and education that cannot be obtained
from existing Census data, and consider enhancing existing ACS data with
periodic surveys that include other variables — such as disability status —

needed to better plan for young children’s program needs.
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2. Add a common program identifier code to the TDFPS registry database and a
standardized school name code to the TEA database. Encourage providers and

accrediting bodies to use these common identifiers in their databases.

3. Add desired program capacity (by child age) to the information in the TDFPS

registry database for child care centers

4. Encourage all providers and accrediting bodies to archive past data or assign

some group to collect data on a periodic basis to create such a data archive.

XVi



Introduction

The Texas Early Childhood Education Assessment is a collaborative project between the
Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources (RMC) at the University of Texas at
Austin and the Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University, with funding provided by
the Texas Early Learning Council via the University of Texas Health Sciences Center in Houston.
The purpose of the project is to describe the demand for, the supply of, and the service gaps in
early childhood education and school-age care programs and services for the state of Texas and
jurisdictions within Texas. This is the first statewide needs assessment of early childhood

education in over 40 years.

Early Childhood Education and School-Age Care Definition

Early childhood education (ECE) and school-age care (SAC) include formal non-parental
care and education of children under age 13 other than regular K-12 schooling." This definition
includes child care and education provided by public and private Pre-K programs; Head Start
(HS); Early Head Start (EHS); licensed child care centers; licensed, registered, and listed child-
care homes; Preschool Program for Children with Disabilities (PPCD); and providers of formal
public and private school-age care during the school year, plus informal self-arranged care
authorized by the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF). The study also encompasses other
early childhood services to families, including Early Childhood Intervention (ECI) services for
children from birth to age two with developmental delays and home visiting programs that
provide support to high-risk pregnant women and families with children under age five. Exempt
from this definition are: enrichment programs that exclusively provide tutorial services or
lessons for sports or other types of enrichment; informal child care arrangements that are not
licensed or registered with the Texas Department of Family and Protective Services (TDFPS) Day

Care Licensing; and programs that exclusively provide summer care.

! Although the formal name of this study references early childhood education, the body of the report will
distinguish amongthe various components that make up this definition — earlycare, early education, other
services to young children and their families, and school-age care. The terms ‘early childhood education’and ‘early
careand education’ may be used interchangeably.
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Research Objectives and Overview

Families and policy makers are increasingly aware of the role of early childhood care and
education inimproving school readiness, especially among Texas’ underrepres ented and special
populations. The core of the Texas needs assessment is to rely solely upon previously collected
data to provide information that canassistin the future planning of personnel, facilities and
budgets related to such programs throughout the state of Texas. The Texas needs assessment
has four specific objectives:

1. Tounderstand and estimate the number of children under age 13 who are
eligible for early childhood education programs and for school-age care in the

near term (2010-2015) and over the long term (to 2040).

2. To understand and document the current supply of formal providers of early
childhood education programs and services as well as school-age care for
children under the age of 13 and the quality of that supply based on available

data from federal, state, and local agencies and service providers.
3. To conduct a gap analysis based on objectives 1 and 2.

4. To generate afinal, comprehensive Texas needs assessment that analyzes the
availability and quality of Texas’ early childhood education and school-age care
systems for the near term (2010-2015) and develops projections of the need for

these services over the long term (to 2040).

This report is organized into four parts that match the project’s overall objectives. More
detailed technical reports covering the first three objectives are available onthe Ray Marshall
Center web site for those readers interested in the detailed numerical findings for all
geographical areas.

Part | analyzes U.S. Census data for children ages 0-12 by geography and race/ethnicity
and gives child population projections for 2015 and 2040. Analyses of income and other
socioeconomic characteristics that are important for determining eligibility for specific early

childhood programs are also presented.
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The second part of this report summarizes available data from eight different sources to
identify Texas providers of early childhood education services and school-age care and the total
capacity of these services. This section also counts the number of program providers who
maintain some form of quality accreditation or certification from eight different organizations.

Part Il brings together data from the first two objectives to determine the gap between
the demand for services and the available supply that can be computed from the available data.
This section also presents results from a statistical model used to identify those counties likely
to need more or less formal early care and education in the future based on child population
growth. Finally, this chapter discusses the limits of relying solely on existing data for conducting
this type of analysis and identifies the types of additional detailed data that would be needed
for a more complete gap analysis.

The final part summarizes and discusses the implications of the findings from the first
three parts of this report. It then provides recommendations for service improvements and for

conducting future needs assessments.



Part I: Change in the Early Childhood and School-
Age Population in Texas, 2000 to 2010, and
Projected to 2015

Overview

The future of the United States is tied to the success of the education of children in
Texas. While accounting for 15.7 percent of the growth in the total population in the United
States between 2000 and 2010, Texas accounted for 53.2 percent of the growth in the child
population (ages 0-12)°. As shown in Figure 1, Texas’ increase of 732,166 children or 17.2
percent between 2000 and 2010 was more than the combined growth in the early childhood
and school-age populations of Georgia, North Carolina, and Florida [ranked second through
fourth in growth for this age group]. By 2010, 9.3 percent of the early childhood and school-age
population inthe United States resided in Texas. Only California had more children in this age

group (at 12.3 percent of the U.S. population ages 0-12).

Figure 1. Growth of Number of Children Ages 0-12, 2000-2010
1,600,000

1,400,000
1,200,000

1,000,000
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Total Texas Georgia North Florida Arizona Utah Colorado Nevada Virginia Tennessee
us Carolina
Growth

% The child population covered by this report encompasses both the early childhood ages (0-4) and school-ageages
(5-12) populations. The populationinthese ages accountfor the majority of the demand for early childhood and
school-agecare. For ease of description,on occasion theterms ‘children’ or ‘childhood population’ areused to
refer to the 0-12 age group.
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Texas’ shift to a more racially and ethnically diverse population is especially apparentin
the early childhood and school-age population. By 2010, Hispanics accounted for
approximately half (49.3 percent) of this age group (up from 41.6 percent in 2000). This
diversification is not only a result of growth in Hispanic, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Asian
and Other children, but alsois a result of a decline in the Non-Hispanic White population by
121,002 children between 2000 and 2010. At the same time, recent data and projections
suggest that the socioeconomic characteristics of these children will continue to create
challenges in the provision of early care and education services.

This part examines the demographic change that has occurred in this population in the
previous decade and its projected change through 2015, analyzing the total change in the entire
state and at these sub-state levels: Council of Government (COGs) planning regions,
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), and counties. This section also details changes in
important household and socioeconomic characteristics of the childhood population. Projected
population changes through 2015 and 2040 are included in Appendix A for all children ages 0-
12, as well as for children ages 0-2, 3-4 and 5-12.

Research Methods
Data on population patterns for the 2000-2010 time period were derived from the 2000

and 2010 Census of Population and Housing while values for 2015 projections used 2000 and
2010 Census values and Vital Statistics data from the Texas Department of State Health Services
in a cohort component projection model. Mixed sources of vital statistics were used in
estimates for each age-, sex-, and race/ethnicity-specific cohort. Combinations of assumptions
on fertility, mortality and migration were then used to formulate alternative scenarios for all
counties.

Socioeconomic analyses examined living arrangements, employment patterns, foreign
birth and language use using data derived from the Integrated Public Use Microdata Sample for
the 2000 U.S. Decennial Census and the 2010 American Community Survey. The number of
children in poverty in 2010 and projections of poverty for 2015 were estimated from data

derived from the 2006-2010 American Community Survey. While limited by potential sampling
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errors, these estimates and projections provide useful indications of the prevalence and change
in the socioeconomic characteristics of the childhood population in Texas.

Detailed descriptions of the methods used in this population analysis are provided in
Population Changes and Projections in the Early Childhood and School-age Population in Texas,

2000 to 2010, and Projected to 2015.°

Detailed Findings4
Population Changes, 2000-2010 and 2010-2015

Statewide population changes. In 2010, nearly five million children, ages 0-12, were
living in Texas, anincrease of 732,166 over the previous decade (17.2 percent growth). Much
of that growth occurred during the early part of that period. The economic downturn
beginning in 2008 impacted migration and augmented the trend of declining birth rates for
Non-Hispanic Whites, Non-Hispanic Blacks, Non-Hispanic Asians, and Others. The later part of
the decade also saw an approximately six percent decline in Hispanic birth rates.

Fertility trends are expected to continue for most of these groups since they have been
showing relatively continuous patterns of decline since 2000. The extent to which Hispanic
rates will continue to decline is less certain since they have only recently shown decline and the
period of such decline coincides with the last few years (2008-2011) of the economic downturn
in Texas and the United States. As a result of anincorporation of the considerations noted
above, the five-yearincrease of 303,072 is projected to be 82 percent of the five-year growth
level for 2000-2010. This is reasonable given the levels of historic change and economic-related
effects of the past several years and the likely extension of some of these for the near-term.

Even if Texas experiences this slower rate of growth from 2010 to 2015, growth in the
child population is still substantial relative to other states. Texas’ projected increase of 303,072
children for the five-year period from 2010 to 2015 is larger than the numerical increase that
occurred in any other state in the rest of the United States for the ten-year period from 2000 to

2010.

* This report can be accessed at: www.utexas.edu/research/cshr/

* The following discussion focuses on the population of all Texas children, ages 0-12. More detailed information by
childageisincludedinPartlll and Appendix A.
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Changes by race and ethnicity. Texas also has experienced substantial levels of change in
its racial/ethnic characteristics. The Non-Hispanic White childhood population continues to
decline with simultaneous increases in the Hispanic childhood population. In 2000, Non-
Hispanic Whites and Hispanics accounted for 84 percent of the total early childhood and
school-age population in Texas, as shown in Figure 2. This overall percentage remained
virtually unchanged in 2010, but while Non-Hispanic Whites accounted for a plurality of the
early childhood and school-age population in 2000 (at 42.3 percent), by 2010, Hispanics were
the dominant race/ethnic group (at 49.3 percent). If the projections presented here occur, in
2015 the majority of early childhood and school-age children in Texas will be Hispanic (50.2

percent), while only 31.8 percent will be Non-Hispanic White.

Figure 2. Changes in Composition of the Child Population (Ages 0-12) in Texas over Time
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Between 2000 and 2010, the Non-Hispanic White early childhood and school-age
population decreased by over 121,000. Between 2010 and 2015, the Non-Hispanic White
childhood population will increase only slightly, by 36,967 to 1,683,695 in 2015 (a 2.2

percentage increase). The Hispanic early childhood and school-age population showed the
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largestincrease, from 1.8 million in 2000 to 2.5 million in 2010 (a total of 690,021 or 38.9
percent). Due to declines in migration and birthrates, Hispanics are projected to experience a
slower pace of growth from 2010 to 2015, growing 8.0 percent to 2.7 million by 2015.

In percentage terms, the fastest growing group was the Non-Hispanic Asian and Other
population, which increased by 60.9 percent (from 193,483 to 311,330) between 2000 and
2010. Although the total number in this group is relatively small compared to other race/ethnic
groups (i.e., Non-Hispanic Whites and Hispanics), by 2015, this group is projected to increase to
358,333, a 15.1 percent increase.

As a result of having an age structure similarto Non-Hispanic Whites as well as declining
rates of fertility, the Non-Hispanic Black population had a lower rate of population growth than
any other race/ethnic group except Non-Hispanic Whites (45,300 or 8.6 percent from 2000 to
2010). ltis projected that they will experience a small increase between 2010 and 2015 of
21,000 children to 595,072 in 2015 (or a 3.7 percentage increase). The share of the early
childhood and school-age population that is Non-Hispanic Black is projected to decline from
11.5 percent in 2010 to 11.2 percent in 2015.

Council of Government Planning Regions. The patterns of change in the early childhood
and school-age population in COG planning regions follow those of the overall population. The
most rapid growth from 2000 to 2010 occurred inthe South Texas border area and in the Texas
Triangle (the end points of which include Houston, Dallas-Ft. Worth, and San Antonio (including
the Austin area). All of the COG planning regions that experienced faster growth than the
state’s increase in the under 13 population of 17.2 percent are located within these areas
(Figure 3.) Between 2000 and 2010, 60.4 percent of the state’s growth in the early childhood
and school-age population occurred in the Houston-Galveston and North Central Texas
planning regions. Growth in the childhood population will continue to be dominated by these
two regions with 55.0 percent of the state’s 2010-2015 growth occurring in these regions and
another 15.2 percent of the growth in the childhood population occurring in the Capital Area
planning region. By 2015, 51.4 percent of the total early childhood and school-age population

will reside in the Houston-Galveston and North Central Texas planning regions.



Figure 3. Percent Change in Early Childhood Population for Councils of Governments Regions, 2000-2010 and 2010-2015
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Metropolitan Statistical Areas. The Texas early childhood and school-age population is
increasingly concentrated in metropolitan areas (as defined in the 2010 census). In 2010,
approximately 89.6 percent of the early childhood and school-age population lived in
metropolitan areas (compared to 87.4 percent in 2000). Of the 732,166 children added in this
age group from 2000 to 2010, 726,364 (99.2 percent of all children added) were located in
metropolitan areas (Figure 4.) Most of the projected 303,000 increase in this population from
2010 to 2015 is projected to occur in metropolitan areas, with only about 20,000 children being

added to non-metropolitan areas.

Figure 4. Metropolitan Statistical Areas’ Shares of Total Statewide Change in the Early
Childhood Population, 2000-2010 and 2010-2015
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Projections to 2015 indicate continued growth (more than 162,000 children) in the
Dallas-Ft. Worth-Arlington and Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown MSAs. Figure 5 shows the

projected changes in child population for all MSAs.
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Figure 5. Percent Change in Early Childhood Population for Metropolitan Statistical Areas in Texas,
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Counties. Over fifty percent of the state’s early childhood and school-age population will live
in six counties in 2015 (Harris, Dallas, Tarrant, Bexar, Travis, and Hidalgo Counties). Overall, 62
counties are projected to have rates of growth in their early childhood and school-age populations
that are the same as, or greater than, the rate for the state as a whole.

Of the 254 counties in Texas, 202 experienced declines in their Non-Hispanic White early
childhood and school-age populations during the 2000-2010 decade. Between 2010 and 2015, 108
counties are projected to experience declines in the Non-Hispanic White early childhood and
school-age populations and 131 will have no change or experience population growth.” Significant
growth occurred in the Hispanic early childhood and school-age population over the 2000-2010
decade, with 105 counties experiencing growth in this population that was greater than the 38.9
percent growth experienced by the state as a whole. For the Non-Hispanic Black early childhood and
school-age population, the most substantial percentage growth from 2000 to 2010 occurred in
suburban counties of Dallas-Ft. Worth-Arlington, Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, Austin-Round Rock-
San Marcos, and San Antonio-New Braunfels (23 counties in all); and counties that experienced
decline were located in East Texas (Figure 6). These trends are expected to continue so that of the
counties with at least 100 Non-Hispanic Black children ages 0-12 in 2010, approximately 61 counties

will experience growth or no change while 55 will experience population declines by 2015 (Figure 7).

> The remaining 15 counties hadless than 100 Non-Hispanic Whitechildren.

12
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Figure 6. Percent Change in Child Population, Ages 0-12 2000-2010

Percent Change
[ ] Less than 100 children in 2000

[ | Population decline (118)

[ No change or less than 10% (69)
Il At least 10% but less than State growth of 17.2% (26)
- Greater or equal to State growth of 17.2% (38)
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Figure 7. Percent Change in Child Population, Ages 0-12 2010-2015

Percent Change
[ ] Less than 100 children in 2010

[ | Population decline (70)

[ No change or less than State growth of 6.1% (117)
[ Greater or equal to State growth of 6,1% (62)

There are fewer counties with significantly large populations of Non-Hispanic Asian and
Others. Of the counties with at least 100 Non-Hispanic Asian and Other children ages 0-12 in 2000,
four counties experienced population decline while 25 had growth greater than the state as a
whole. This population group is expected to grow by 15.1 percent between 2010 and 2015, and 25

counties are expected to meet or exceed that growth rate.

Selected Socioeconomic Characteristics of Texas Children, Ages 0-12 in 2010
The state and its component areas will also show change in key socioeconomic

characteristics of their populations and households that are likely to be of particular importance in

14
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planning early childhood education and school-age care. These characteristics are also related to
some of the eligibility criteria for publicly-funded early childhood education and school-age care
programs. These data suggest that not only will the early childhood and school-age population
increase by 2015, but the number of children with language, poverty, and other challenges will also
increase.

In Texas the majority of early childhood and school-age children live in two-parent
households (Figure 8). In 2010, an estimated 62.0 percent of all children ages 0 through 12 were
living with two parents while 34 percent were living with a single parent; a majority of this group (27
percent) lived with a single mother. The highest rate of growth occurred in the number of children
living with a single parent, which increased by 53.2 percent (or 591,445 children) compared to a 4.9
percent change in the number living with both parents (a change of 146,490) children. The majority
of early childhood and school-age children live with two parents who both work (29.7 percent) or

with a single working parent (23.0 percent).

Figure 8. Living Arrangements of Children Ages 0-12 in Texas

2000 2010
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The number of foreign-born young children in Texas declined slightly, from 238,000 in 2000
to an estimated 208,000 in 2010. Only about four percent of all children ages 0-12 were foreign-

born in 2010. That year, 17 percent of children lived with at least one non-citizen parent. Seventy-
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nine percent of the early childhood and school-age population lived with at least one parent who
was a citizen; 4 percent lived in households or other living arrangements without either parent
present. Between 2000 and 2010, the number of children living in households where all members
14 years old and older had at least some difficulty speaking English increased by 175,990 or 35.8
percent (to 668,080 in 2010). In 2010, 1.2 million or 24.9 percent of children in Texas were living in

poverty; 1.3 million (25.4 percent) are projected to do so by 2015.

Summary
The population of Texas children, ages 0-12, increased by 732,166, or 17.2 percent, inthe

2000 to 2010 decade. Texas accounted for 53.2 percent of the total increase in the childhood
population inthe U.S. from 2000 to 2010. The projections for 2010 to 2015 suggest that the level of
increase is likely to slow, but even so, the projected five-year increase of more than 303,000
children will exceed the growth that occurred in any other state for the prior ten-year period.

The growth will continue to be dominated by minority early childhood populations,
particularly Hispanics, who will account for more than 65 percent of the increase in the childhood
population from 2010 to 2015. This growth will be concentrated in the metropolitan areas of
Houston, Dallas, San Antonio, Austin, McAllen, and El Paso.

The population growth will be accompanied by substantial increases in the number of early
childhood and school-age children who are impoverished. These data suggest that the challenge for
Texas of providing such children with the resources they need for healthy development will
continue in the coming years.

Part lll of this report discusses the more detailed demand characteristics, such as variations
by age of child, family structure, and employment patterns, needed to compare to the supply data

described in Part Il.
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Part Il. Supply and Quality of Early Childhood
Education and School-Age Care

The field of early childhood education and services is extraordinarily complex and
diverse. Even when limited to the formal supply sector as in this study, the types of services
provided to young children range from structured classroom settings whose focus is to prepare
children for school, to home-based settings whose main purpose is either to provide care for
young children whose parents are working or training or to mitigate effects of development
delays.® School-age care (SAC) is typically used by working parents and provided in very diverse
types of settings, including school campuses, homes, child care centers, and community
centers. Other services such as Early Childhood Intervention (ECI) and home visiting programs

are alsoincluded in the Texas system providing services to young children and their families.

Overview
This part first presents the formal supply of ECE and SAC providers and the total number

of slots — the number of children who could be served at any given time — within each supply
source. Estimates of formal providers and enrollment capacity are identified for the state and
for smaller geographic areas — specifically COG regions, MSAs and counties — when those
could be supported from the available data. The second section of this part identifies the
number of ECE programs that maintain an accreditation or certification from an identified

quality assessment program.

Research Methods
Estimates of the total supply of formal ECE and SAC and the quality of that supply were

determined from data that were already collected, both from administrative databases
maintained by licensing or accreditation organizations or agencies that administer publicly-

funded programs, and from existing data collected from provider surveys. The data for the

® The formal child caresector includes those providers that areregulated in some way by a government agency.
Informal child care — care provided by relatives or friends outside of a regulated setting — is outside of the scope
of this study except for relative careauthorized by CCDF.
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programs and providers listed in Table 1, in combination with the use of statistical estimation
techniques, form the basis for the information in this part. The supply data include programs
and services with diverse eligibility requirements, geographic service areas and quality
requirements. Gaps in the available data — e.g., lack of required detail by child age, limited
information for small geographic areas, inability to link files by name or zip code — made it
impossible to describe all types of ECE and SAC at the desired level of detail. More information
on the research methods used to determine supply and quality is presented in Appendix A of

the Supply and Quality of Early Care and Education and School-Age Care report.’

Table 1. Research Components and Data Sources

RESEARCH
COMPONENT DATA SOURCE
Supply data e Texas Department of Family and Protective Services (TDFPS) Child Care
Division:licensed child care centers, licensed homes, registered and listed
homes
e  Child CareDevelopment Fund (CCDF)
e PublicSchool Pre-K program for at-risk children (Pre-K)
e PrivateSchool Survey (PSS)
e  PublicSchool Preschool Programs for Children with Disabilities (PPCD)
e EarlyChildhood Intervention (ECI)
e Head Start, Early Head Start and Migrant programs (HS/EHS)
e Department of Defense (DOD) militaryinstallation child carecenters
Quality data A formal designation of quality by any of the followingexternal organizationsor

programs:
e Texas School Ready! (TSR!)
e Texas RisingStar (TRS)
e National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
e National Association for Family Child Care (NAFCC)
e National Early Childhood Program Accreditation (NECPA)
e National Accreditation Commission for Early Child Careand Education
Programs (NAC)
e Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI)
e National Afterschool Association (NAA)

Detailed Findings
Estimates of the total unduplicated number of ECE providers and slots in 2010 are

presented, followed by individual supply estimates for each of the of types ECE programs and

"This report can be accessed at: www.utexas.edu/research/cshr/
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services included in this study. Partial estimates of SAC are then discussed, along with a

summary of home visiting services for families of young children.

Unduplicated Supply of Formal Early Care and Education and Services in Texas

For the purposes of this study, the total unduplicated supply of formal ECE consists of
education and care provided by facilities listed in the Texas Department of Family and
Protective Services (TDFPS) registry (child care centers and family homes), public Pre-K and
child care centers on military installations. Other types of ECE — Head Start (HS) and Early Head
Start (EHS), many private school Pre-K programs and services mandated by Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) programs — are either included within one or more of the
main supply categories or cannot be described at the desired level of sub-state detail to be
included for this analysis. Although itis possible for some young children to be co-enrolled in
both a TDFPS slot and Pre-K, it was not possible to measure the actual rates of co-enrollment
from the available data.

Estimates based on the best available data found that nearly 23,500 unique Texas
operators provided over 865,000 slots of ECE services in 2010.®> As shown in Table 2, over two-
thirds of the total unduplicated capacity was located in child care centers and another 25
percent in public Pre-K programs. Child care centers and homes comprise nearly three- fourths
of the unduplicated supply of care. These organizations typically serve working parents and are

fairly responsive to market conditions based on parents’ ability to pay for care.

® A slotis defined as care or education for one child for one full day. More than one child can occupy one slotif
each child attends a program for only one-halfday.
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Table 2. Distribution of Unduplicated Providers and Slots by Type

Providers Slots

Type of Care Number Percent Number Percent
Total 23,465 100% 867,628 100%
Child Care Centers 8,300 35% 586,923 67%
Licensed Homes 1,626 7% 12,600 1%
Registered Homes 6,330 27% 30,557 4%
Listed Homes 4,037 17% 10,155 1%
Public Pre-K 3,154 13% 224,287 26%
Military CDCs 18 .07% 3,106 3%

Percentages don'ttotal 100% due to rounding

The distribution of the total ECE capacity roughly corresponded to the child population
density, with approximately 90 percent of providers and slots located within MSAs. Among
specific MSAs, the Dallas Fort Worth-Arlington and Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown MSAs had the
largest supplies, with over 215,000 slots each, while the Sherman-Denison MSA had the fewest
number of slots (2,877). Non-MSA counties totaled approximately 87,000 slots. Figure 9

displays the total distribution of formal ECE slots by county.
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Figure 9. Distribution of Unduplicated Formal ECE Slots by County
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Specific Types of Early Care and Education and Services

In addition to estimating total unduplicated early care and education for young children,
the report on program supply gave detailed estimates of the number of providers and slots for
the following specific sources of early care and education in 2010 (Table 3.) Tothe extent
possible from the available data, these also were tabulated for COGs, MSAs, and individual

Texas counties.
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Table 3. Distribution of all Providers and Slots by Program Type
(counts may be duplicative)

Type of Care Providers Slots

Child Care Centers 8,300 586,923
Licensed Homes 1,626 12,600
Registered Homes 6,330 30,557
Listed Homes 4,037 10,155
Public Pre-K 3,154 224,287
PrivatePre-K 1,064 54,644
Military CDCs 18 3,106
Head Start 989 65,178
Early Head Start 233 7,119
Migrant/Seasonal Head Start 39 7,700
Child Care Development Fund 12,652 139,537
IDEA: Early Childhood Intervention 56 66,648
IDEA: Preschool Programs for Children

with Disabilities 4,044 41,815

Note: The IDEA programs are required to serve all eligible children, therefore the ECI
and PPCD slot totals re present actual numbers of children served.

Texas Department of Family and Protective Services Registered Facilities

The Child Care Licensing Division of the TDFPS is responsible for the regulation of child
care. The division creates and enforces minimum child care standards and investigates alleged
abuse/neglectin child care settings. The minimum standards outline basic requirements
designed to protect the health and safety of children in out-of-home care settings by reducing
the risk of injury, abuse and communicable disease.

The Child Care Licensing Division grants permits to different types of child care
businesses: child care centers are licensed while private caregiver homes can be licensed,
registered, or listed depending upon the number of children served and other characteristics of

the care setting. Although there are more formal child care homes (nearly 12,000) than centers
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(8,300), over 90 percent of TDFPS-regulated care (nearly 587,000 of over 640,000 slots) was
provided by licensed centers in 2010.° Over half of the care provided within homes occurred
within registered home settings, with the remainder fairly evenly split between licensed and
listed homes (Figure 10).

Statewide, over 91 percent of TDFPS-regulated care occurs in child care centers. This
varies somewhat across the state, with 92 percent of such care within MSAs located within
centers compared to 89 percent in non-MSA counties. Among MSAs, center-based care ranged
from a high of 96 percent in the Tyler MSA to a low of 81 percent in the Wichita Falls MSA.
Among COGs, the percent of regulated care provided in centers ranged from a high of 97

percent in the Middle Rio Grande COG to 80 percent in the Nortex COG.

? Because the official TDFPS data often lists building capacityinstead of ideal program capacity, the slot estimates
were derived by using Texas child care market rate survey data to adjustthe capacitylisted in the TDFPS database.
Details of this estimation technique are described in Appendix A of the Supply and Quality of Early Care and
Education and School-Age Care report.
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Figure 10. Distribution of TDFPS-Regulated Care Provider Sites and Slots Statewide
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Pre-Kindergarten

Public Pre-K. Texas independent school districts offer public school Pre-K to eligible 4-
year-olds who are economically disadvantaged, English-language learners, homeless, from a
foster care background, or from a military family (either active duty, injured, or deceased).
Public schools are required to offer a half-day Pre-K program when the district can identify at
least 15 eligible four-year olds.”® Some school districts can receive exemptions from offering
this service if there are facility and capacity limitations and some offer Pre-K to non-eligible
children as a tuition-based service.

In the 2010-2011 school year, Texas public schools provided public Pre-K services to
224,287 children, of whom 215,672 children met program eligibility requirements. Eighty-seven
percent of total slots were located within MSAs. The Houston and Dallas MSAs had the largest
number of children enrolled in this program, while the Rio Grande area had a

disproportionately high share of Pre-K due to high poverty rates in the region.

% ¢ funds permit, districts may also enroll 3-year-olds or expand the program from half-day to full-day. Itwas not
possibleto distinguish between half-dayand full-day programs fromthe availabledata.
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Private Pre-K. Every two years, the National Center of Education Statistics conducts the
Private School Survey to gather data on private schools that do not rely on public funds to
provide classroom instruction to students in grades Pre-K -12. Nearly 94 percent of surveyed
schools completed this survey in the 2009-2010 school year. Of the Texas schools in this
survey, 1,064 offered Pre-K to nearly 55,000 children. Private Pre-K programs identified in the
Private School Survey are exempt from TDFPS day care licensing; however, 62 percent of them
were included in the TDFPS registry database. As shown in Figure 11, a disproportionate share
of private Pre-K slots were located within MSAs — 95 percent compared to 87 percent in public

Pre-K.

Figure 11. Distribution of Public and Private Pre-K Slots by MSA Status

300,000

250,000 88%
200,000 - 87%
150,000

100,000

0,
50,000 - 5% 5% 12%

5%

Public Slots Private Slots Total Slots

EMSA O Non-MSA

Military-Sponsored Child Care

The military child care system is viewed as a leader in providing high-quality child care
throughout the nation. Of the 21 military installations in Texas, 13 offer child care through
onsite child development centers (CDC), family child care homes (FCC) and school-age care
(SAC). In 2010, the 18 CDCs on Texas installations provided care for 3,106 children. The FCC

program includes military spouses who provide care both on and off installations.
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When military sponsored care is unavailable, the National Association for Child Care
Resource and Referral Agencies (NACCRRA) administers Department of Defense’s Military Child
Care in Your Neighborhood program. NACCRRA provides off-installation quality child care
referrals for military families. All NACCRRA referral centers and homes must meet standards of
quality in order to be eligible to accept military child care subsidies. Military children also enroll
in other community based, federal- and state-funded programs that provide early childhood
care and services including: public school Pre-K, Head Start (HS) and Early Head Start (EHS) and
CCDF.

Head Start and Early Head Start

Head Start and Early Head Start are comprehensive child development programs that
serve economically disadvantaged children from birth through age four, pregnant women, and
their families. Grantees — local public, private non-profit, or for-profit organizations — provide
comprehensive services in the areas of early childhood education and development; medical,
dental, and mental health; nutrition; and parent involvement focused on increasing school
readiness. Services may be delivered through local collaborative agreements with other area
programs providing early childhood, medical, dental, and social services.

Participating families must meet categorical or income eligibility requirements.
Categorical eligibility is available for children who are currently in foster care, from families
receiving public assistance (TANF or SSI), or experiencing homelessness. Afamily that is
income-eligible must be determined to have an income below 100 percent of the Federal
Poverty Guidelines (FPG), with exemptions for certain types of military income.

In 2010-2011, services in Texas were provided through 85 HS grantees, 52 EHS grantees,
one Migrant/Seasonal program grantee, and one Native American tribe. Each grantee may offer
services at numerous provider sites. Services were provided at 1,260 HS/EHS /Migrant HS
provider sites to a total of 93,132 children and pregnant women through different types of
service models, including part-day, part-year, full-day, and full-year variations provided in child
development centers, public school Pre-K programs, and home based settings. The provider
sites are widely distributed across Texas, with all but 30 counties having at least one of these

providers located within its borders. A disproportionately high share of providers (30 percent) is
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located in non-MSA counties. Due to the summarized nature of the Texas HS data and the
nature of the HS grantee geographic boundaries, it is not possible to divide the total number of

children served below the state level.

Child Care Development Fund

The Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) is a federal program of child care services for
low-income parents and parents receiving or transitioning off public assistance who work,
attend school or participate in a job training program. The Texas Workforce Commission
oversees the CCDF program, with services generally managed through the state’s 28 local
workforce boards. Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)-related eligibility is
governed by the state, but other CCDF eligibility requirements — generally based on family
income up to a maximum of 85 percent of the state median income — may vary by board.
Parents may also select CCDF-subsidized informal care provided through relatives.

In Texas, over 12,600 providers offer early care and education through the CCDF
program to nearly 140,000 children each month. Approximately 88 percent of children
receiving CCDF-care are served in child care centers and another seven percent in licensed or
registered child care homes. Less than five percent of Texas children served inthe CCDF
program in 2010 used informal care. Across the MSAs only two areas served more than 1,000
children through informal arrangements: Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos and Dallas-Ft. Worth-
Arlington. Two other MSAs, Midland and Texarkana, served less than 10 children each through

informal arrangements.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Services

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is a federal law governing the
provision of early intervention, special education, and related services to children with
disabilities. Under Part C of the law, Early Childhood Intervention services (ECI) are required for
all eligible children with disabilities up to age two while Part B, the Preschool Program for
Children with Disabilities (PPCD), covers children ages three to five. To be eligible to receive

these services, children must have a medically diagnosed condition determined to impact
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capacity to learn or an auditory or visual impairment. Federal, state and local monies fund the
programs in addition to Medicaid, insurance and parent fees.

Early Childhood Intervention (ECI). In 2010, 56 ECI grantees received IDEA Part C grants
in Texas to provide services for families with children from birth through age two with
disabilities, developmental delays, and at-risk conditions for developing a delay. All COG
regions had atleast one ECI grantee in 2010 except the Middle Rio Grande and South Texas
COGs, as did all MSAs except Brownsville-Harlingen and Laredo. Even though some areas did
not have an ECl grantee, children were being served in all regions as grantee service areas
extend to ensure that all eligible children in the state receive services. In 2010, the ECI| program
served 66,648 children in Texas, with 88 percent of these children located within MSAs and 12
percent in non-MSA counties.

A recent decrease in funding influenced ECI to narrow the program eligibility criteria,
resulting in 17 percent fewer children being served in 2011. Furthermore, a recent revision to
the Texas Administrative Code required that all ECI contractors establish third-party billing
systems to submit reimbursement requests to numerous organizations including private
insurance, Medicaid programs and others. Five agencies chose not to renew contracts with the
state’s Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS), leaving a current total of
only 51 ECI providers to serve the entire state.

Preschool Program for Children with Disabilities. PPCD is an early education program for
children with disabilities ages three through five that is coordinated through school districts.
Eligible children may receive services in a wide variety of settings, but children must be served
in the least restrictive environment. In other words, to the fullest possible extent, children
should be placed in the same settings as students without disabilities. In 2010, 4,044 Texas
providers coordinated PPCD services for 41,815 students. In 2010, there were PPCD providers in
all COGs and MSAs. Eighty-five percent of PPCD providers and 89 percent of children served

were located within MSAs.

Home Visiting Programs

Home visiting programs provide early intervention services for high-risk families. In

2010, Texas provided home visiting services through 12 programs located throughout the state
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providing support to families with pregnant women and children up to age five. The goals of
the various program models focus on improving maternal and child health, preventing child
injuries and child abuse, increasing school readiness, and supporting family economic self-
sufficiency.

In 2011, the Texas Health and Human Services Commission (HHSC) secured federal
funds to administer the Texas Home Visiting Program to support evidence-based home visiting
programs in eight selected counties and support a “promising approach” home visiting program
in an additional county. These programs will serve an estimated 2,254 families through August
31, 2013, with funding expected to continue for an additional three years. Although home
visiting programs were not part of the original scope of this study, a description of these
programs was added as an amendment to this project to reflect the growing interest in serving

more young children through home-based approaches to early care.

School-Age Care

As defined by this project, school-age care (SAC) includes care provided before and after
the school day and on school holidays for children ages 5-12. Because there is no definitive list
of SAC providers in the state of Texas, the SAC estimates in this report only encompass two
types of SAC: center- and home-based care regulated by providers listed in the formal child
care registry, and SAC subsidized by CCDF. The TDFPS registry data for 2010 identified over
18,000 facilities that provided SAC, but it was not possible to determine how many slots were
allocated for school-age children. CCDF subsidized 6,662 SAC providers serving 51,602 children
ages 5-12.

A number of organizations at the state and local levels are working to improve funding
for and the quality of SAC, including the Texas Partnership for Out-of-School Time (TXPOST).
TXPOST is a statewide stakeholder network interested in mapping the available school-age-care
programs throughout the state. Although this organization may be able to serve as an

additional data source inthe future, no such information was available for use in this study.

Share of Supply Meeting Quality Standards
Eight quality/accreditation designation programs were identified and reviewed for Texas

program participation. Among these accreditation programs, Texas Rising Star (TRS), Texas
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School Ready! (TSR!), the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC),
and the National Association for Family Child Care (NAFCC) rate fairly large numbers of
providers; the remaining four organizations accredit comparatively few programs across the
state. The most common type of quality designation is TRS, with over 1,200 provider sites
meeting those standards. Figure 12 displays the total number of facilities meeting each of the

major types of quality standards within the state.

Figure 12. Total Provider Sites Meeting Quality Standards by Provider Type
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Every COG and MSA contained at least one provider meeting some sort of quality
standard in 2010, but only 160 of Texas’ 254 counties had any providers meeting sucha
designation (Figure 13). Due to the varied manner in which provider names were recorded in
multiple databases and the lack of a common provider identifier in these databases, provider
lists could not be directly matched to quality lists; thus, a zip code match was used instead. This
made it impossible to obtain an unduplicated count of the number of providers meeting quality
standards within each zip code. However, even if each provider only received one type of
quality designation, no more than 16 percent of all child care centers and 12 percent of all

public Pre-K programs received any type of quality designation.
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Figure 13. Counties with at Least One Provider Meeting Designated Quality Standards

Quality Indicator
[ ] No(93)

[ Yes (160)

No Facilities (1)

Texas School Ready!

Texas School Ready! (TSR!) is a an early childhood quality improvement and quality
certification project administered by the Children’s Learning Institute atthe University of Texas
Health Science Center at Houston (UTHSCH). The project includes mentoring, professional
development, progress monitoring, research-based curricula, and a quality certification system.
TSR! certification identifies preschool programs that are effective in preparing at-risk Pre-K
children for Kindergarten. Public schools, Head Start, charter schools, nonprofit, and for-profit
programs are eligible to enroll inthe certification process. TSR!-certified programs are listed on

the Children’s Learning Institute’s website. In Texas, for the 2010-2011 school year, there were
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1,765 TSR!-certified classrooms serving a total of 30,098 students, with an additional 1,452 in
the process of certification.

In March 2012, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) announced a new Kindergarten
Readiness System (KRS) to certify quality Pre-K programs at no cost to the local programs. This
new certification program is part of the larger Texas Student Data System (TSDS) initiative to
improve upon the statewide longitudinal education data system. The TSR! quality
enhancement program will remain the same but the KRS will provide the certification that

identifies a Pre-K classroom as a “Pre-K Center of Excellence.”

Texas Rising Star

Texas Rising Star (TRS) is a quality rating system that the state originally developed for
CCDF-subsidized providers. TRS gives ratings ranging from two to four stars which signal various
levels of quality improvements as providers go beyond the state’s Minimum Child Care
Licensing Standards. Providers are assessed according to health and safety records, group size,
child/staff ratios, caregiver training, and age-appropriate curricula and activities. With over
1,200 accredited sites in 110 out of 254 counties, TRS is the most frequently achieved quality
certification in the State (Figure 14). However, because local workforce boards now rely on
local funds to support quality programming, there is variability in the amount of funding to

support this systemacross the state.
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Figure 14. Distribution of Texas Rising Star Certified Sites by County
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Summary

The current supply of early care and education and school-age care in Texas is not one
unified system. Instead, it consists of a number of different programs and services that each
were originally designed for a unique purpose. Approximately three-fourths of the overall
supply of early care and education is a market-based system that primarily serves employed
parents needing child care. While required to meet certain child care standards developed by
the state, this portion of the supply generally responds to parental preferences for type of care,
work schedules, and ability to pay. The remainder consists of government-funded programs
designed either to improve the development and school-readiness of young children or to

support the work efforts of low-income parents. Generally, the eligibility requirements for
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these programs are based on family income, but selected programs have other eligibility
criteria such as disability status, limited English, and military status.

There were over 23,000 unique providers of early care and education in Texas in 2010
that could be measured at the county level, consisting of child care centers, child care family
homes, public Pre-K, and military child care centers. Together, these facilities could serve nearly
860,000 children, ages 0-4, on a daily basis. Two-thirds of the total capacity is located in
licensed child care centers and 26 percent in public Pre-K programs.

Other specific types of providers are either subsets of the overall figures or are not
included in these counts due to their data reports lacking sufficient detail. The following types
of ECE are sub-sets of the above totals: HS/EHS (1,260 providers serving 93,000 children);
private pre-K (1,064 providers serving 55,000 children), and CCDF (12,600 providers serving
nearly 140,000 children). In addition, services for developmentally delayed or disabled children
included 56 providers serving 66,600 children in the ECI program for children ages 0-2 and
4,000 providers serving 42,000 3-5 year-olds in the PPCD program.

Although there are differences in the geographic distribution of ECE across the state, the
location of most ECE parallels the share of children living in urban areas. Major exceptions are
private Pre-K, which is more prevalent within MSAs, and HS/EHS, which is disproportionately
located in non-MSAs.

Only a portion of school-age care could be measured from the available data. Over
18,000 child care centers and homes provided SAC, but the number of children served could
not be estimated; over 6,600 CCDF providers were able to serve over 51,000 school-age
children before or after school each day.

Many diverse organizations assess the quality of programs serving young Texas children.
In addition to the TDFPS minimum child care standards for centers and family homes, eight
other organizations that review the quality of individual programs provided data for this study.
An unduplicated list of quality providers by county could not be determined due to data
limitations but only 160 of the state’s 254 counties had at least one provider meeting any of
these additional quality standards in 2010. Texas Rising Staris the most common type of quality

designation achieved by ECE providers.
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Part lll: Gap Analysis

Overview
The first two parts of this report analyzed the size and geographic distribution of the

population of Texas children (ages 0-12) and the existing supply of available ECE and SAC. The
gap analysis further refines the demand for ECE by child age, parental work status, and family
income, then discusses the relationship between the demand for services and the available
supply in 2010 for the following groups: 1) all young children, 2) young children of working
parents, and 3) children eligible for specific programs based on family income. Service gaps are
first estimated for the entire state in 2010, then expanded, if feasible, to include sub-state
variation and future projected estimates to reflect the expected increase in the Texas child
population in 2015. Due to many gaps in the available supply data, itis not possible to analyze
specific service gaps for many of the desired geographic regions, several ECE programs or
school-age care, or to create an unduplicated number of providers meeting any quality
standards. The concluding section summarizes the specific types of data gaps impeding further

analysis.

Research Methods
Dividing the child population (ages 0-12) data into categories that could be compared to

the ECE supply data, necessitated several additional computations: 1) division of the 0-12
population into smaller age groups that are comparable to the age groups for which ECE is
typically provided, and 2) estimation of the total children in each age group who either need
care because their parents are working or in school, or are eligible for ECE programs with
specific eligibility requirements (particularly family income). The 2010 Census data were used to
develop the more detailed child age groups but did not contain data needed to estimate either
the number of children in working families or children in low-income families. The American
Community Survey was used for this purpose; however, due to its smaller sample size, analysis

of some measures could not be computed for many counties.
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To estimate the variation in the demand for formal ECE among working families in 2010,
the Ray Marshall Center constructed an estimation model that includes a set of predictor
variables that prior literature has shown to reflect families’ child care needs due to parental
employment or educational enrollment. Due to the limited ACS sample size, results could only
be interpreted for the 20 largest counties. Assuming similar rates of employment, poverty and
family structure in 2015 as in 2010, this estimation model was then applied to the predicted
changes in child population to identify those counties with the predicted greatest need for
formal ECE in 2015.

The desired method for calculating service gaps for programs with specific eligibility
criteria is to directly compare the number of eligible children (based on family income or other
criteria) from population data to the total capacity of that program for each sub-state
geographical area. Due to data limitations, it is only possible to use this approach for the public
Pre-K program. A more generalized discussion of service gaps is included for Head Start and the

CCDF programs.

Detailed Service Gaps

All Young Children

Of the five million children in Texas ages 0-12 in 2010, 1.9 million children ages 0-4
potentially needed ECE services. Of these, 1.1 million were 2 years old or younger, and 0.8
million were 3-4 years old. An additional 3 million children ages 5-12 potentially need SAC.

As discussed earlier, approximately 858,000 formal ECE slots were available to serve
young Texas childrenin 2010 in licensed child care centers, family homes, public pre-
kindergarten and military installations. Assuming a 1:1 ratio between available slots and total
children and even distribution of these slots across the state, there was a sufficient supply of
formal ECE to serve 45 percent of all Texas children ages 0-4in 2010."* The lowest shares of
formal ECE slots per 100 children within the state’s MSAs were in the Brownsville-Harlingen and
the Sherman-Denison MSAs (37 slots per 100 each) the high was 78 slots per 100 children in

Texarkana. (County-level per capita distribution of ECE is displayed in Figure 15.) To maintain

10 compute this, dividethe total number of slots by the total number of Texas childreninthese age groups.
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the same percentage of statewide coverage in the future, an additional 51,752 number of ECE
slots would be needed by 2015 and an additional 542,237 slots by 2040 just to meet the
projected future growth in child population.

Although the ratio of available slots to total children could be considered one measure
of the unmet need for ECE, not all young children need formal ECE. In some families, one parent
may prefer to stay home with young children before they enter kindergarten and has the family
resources needed to do so. Even intwo-parent families in which both parents work, parents
may have different schedules so that one parent can be home with the young children. Finally,
some families may opt for informal care arrangements — such as a grandparent, other relative,
or neighbor — to care for a child while they are working. The following part refines the

estimates for formal ECE to the population most likely to need these services.
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Figure 15. Proportion of Unduplicated Formal ECE Slots by County
per 100 Children Under Age 5 in 2010
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Young Children of Working Parents

Typically, families of young children seek ECE for two different reasons: either parents are
working or in school and/or they want a socialization or educational experience for their child
before the child enters kindergarten. Based on estimates from American Community Survey data,
approximately 59 percent of children live in a family with two working parents or live in a single

parent family with a working parent (Table 4).
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Table 4. Texas Children, Ages 0-5, by Family Structure and Parent Employment in 2010

Total Children age 0-5 2,315,927

Children age 0-5 residing with one or both 2,230,481 100%
parents

Married couples

Both parents employed 713,027 31.9%
One parent employed 663,852 29.7%
Neither parent employed 22,340 1%

Single parents
Employed 612,963 27.4%
Not employed 218,299 9.7%

Source: U.S Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey

Note: The totalchildrenindude children residing in foster care, residential facilities, or
with grandparents or other relatives.

Applying the percentage of children of working parents to the total population of Texas
children ages 0-4 would mean that nearly 1.1 million young children needed child care or early
education in 2010 because their parents were working. If these slots were evenly distributed by
geographic location and age of young children, the total unduplicated supply of formal ECE could
have potentially served 78 percent of the estimated need for child care among working families in
2010.

The statistical model described above was used to estimate the sub-state demand for formal
ECE among working parents for the 20 most populous Texas counties by child age. After controlling
for the model variables, Brazoria, Bell, and Denton counties had the largest supply of formal slots
for children ages 0 to 2 relative to the entire state, while Fort Bend and Williamson counties had the
smallest relative supply of slots for this age group. For 3 and 4 year-olds, Galveston, Webb and Bell
counties had the largest relative supply of formal slots, while Brazoria and Dallas counties had the
smallest relative supply of slots needed for that age group. While these results may indicate an
over- or under-supply of formal ECE in those counties, they also could reflect differences in
community preferences for certain types of care, or variation in the employment patterns of
parents not captured by the Census data, that may necessitate a higher or lower use of informal
care. Analyzing the reasons that some counties may prefer a different ratio of formal ECE than

other Texas counties is beyond the scope of this study.
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The same model was used to compare the current supply of formal ECE to predicted
population growth in 2015. Figure 16 illustrates, for the 20 largest counties in the state, those
counties with the most projected need to create ECE capacity by 2015, based upon the projected
population growth among 0-4 year olds. For example, in Travis County, the number of young
children who need care is expected to increase by approximately 20 percent; however, the capacity
of the county to meet that need falls short by approximately 2.5 percent. Galveston County appears
to have more formal ECE slots than expected based upon the combination of variables controlled
for inthe RMC model. While these estimations shed light on formal child care needs for 2015 in
those counties, they alsoraise questions for future analysis such as: which factors in different
counties influence the formal ECE market; how do parent choice and preferences influence the
formal care market; and to what degree can normal market forces be expected to handle future

increases or decreases in demand for ECE.
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Figure 16. Relative Supply of Current Unduplicated Early Care and Education Slots
by Projected Child Population Growth for the 20 Largest Texas Counties
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Low Income Children

The degree to which service gaps could be determined for specific programs at the sub-state
level was severely constrained due to data limitations. Gaps could only be fully estimated at all sub-
state levels for public Pre-K. Statewide gap estimates also could be computed for HS/EHS.

Public Pre-K. Two different methods were used to estimate service gaps for Pre-K programs,
which showed that existing programs served 85-90 percent of eligible childrenin 2010. One of
these methods, used by TEA, allows for analysis of sub-state variation and shows a wide degree of
variation among the 20 most populous counties. Using that approach, Fort Bend County appears to

have enough slots to serve 60 percent of eligible children, while Bell County appears to have 119
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percent of the needed slots. However, data imprecision, family mobility, and school district waivers
all could affect these county estimates.

The second method, based on ACS data, allows for future projection of public Pre-K needs
based on expected growth inthe low-income child population. An additional 15,000 slots would
have been needed to serve all eligible low-income children in 2010. Assuming the same future
poverty and enrollment rates, an additional 7,600 Pre-K slots would be needed by 2015 (in addition
to the current 15,000 gap) to serve all income-eligible children, and an additional 98,000 slots by
2040, to meet the growth in the income-eligible Pre-K population.

HS/EHS. Because HS data were summarized at the state level, service gaps for HS and EHS
programs could only be computed for the entire state. Based on summary HS and EHS data, it
appears that only five percent of eligible 2-year-olds, 31 percent of eligible 3-year-olds, and 39
percent of eligible 4-year-olds were served in Texas HS programs. Because many of the 4-year-olds
eligible for HS could have also been served in Texas public Pre-K programs, it is possible that all
income-eligible 4-year-olds were served in one of the two programs and/or that some children were
co-enrolled in both programs. However, the summarized nature of the HS data made itimpossible
to directly link student records across these two programs.

CCDF. As discussed above, CCDF provides child care subsidies for low-income TANF families
to aid their transition to employment, as well as child care for low-income working families. These
subsidies can be used for both formal and informal care for children, ages 0-12. In Texas, TANF
families have top priority for CCDF subsidies. Otherincome-eligible families with child care needs
canreceive subsidies if their incomes are less than the maximum income limits set by each local
Board. CCDF income limits vary across the state but 19 of the 28 Boards maintain an income limit of
85 percent of State Medium Income (SMI), which roughly equals 240 percent of the federal poverty
level.

The flexible nature of the services that can be offered through CCDF, the family-based
eligibility system (instead of a system restricted to specific services for children of a certain age),
and the ability of different workforce boards to set specific income-eligibility ceilings all make it
difficult to precisely estimate service gaps for CCDF services using the data available in this needs
assessment. Because TANF families receive priority for CCDF services, there should be no service

gap for that portion of the eligible CCDF population. Prior research has found that only 6-10 percent
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of income-eligible families actually receive CCDF services. Figure 17 displays the share of children in
families with incomes less than 185 percent of poverty who actually received CCDF subsidies inan

average month during 2010.

Figure 17. Share of Children in Low-Income Families Served by CCDF in 2010
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Note: Low-income familiesare defined as those having incomes of less than 185% of poverty.

Other services. Service gaps could not be computed for the Early Childhood Intervention
(ECI) program or the Preschool Programs for Children with Disabilities (PPCD) due to the lack of a
suitable variable measuring developmental delay or disability in the Census data. However, the

Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) estimates that approximately three or
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four percent of children statewide have a medically diagnosed condition or developmental delay
that would make them eligible for comprehensive early intervention services. Because both
programs are required to serve all eligible children and families, the ECI program recently tightened

those eligibility requirements to match the available funding to the children most in need.

Quality Gaps

There is no consistent approach to assigning quality to Texas ECE and SAC programs. The
most frequently used quality measure for child care programs (Texas Rising Star) has not received
statewide financial support for nearly ten years and is subject to local variations in funding and
staffing. The major quality certification for early education programs (Texas School Ready!) is being
replaced by a new system (Kindergarten Readiness System). Even with eight different organizations
providing some sort of quality designation, only 160 of Texas’s 254 counties had even one provider
meeting any quality seal of approval in 2010. Even by assuming that no provider received more
than one type of quality designation, a maximum of 16 percent of child care centers and 12 percent
of public Pre-K programs received a quality designation. Improvement in this area clearly needs to
occur to aid parents and case managers in selecting better care.

Few formal program evaluations have been conducted on the specific ECE components to
evaluate their effect on child outcomes. A recent longitudinal analysis of Texas public Pre-K found
that children participating in public Pre-K in the 2000-2001 school year showed small but significant
gains in 3" grade standardized test scores when compared to Pre-K-eligible children who did not
participate, with most of the gains concentrated among children from very poor families and those
who qualified by virtue of both family income and limited English proficiency (Huston et al, 2012). In
2009, Head Start programs received support to implement the Classroom Assessment Scoring
System (CLASS), a valid and reliable research—based observational instruments that assesses
classroom quality. CLASS is now included in the triennial review for a sample of HS grantees but the

results of those reviews are currently unavailable.
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Detailed Data Gaps

Due to the local nature of the market for early care and education, a needs assessment
would be most useful if conducted at the local level. Ideally, local data measuring the demand for
ECE could be matched against the available local ECE supply, including the cost and program
eligibility information for each type of service. Program quality would be measured using both
structural and observational techniques and published in a form that is readily available to parents
and case managers who need to make day-to-day decisions when choosing the best environments
for young children and children needing school-age care.

Even for a needs assessment conducted solely from existing data, the level of detail listed in
Table 5 for each county would be required in order to fully complete the requested analyses
originally envisioned for this study. As a result of the many gaps in the available supply data, the
ability to measure the gaps between the demand for and supply of early care and education was
limited to the types of services for which full county information was available. To the extent
possible, researchers used statistical estimation techniques to account for these data deficiencies
but, in general, the best estimates for the gaps between supply and demand for services are those

for the most populous counties in the state.
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Table 5. Desired Units of Analysis
for Each Type of Measure in Needs Assessment

Type of Measure Desired Level of Detail

Number of children needing ECE or SAC By age
By familyincome
By family structureand work status

By geography (county preferred)

Number of providers By zip code (or county )
By number of slots per age group
By type of service provided

By waitinglistvs. excess capacity

Number of providers meeting quality Matched to listof providers
standards

By type of quality standards
Number of ECE and SAC slots By child age

By full-day or part-day

By work week andseason

By geography (county preferred)
By number of children served

By eligiblevs.non-eligibleenrollees

Table 6 summarizes the types of population, supply and quality data barriers that were
encountered when conducting this study. Unless resolved, these barriers would impede any future

attempts to replicate this study.
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Table 6. Types of Data Barriers Encountered When Performing This Research

Data Type of Barrier Specific Issues and Data Files
Category
Population Limited samplesize Important socioeconomic characteristics — income,
Data employment, familystructure — onlyavailablethrough ACS
and could only be used for larger counties
Lack of variables needed to measure No variables for measuring disabilities, development delays or
program eligibility limited English within ACS
Program Data access Only most recent data available (i.e. website updated
Data dynamically with no historical record) —NAEYC, Head Start
Center list
Data availability No comprehensive source of data for SAC
Level of reporting (summarized at Head Start — enrollment and demographic data only available
state level vs.individual county) at grantee level; ECl — demographic data onlyavailableatstate
level
Differing sub-state geographical Pre-K at campus level; CCDF atcounty level; HS center zip
boundaries codes availablebutservicearea (grantees) unclear
Inability to measure multipleservices HS and Pre-K overlap; LCCC and HS; LCCC and private Pre-K;
per provider
Lack of details re: types of service,ages | Licensingdata do not specify number of slots for each age
of children served, service capacity, group. Public Pre-K data do not indicateif full-day or half-day
unit of service slots.
Quality data | Lack of common identifier Could not linkany programdirectly to state licensing data or

determine ifone programhad multipleaccreditations
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Part IV: Analysis of Findings and
Recommendations

Analysis of Findings

The overall growth in the population of young Texans, the projected continued growth
and diversity of this population segment, and the large share of Texas children living in low-
income households compel state policy makers to take a close look at the nature of available
services for young children and the extent to which the existing services improve kindergarten
readiness. Nearly half of all young Texas children are participating in some type of formal early
care or education before entering kindergarten; however, a relatively small share of providers
meet any quality standards other than the minimum standards required by the state.

There are major differences in the overall rates of formal ECE availability across the
state (37 slots per 100 children in the Brownsville-Harlingen and Sherman-Denison MSAs to 78
slot per 100 children in the Texarkana MSA). Some of the differences are clearly linked to the
family structure, employment status, and income of the families in each of these areas. What is
not as clear from this analysis are the reasons why certain communities have lower amounts of
formal ECE, the degree to which the addition of more formal ECE would enhance the
kindergarten readiness of children in those communities or who should bear the cost of
increasing the formal supply of ECE in communities that face a shortage. The comparison of the
child population growth projections and work and family demographics against available supply
of early care and education gives some indication as to which communities will need to expand
their services for young children; however, individual communities will need to conduct more
in-depth analyses in order to properly match the expected changes in the sizes of their child
population to the needed services.

Licensed child care centers (67 percent of total) and public Pre-K (26 percent of total)
provide over 90 percent of the formal early care and education capacity. Child care centers’
primary users are families who can afford to pay for such care and low-income families

receiving subsidized care (primarily CCDF). Lower-income families who are eligible for subsidies
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generally prefer center-based care but choose less expensive forms of care when subsidies are
not available (Dowsett et al., 2008). Families sometime prefer other, more flexible forms of care
because their work schedules are not compatible with traditional center hours.

Less than ten percent of eligible families receive child care subsidies. Policy makers need
more information about the early care and education choices of low-income families not
receiving subsidies, particularly those whose children are too young to participate in public Pre-
K. Some children participate in Head Start or Early Head Start but the statewide statistics show
that a small fraction of the eligible children under 4 years old (5 percent of 0-2 year-olds and 31
percent of 3-year-olds) participate. Because so few low-income children are served in those
programs, major gaps exist in the knowledge about the early care settings for the majority of
Texas’ youngest and most vulnerable populations.

Texas serves roughly 90 percent of 4-year-olds eligible for public Pre-K, and does a good
job in making half-day services available. Over the past decade, the state has attempted to
increase the overall breadth of its Pre-K program by providing grants to local school districts to
offer full-day programs; however, funding for these grants was eliminated during the 2011
legislative session. While the supply calculations imply that there may be an over-supply of ECE
devoted to 4-year-olds, the data available for this study did not provide sufficient detail needed
to determine how much of the supposed over-supply was due to co-enrollment of children in
public Pre-K, Head Start, and CCDF programs. An important policy question to consider (but one
beyond the scope of this analysis) is whether a more systematic investment in full-day Pre-K
programs would be a better approach than continued coordination with existing Head Start and
CCDF-care.

Texas does not have a coordinated approach for judging the quality of ECE programs
across all types of care, which means that parents and other consumers need to search for
quality information across multiple sources. The Texas Early Learning Council has initiated
several projects to better inform parents and other consumers about the overall quality of early
childhood education providers. But with only 16 percent of child care centers and 12 percent of

public Pre-K programs having received any type of external quality designation, the state’s child
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care licensing standards and the public Pre-K guidelines provide the only uniform quality

standards governing the vast majority of early childhood education across the state.

Recommendations

Two types of recommendations are offered from this needs assessment:

how to meet the identified gaps in programs and quality identified in this study and

suggested approaches and a timeline for periodically updating this needs assessment.

Recommended Service Improvements

At the statewide level, policy makers should consider the following recommendations:

1.

Identify and better articulate the total array of services that would enable

families and communities to better support young families and their children.

Implement a common protocol across all existing types of services to gather the
desired types of program data on atleastanannual basis. This may require
legislation to specify the overall governance and data reporting requirements for

Texas ECE and SAC programs.

Assess whether the creation of a separate agency of early learning for the
administration of all programs related to ECE and SAC would enhance the state’s
ability to coordinate its efforts to improve the kindergarten readiness of its

youngest residents.

Increase its services for low-income children under the age of four. Brain
research and early child development research both have demonstrated the
importance of early learning during the first three years of life. In order to
increase the kindergarten readiness for children who are most in need, the
number of opportunities for young low-income Texas children to participate in

language-rich environments must be expanded. Both traditional ECE programs
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(centers and homes) and family-based programs (home-visiting programs)

should be considered.

Develop a more systematic approach to measuring and improving program
quality, either by improving licensing standards and public Pre-K or by allocating
funds to support a unified system of granting quality designation to early care

and education programs across the major types of care.

Determine the extent to which children entering PPCD programs received ECI
services in order to identify those groups of developmentally delayed children

who are not receiving the earliest possible program interventions.

Work with relevant groups to better understand the need for and supply of

school-age care.

Conduct a cost-benefit analysis to determine which service approaches have the
greatestimpact on child outcomes such as kindergarten readiness and other

educational outcomes.

This analysis also can be used as a starting point for gathering the more detailed

information that communities will need to conduct more targeted program needs assessments

in their local geographical areas. In conducting that work, planners should address the

following questions:

1.

3.

Is the current share of formal ECE in each community sufficient to meet this

community’s specific needs?

How prepared is this community to deal with the overall projected growth of the
population of young children who will need care because of their parents’
employment?

Are there opportunities to maximize the coordination between certain types of
care (e.g., Pre-K, Head Start, CCDF) so as to improve the kindergarten readiness

of young children considered to be at-risk?
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4.

How much additional public funding will be required to deal with the expected

growth in children requiring specialized services?

Are there additional opportunities to enhance the overall quality of care within
this community? To what extent can local resources from various community
stakeholders — e.g., employers, government, military, philanthropic community

— be engaged in the process of improving the availability and quality of care?

Future Needs Assessments

Prior to conducting any future needs assessments of this type, the state should develop

and implement a common data protocol for the collection of the program data needed for such

an analysis. The preferred structure would be a data warehouse whose operators have the

authority to recommend data collection standards for all government-funded programs, to link

individual records across various programs and years, and to work with all relevant program

administrators to improve the quality of the data collected about each of these programs.

Assigning this responsibility to an existing agency or creating a new agency to handle such work

would require legislative action.

Specific recommendations for improving the data needed for future needs assessments

include:

1.

Increase the sample of detailed population information needed to identify key
characteristics of demand for early care and education that cannot be obtained
from existing Census data. One approach might be to periodically enhance the
existing ACS data with a larger sample that includes other variables — such as

disability status —needed to better plan for program needs.

Add a common program identifier code to the TDFPS registry database and a
standardized school name code to the TEA database. Encourage providers and

accrediting bodies to use these common identifiers in their databases.

Add desired program capacity (by child age) to the information in the TDFPS

registry database for child care centers.
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4. Encourage all providers and accrediting bodies to archive past data or assign

some group to collect data on a periodic basis to create such a data archive.

Once a more standardized approach is developed for the collection of data for programs
serving young children and their families, studies such as this one should ideally be updated
every five years, or at a minimum, once every decade following the release of detailed Census
population data. In the meantime, data currently being collected as part of the National Survey
of Early Care and Education and scheduled for release in the summer of 2014 may be able to
provide additional local details of the demand for and supply of early care and education for

selected local communities.
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Appendix A

Table A-1. Child Population Estimates for 2010 and Projections for 2015 and 2040 by Age Group and COG

0-2 3-4 5-12 Total
2010 2015 2040 2010 2015 2040 2010 2015 2040 2010 2015 2040
State of Texas 1,151,310( 1,257,156 | 1,932,229 | 777,163 | 811,631 | 1,251,298 | 3,066,796 | 3,229,554 | 4,864,023 | 4,995,269 | 5,298,341 | 8,047,550
Council of Government (COG) Region
AlamoArea 96,937 104,631 140,573 66,053 67,676 92,632 267,514 278,005 374,967 430,504 450,312 608,172
Ark-Tex 11,117 11,452 13,610 7,715 7,629 9,135 30,784 31,664 37,096 49,616 50,745 59,841
Brazos Valley 12,238 15,633 21,056 7,946 9,864 13,329 29,854 32,683 50,521 50,038 58,180 84,906
Capital Area 80,126 94,344 179,447 53,709 60,322 114,754 207,485 232,611 444,735 341,320 387,277 738,936
Central Texas 23,706 24,497 32,766 15,394 16,351 21,787 54,288 62,909 84,525 93,388 103,757 139,078
Coastal Bend 24,093 25,335 25,621 16,231 16,584 17,002 65,474 64,071 67,010 105,798 105,990 109,633
Concho Valley 6,309 6,352 6,481 4,226 4,192 4,324 16,128 16,663 17,217 26,663 27,207 28,022
Deep East Texas 14,631 15,686 19,059 10,058 10,465 12,672 39,504 40,861 50,226 64,193 67,012 81,957
EastTexas 32,473 34,663 53,397 22,538 22,707 34,528 89,807 93,696 135,274 144,818 151,066 223,199
GoldenCrescent 8,013 8,258 9,945 5,455 5,429 6,658 21,341 22,397 26,906 34,809 36,084 43,509
Heart Of Texas 14,209 15,515 16,651 9,568 9,936 10,941 38,186 38,681 43,390 61,963 64,132 70,982
Houston-Galveston 289,009 @ 311,604 496,032 | 191,751 201,116 321,589 752,439 809,225 1,253,846 |1,233,199 | 1,321,945 2,071,467
Lower Rio Grande Valley 66,679 80,062 111,815 45,282 49,440 70,148 185,808 177,800 258,066 297,769 307,302 440,029
Middle Rio Grande 8,007 9,275 9,677 5,615 6,006 6,401 22,388 21,877 24,505 36,010 37,158 40,583
Nortex 8,700 8,748 8,934 5,849 5,908 6,030 23,011 23,757 24,633 37,560 38,413 39,597
North Central Texas 300,955 | 323,577 583,665 | 206,894 @ 210,150 376,583 817,444 869,553 1,456,054 |1,325,293 | 1,403,280 @ 2,416,302
Panhandle 19,914 19,715 27,257 13,390 13,147 18,283 51,368 56,411 75,232 84,672 89,273 120,772
Permian Basin 20,789 21,489 26,823 13,342 14,074 17,592 50,539 55,392 69,008 84,670 90,955 113,423
Rio Grande 39,452 45,354 52,198 26,791 28,357 33,664 109,092 104,087 127,603 175,335 177,798 213,465
South East Texas 15,753 16,384 21,759 10,462 10,988 14,404 41,372 43,646 57,532 67,587 71,018 93,695
South Plains 18,676 19,607 22,485 12,089 12,716 14,823 46,658 49,049 57,808 77,423 81,372 95,116
South Texas 19,098 23,672 29,299 12,762 14,493 18,283 51,670 47,917 64,901 83,530 86,082 112,483
Texoma 7,413 7,493 9,738 5,088 4,983 6,392 20,622 20,823 25,307 33,123 33,299 41,437
West Central Texas 13,013 13,810 13,941 8,955 9,098 9,344 34,020 35,776 37,661 55,988 58,684 60,946




(4

Table A-2. Child Population Estimates for 2010 and Projections for 2015 and 2040 by Age Group and MSA

0-2 3-4 5-12 Total
2010 | 2015 2040 2010 | 2015 | 2040 2010 | 2015 | 2040 2010 | 2015 | 2040
State of Texas 1,151,310 1,257,156 1,932,224 777,163 811,631 1,251,298 3,066,796 3,229,554 4,864,023 4,995,269 5,298,341 8,047,550
Metropolitan 1,028,321 1125799 1,772,263 693,178 725,446 1145445 2,732,520 2,886,233 4,443,625 4,454,019 4,737,478 7,361,332
Non-Metropolitan 122,989 131,357 1599671 83985 86,185 105,853 334,276 343,321 420,308 541,250 560,863 686,218
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
Abilene 6926 7,567 6997 | 4656 4,985 4,659 | 17,108 18193 18363 | 28690 30,745 30,019
Amarillo 11,332 11,243 15731 | 7,683 7592 10579 | 29211 = 32,210 43,806 | 48226 51,045 70,116
Austin-RoundRock-SanMarcos | 76,375 90425 173646 | 51,129 57,818 110965 | 196349 221,455 429,115 | 323,853 369,698 713,726
Beaumont-Port Arthur 15753 16384 21,759 | 10,462 10988 = 14,404 | 41372 43,646 57,532 | 67,587 71,018 93,605
Brownsuille-Harlingen 21371 24859 28798 | 14483 15646 18282 | 61219 56181 67,965 | 97,073 96,686 115045
College Station-Bryan 8994 11,995 = 16002 | 5748 7,542 10067 | 20896 23532 = 37,840 | 35638 43069 63,909
Corpus Christi 17,939 18785 18974 | 12,086 12,280 12,599 | 49,697 48005 49,998 | 79,722 79070 81571
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington 294,493 | 316,670 574,091 | 202,453 205573 = 370,286 | 799,712 = 850,964 1,430,534 |1,296,658 1,373,207 2,374,911
El Paso 38475 44,248 50997 | 26146 27,665 32,883 | 106331 101,479 124,604 | 170952 173,302 208,484
Houston-SugarLand-Baytown | 283,897 304,854 488,547 | 188315 196,625 316657 | 739,058 = 795581 1235621 |1211270 1,297,060 2,040,825
Killeen-Temple-Fort Hood 22,008 22,781 30,765 | 14,273 15249 20,453 | 49,654 58267 79,160 | 85935 96297 130378
Laredo 14,665 18135 23853 | 9,759 11,025 14,859 | 39,724 37,018 52,783 | 64,148 66178 91495
Longuiew 8964 9654 16535 | 6084 6322 10573 | 23507 25345 40994 | 38555 41321 68,102
Lubbock 12,617 13,402 = 15729 | 8056 8654 10285 | 31,032 32,797 39,924 | 51705 54853 65938
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission 44373 54056 81,791 | 30,165 33077 51,080 | 121,986 119,172 187,232 | 196524 206,305 320,103
Midland 6697 6987 8931 | 4304 4,552 5778 | 16386 17,875 22,657 | 27,387 = 29414 37366
Odessa 7423 7,736 9,535 | 4652 5094 6198 | 17626 19,238 2359 | 29,701 32,068 39,329
san Angelo a685 4821 4734 | 3109 3235 3,148 | 11647 = 12,193 12349 | 19441 = 20249 20,231
San Antonio-New Braunfels 93438 100,762 135758 | 63,693 65228 89,502 | 257,708 268,204 362,621 | 414,839 434,194 587,881
Sherman-Denison 4666 4726 6268 | 3,167 3,127 4,076 | 13,051 = 12897 15893 | 20884 20750 26,237
Texarkana 3448 3523 3335 | 2473 2370 2,295 | 9,990 9760 9225 | 15911 15653 14,855
Tyler 8748 9,738 15436 | 6206 6244 9929 | 24010 = 25255 38118 | 38964 41237 63,483
Victoria 5057 5359 6705 | 3382 3,509 4,481 | 13461 14199 18262 | 21,900 23,067 29,448
Waco 9984 11,092 = 11527 | 6,658 = 6977 7,486 | 26357 @ 26694 29518 | 42,999 = 44,763 48531
Wichita Falls 5993 5997 5818 | 403 4,069 3921 | 15428 16073 15915 | 25457 26139 25654
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Table A-3. Child Population Estimates for 2010 and Projections for 2015 and 2040

by Age Group for 20 Most Child Populous Counties

0-2 34 5-12 Total
2010 | 2015 | 2040 2010 | 2015 | 2040 2010 | 2015 | 2040 2010 | 2015 | 2040
20 Most Child Populous Counties

Harris 203,677 | 221,465 | 290,450 | 132,637 | 141,442 | 186,934 | 506,603 | 529,054 | 693379 | 842,917 | 891,961 | 1,170,763
Dallas 115,587 | 129,145 | 144,347 | 77,251 | 82,861 | 92,526 | 288,630 | 289,968 | 337,772 | 481,468 | 501,974 | 574,645
Tarrant 84,930 | 90910 | 153492 | 57,969 | 58812 | 99,015 | 228222 | 244012 | 381,111 | 371,121 | 393,734 | 633,618
Bexar 77,590 | 83994 | 105104 | 52,497 | 54352 | 69,087 | 207,826 | 214759 | 272,717 | 337,913 | 353,205 | 446,908
Travis 45892 | 55783 | 67571 | 29882 | 35477 | 42,814 | 109237 | 118860 | 157,209 | 185011 | 210,120 | 267,594
Hidalgo 44373 | 54056 | 81,791 | 30165 | 33,077 | s1080 | 121,986 | 119172 | 187,232 | 196,524 | 206,305 | 320,103
El Paso 38475 | 44,248 | 50997 | 2646 | 27,665 | 32,883 | 106331 | 101,479 | 124604 | 170,952 | 173,392 | 208484
Collin 34267 | 34607 | 107,750 | 24,582 | 23,034 | 69,296 | 105493 | 118161 | 272,514 | 164342 | 175,802 | 449,560
Denton 20,082 | 29,467 | 91,007 | 20708 | 19,820 | 58915 | 84,263 | 96661 | 226657 | 134,053 | 145948 | 376,579
FortBend 25447 | 25030 | 73,829 | 18301 | 16899 | 48991 | 79535 | 95475 | 212,505 | 123283 | 137404 | 335345
Cameron 21,371 | 24859 | 28798 | 14483 | 15646 | 18282 | 61,219 | 56181 | 67965 | 97,073 | 96686 | 115,045
Williamson 19,729 | 20873 | 65,643 | 13,802 | 13542 | 42,151 | 56289 | 67073 | 168306 | 89,820 | 101,488 | 276,100
Montgomery 19513 | 21,145 | 58991 | 13711 | 13599 | 37,795 | 57,147 | 66386 | 156797 | 90371 | 101,130 | 253,583
Bell 17,391 | 18,3865 | 25347 | 10974 | 12,380 | 16584 | 38202 | 43803 | 61622 | 66567 | 75057 | 103553
Brazoria 14807 | 15278 | 30,830 | 9921 | 10252 | 20171 | 38869 | 44597 | so198 | 63597 | 70127 | 131,199
Webb 14665 | 18135 | 23853 | 9759 | 11,005 | 14,850 | 39724 | 37018 | 52,783 | 6448 | 66,178 | 91,495
Nueces 14343 | 14983 | 15464 | 9733 | 9720 | 10246 | 39635 | 38267 | 40493 | 63711 | 62970 | 66,203
Lubbock 12327 | 13115 | 15266 | 7,841 | 8479 | 9975 | 30295 | 31,944 | 38645 | 50463 | 53538 | 63886
Galveston 11,808 | 12,699 | 15769 | 8081 | 8448 | 10576 | 33274 | 34015 | 42,753 | 53253 | 55162 | 69,008
Jefferson 10337 | 11,073 | 15280 | 6825 | 7303 | 9962 | 26001 | 2748 | 38557 | 43163 | 45862 | 63,799
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