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This is a two velume evaluation of the Vermoht Model FAP Child
Care Service 3ystem. The study was conducteﬁ

Institute for Community Development under a
(H=3947%) from the Evaluation Branch of the 0Of
Devel spment in the Department of Health, 'Bducd

by the Leadership
we]ve-mohth'grant

“ice of Child

tion and Welfarc.

Since studies of this type tend to focus on deficiencics
and unsolved problnmq in.the scarch for pragma 1L excuellencde,
Lhty may neglect important achievements or crodte false impros-
sions of failure, We hope such an imbalance has- been avoided
in this report. While we have been evaluatively critical }
thloughouL, I want to take this opportunity to tommend all those |
iavolved ir the Vermont pretest for their ha1d~“oxn1nq, talented.

dedication and their valuable aCCOmp]lShWLHLS in this difficult
ploncex effort. \ h

. , N

Many people cont rlbutud theic time, LaanLs\and energies to
this work and their names apgear in the Appendl\.\ Special thanks,
hoﬁevcr, are due the small but mighty staff who halped to put
"the jigsaw puzzle together, Martin Fisher, Cynthia, Faust, Arlcne
Fonaroff and Krisa Vick. hoxds cannot express my graLiLudc to
L. Janc Titley whose talents and creative insight were matched
by her long,.dcvoted hours to thc final greparaflon\e* the report.

My thanks to the poople in Washington and Vermcnp who
had the courage and.imagination .to pretest. a difficult program
and who raised the cvaluation guesticns which formed the basis
for -this study. tHanks, alsoc, td the dozens of patient people
who shared with us their documents, experiences, problems
and ”nagosflons durlng those long JntchLHWs dnd Luiopnonu
calls in Washington, BostOn and VerménL

To Lois-ellin Datta, Esther Kresh and the federal review. =

N . . _ . I .
panel,. my deep appreciation for their support and critical
comments.

- "
4 .

And thanks to Jack Mannion arnd the LICD Board of Directors

for their support and confidence during an exciting year of hard
work

¢

To all, many thanks. } °

s
Eileeﬁ Siedman .
Project Director L
. -~ . LICD . i -
Washington, D. C. L - June, 1972 ) .
- .
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Introduction |

Why 'Vormont? That seémed to be the standard question cach time
someone heard about this study for the, first time. The quost@on
was generally followed with =kcpt1cal commente about, population
Characteristics since Vermont's folks. were predominantly rural
whites who lived all over the state, in and around tiny towns
and villagés. . As one state official put it, "Vermont.is a-
medium sized city spread over a 10,000 mile terrain." What
possible value, then, could a pretest of a national day care
system have for the rest of the country when Vermont .was so
"different", they asked, §s if state characteristics rather
than national polidies were the issue. And, in fact, Vermont
was not "typical". But neither were New York, Alaska, West
Virginia, Alabama, Connecticut, Hawaii, or Ohio. For cach of

.the fifty states had its ‘own characteristics, yeography,

traditions and population mix, and none of those factors turned
out. to be significant research varlablcs for two important
reasens. :

First, this was a systems study - -an intensive cxamination
of the way federal and state resources were used to provide
statewide day caré services for wo*klng parents under a proposed
waelfare reform plan.’
4

Sinca federally funded programs were wrapped in identical

.boxes and tied with the same red tape, rno matter which state

received them, state and local -differences of type and degree
were important factors but national administrative regulations
were the same, so Vermont 'was as good as any other place to -
pretest the model FAP day care system. The forms and controls
were standard and Lhe new rules were de51gncd for a natlonal
program. :

.

Second, the factor of ubiquitous'humanity presupposes that

;ngﬁi;{gre peoule, regardless of how they look, where they live
th

T source: of incéme. Given that, the servicg delivery
‘human needs in, Verment. could be equa*ed with those in the rest

. of the country so that judgments about "how well" to meet

those needs were considered transferrable .to other 5tates.

The dilemma, of course, wies first to learn what really ]
happened" when Vermont was funded to plan, organize. and operate
a model day care delivery stem in the context of the proposed
Family Assistance Plan, and second, to find a way \

. to assess “hcw well" the model fhctioned to achieve i

s
objectives.  In the final analysis, achievement of thig,pgogram‘s

goals should have been measured by whether or not its dlientele
public was beétter off, worse off ©r unchanged ds a resullt of
the progranm. act‘v1ty, but this evaluatlon stopp@d short af. that,

"

. o

PR
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. o - guidelines? - . . . d}

’ A ll .

objective. Instead, we were agked to limit our assessment of
the vérmont cxpericonce’ to the |dm1n19trat ve implementation of
thc suatew1de FAD dav care system, and we have done so.

Thlc was rot, to be "just another evaluation’ study" but.
an gttcmpt to ldPntlfy and describe speciific factors of policy
and implementaticn in order to suggest remedial alternatives
for immediate actlon by national decision nakers and state
-

" THE SCOPE OF THIS STUDY .

In the ‘context of national priorities, .the child care cofi- "
pornent in FAP is part of a broader plan to increase the
numbers of employable ‘men and women with outlets to the
labor market vis-a-vis assurance of quality care for depend-
ent .children during the work day. *

In examining the. plannlng ;rocess, we first considered
the basic questions posed by the Department of Health,

Education and Welfare: ) N o
— 1: What was the p-annlng .process. in Vermont?
. I
2. How closely did 1t Lollow proposed- fodcral,

© state and local guldeLlncs’

3. Where and why ‘dia it diverge from such

=

4. tWere there ulternatlvcs posed . for the coursc"J .
of action eventually taken? ~
- )

5. what problems were .involved in its development?

o

What can-be learned from thlq experience hhlch
will be useful- to natlonaﬂ3p011c3 makel§

Additicnally, we also consxdered the follow1nq

questions: s . | ’

. . G -
well as their impact on the planning progess?
. . o . t R
2. What was the gen951s and development oOf the
- whéle FAR pretest in Vermont, as these affected
thn day care component planning process’
!

1. _What is the validity of the guidelines, as ¥

3. hhat was the Lntluence on the olanning progess
of the working relationships among and betwyeen
, fednral and state staffs? R
N . L »

4. What use was made of’ subcontracfors for LhA
collection und analysis of data and the’ prog
: vision of technical assistance and staff \\

"training during the planning proéocess?

o

-

&
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/ 5. Whatewas the role of commupity level people . o
j in the planning process?‘.\ i
| ‘

| T
/ 6. . How did dec&sién—mekiﬂg qcc+r in .the plabning
process? - D : '
\

5/ "~ 7. wWhat was thé\lmportance of 1nf0rmatlon and its ,

°° use in “hc plann;ng process? 1
f “ .
\ Specific answers to these two groups of queJtlonswappear L
in“ﬁert»l -— summary: Conclusions and Recommendatiions,

a -

- N i ‘” N ]
HEW's baslc questlon\to the state of Vermont was: "How does

a State organize resources\to quickly establlsh a ¢h.ld care

“system which will support FAP emp;oyment ob3ect1ves°"l/

Therefore, LICD's phase two\lnvestlgatlon of the FAP child care
operating system was ccncerned w1th the following 1ssues

A. How valid were the baslc assumptlons of the
child care prov1slons Of the FAP lcg1s‘at10n°

B.: What were the costs of admlﬁlsterlng the system A
’ and how could these be-essessed’

To what extent were, chiid care delivery system
: . variables responslvelte the needs of FAP

ellglble fam111es° R

3

@]

D. " To what extent was the operatlng system an *
1mplenentatlon of the Opkrations Plan’ :

E. ‘"How well" and "how quCk y" did the operatlhg
system work to attain the pretest objectle of ! .
: a statew1de delivery systégm to provide “stable . -
VA quallty CW11d care for FAP ellglble families?" 2/

F. What were the state and lodal. factors which
facilitated or inhibited dellivery of "stable,
‘ Quality child, care serv1ce°\1
G. What were the broad problem reas and the specific
problems of the operating syjtem?” What were ' -
their causes and how could they be prevented? .

. . ‘ - N 1:¥

l/ HEW Request ﬁor Progosgl to evalua&e the Vermont Model EAP
Child Care Serv1ce System.

2/ Gne other LICD jtask concerned thelp ovision of technical
assistance to Veérmont in-the development of program quality
1nd;cators The LICDH dlscusslon of Vermont's" assessment of »

. - program quality appears here in volime II, Chapter 4, Controls L

o

and. the complete Vermont report. has Yeer reprintead as Appendix P.

. . - N . { b
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’ T : METHODOLOGY ~ . ‘ . .

. . . . ©
’ , i R - o //' - ' .
. ’ " ‘The PAP ¢nild care planning process acconiplishments were o A
measured against those expectations of it expressed in R ) T P
written documents, proposed degislation, and LICD intervicws : IR :
with staff. S o S 'ﬂ

o . ' [ C . . k\{ [N
: ) ‘ ; Je "

‘This proved Yo be an elﬁsiveﬂgSSigﬁmenﬁ.e The, expecta- .- ‘
' : “tions identified were, for the mast part, nebulous and very : -
Lo, ‘often ¢ontradictory or misundersitood, . Vermont was givep bne : SN
e = set of expectations in the Vermoht--D/HEW .cdntract, but” - . -, . . -~
never received othgrs. expressed in the OEOrHEW agrcement! S L : ;
LICD iaterviews with federal, state and local people twrmed . ._. s N
up still more. \ “ : 7'.‘h”‘n S R ) " i
"Futher complicating all these élfferlng‘levels>of o - o ‘ I -
expectations was not only Vermont's &wn idea of xhat it - I
+ oxpetted to achieve but also_it; percgptlon of wh'tgwas . ) e e / .
‘required: of it by others. . RN . e ;

. -

Lo . . TN oo
To the extent possible, “LEICD evaluQWOrs a . 3 . ’
‘ ' ) ) . . . -
v 1. identified expected outcomes of lthe :hild“care" o i -
© Ppretest in general! and of the planning process
in particular; -

N . . . o

L . -

. 2. clessified these ‘expectations into major S . .
R g . categories; T B '
. . B ? U R - - . " B : . P . e . : '
. 3. identified accemplishments of the child care . i 'f .
i pretest in general,-and of the planning process e T s
[ in particular; . T ' ) o .- T ‘ o

- 4. classified these_acquplishméhts into the same f\ T Y
: " categories as the expectations; and - . . C y N

- L , _ - i .
5. ‘analyzed the findings in order to draw conclusions .
and make recommendations. = . .’ ' . ' .

> b ' . C o oL - N -

. ] .This report endoumpasses all aspects of the planning : w ot
e : - . process ‘as they were reflected in the development of" the .
: ’ . administrative system, the prepdratory arrangefients by PR
I [ federal and state staffs for transfer of operational ) . ™
responsibility and funding to the local level, and t@g////
development of the day r;;fudegiyegy cystem. -

s - . v E . : - —
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» reperts, newspapelr articles and other writteh- ‘materials.l/

: . ) e .

Volume II research focused on the admihistrative implementa-
tion of the Vermont day care systém.. Data Merc gbtained from
legal documents which imposed requlrtmcnts,\coxrespondtncn,4
memoranda, guidelihes, contracts, minutes of mchlngu, ‘records,

A literatyre search was also conducted for rélevant day care
information and the Operations Plan -was carcﬁully trlthued
(as doescribed in Volume II, Chapter 1, 9. lGlQ

b “

Data were c3§lected\in the following majog\categories:

1. DPcople ' * "\ 8. Child/adult

\Ratros ' ?
v . . A
2. Places 9. Ancillary Se{yices
_ R

3. Things ‘ - a. Transportation

4. Systems . : b. Health! .
. : * .o (physical, meAtal
s 5. Time oo and dental) . .

6. Money N ) ' . c. Food

7. Fce/Ratc Schedules 1o, Licensing - '4 e '}

Vermonters -were extr@mely cooperative in providing 1nformatlon
by teclephone and mdll, an important factor 'in this study
because of its low budget. Persons interviewed in the field
represented state governmgnt, 4-C committees and day care sites.
LICD staff 1nterv1ewed all\bput one of the DHEW staff involved
in the varmont child care pretest, all but one of the state

cofficiale connccted with the dﬁy care system and nearly-one third

of Vermoh ‘s day care prov;ders. N : b

LTCD staff- and part-time conSultants cbnducted personal ,;E\ e
interviews with 260 people throughout the state’~ -each of "whom | - :
had a direct relationship with the operating system‘\\?hnse

- included 31 state employees, 13 4-C leaders, 52 site operat®

55 site staff 21 members of site advisory boards and &8 parents.‘\\\;\
Coded interview guides were prepared for each categdry of role

v

7 <
lf’ The napendlx oontalns summaxy_datar_aoples,Qﬁ_documents -and

identifies pecple and places visited in the fikld. a . )
alessary ‘has heen provided as a convenient reference guide ~ -

te frequently used acconyms and key terms used in this report. -
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" tabulation and correlation, which was done manually.

2 _Q%ﬁftyvsamgle‘sites were selected/for data

; “fhese includedl a representative sample of each type of Vermomrt

.
X3
‘*

.
\\\
o

- G- ' .

( y . S
in the system 1/ with interlocki'ng questions .to facilitate data

4
4-C Interviews
N *

During the weck of March 14-17, 1972, LICD sent two’
interviewers into Vermont, one tqg cover fcur 4-C areas in the
northern-half of the state and the other to cover the four
areas in the southern .part ¢f the stwte One interview per
day was conduc’ed by each interviewer. LICD interviews at
the 4-C regicnal level were designed to obtain as much information
as possible about the operation of 4-C in Vermont and how it
related to the other components of the Vermont FAP child care

pretest. | .

. . L4

We planned to interview the 4-C staff director in each of -
the eight 4-C regions, feeling that the full-time .paid staff
person would be closest to’the operation and better able Lo
give us the information we needed. In some cases, however,

where the paid-staff person vas“new or had not been as clése

to the details ds a member of the 4-C Cogpittee, we interviewed
them togetﬁe:. For that reason, intervi®weés in Chapter 5 are
referred to as 4~C "leaders." o /7 I

. a

A

Site Interviews ’ .

qqlleciion.

day care provider. - Licensed facilitied wgre selected from the

~official state -list of approximately 150 homes, group homet

and centers. Unlicensed facilities (caretaker homes) were

‘selected from a list of 24 supplied by the area 4-C Committees.g/

Site selection criteria. included type of facility, locaticn

;py ggography and 4-C area, number of children,. accesgibility to
interviewers 3/ and availability -of persons to be interviewed.’

We made no attempt to limit the sample to FAP participants siiice

.
,

1/ Semantics presented occasitnal problems for LICD .staff because
several Vermont state units had the same names as their
federal counterparts (Office of Economic Opportunity, Officde of
Child Development, FAP) and were not always clearly sbrted out.
In another example)statewide nomenclature for what we called
"sites" was also confusing. Day care providers were classified
in at least six different ways, some of them overlapping,

N ’

2/ See mppendices D—f,'E, F, G and H for details.

. . .
3/ ,e.q.,driving diglances, weather conditions, hours of operation,

etc.

Y (

o
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.eceived throughout thi state,

4

he day care system was supposed to, service the entire-state
nd, as .the data show, non- QC paylng younasters wére cnrolled :
hroughoai the state. LICD&a'sglection in€luded Centers licensed
or over 30 children and those licensed for 'under 30 children,
ast of which operated out of homes. 1/ We also included a
epresnntative sample of FAP day care "alternatlve models
.ncluding The Burlington High School Child Development Center,
he Vermont Home Care Enrichmert Center and the day care center .
t Fort Ethan Allen, 2/ and The Lynden State College Day Care °
entér. : o ’ .
“Ten-LICD lntLrVLGNCrs covered 46 sites during the week of
prll 10, 1972. We wete obllged t® cover the eralnlng four
ites the follow1ng week due to an-unexpected illness in the’ i
amily of one of our staff. . .

Since one imporg%mt aspect of our study was an assessment of
he information sys , we used personal telephope contatts
o set up appointmidfcs about one week before eacE visit.
ecause the inform&lity of the telephone gave us an opportunity
o answer duestions about the purpose of our visit.and the nature
f our study, we hoped to ayoid the erroneous impression that
e were ‘coming to evaluate thu site or to.monitor its program.
.n most cases, we achieved this okjective by telephone ,in
dvance.. In a few instapces, further clarification oc¢urred. .
uring the face to facefj rviews. -‘Fach of the ten interviewers
as.able to establish g*diréct personal relation§t§p which

ontributed to the overall warm-hearted cooperatiop we

.

o
- .

The methodology regquired that persons interviewed respond
pontaneously and without preparation of any kind. If we had
een conducting a honitoring effort or a program guality N
ssessment, the more traditional "introduction by létter" !
ethod might have been appropriate. Also, in recOgnizing the '
navoidable imposition any outsider makes on asbusy day %are
pelatlon, we structured our visits so that we could cover all
ntelVlews at each site'in one day. Interviews generally began
ith the site operator at about 1:00 p.m. while the children
rere happing, and finished with *he parents when they came to
ick up their children at the end of the day.

f this stﬁdy, Volume I-The
and evaluated that portion of

In the first phase report
‘lanning .Process, we describg

/ Of the initial 50 sxtes selected, we found, when calllng
to make appointments, that seven of them were no longer in -
< business, some of them for a while despite the fact that their ™

names appeared on the current list of licensed day care faCllltleS>

o o S . +
Cperated by the University of Vermont. ) :

. - " N
. ~
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: . Plan.
.ceived as an assessment of how well the operating system was
However, because the plan

the pretest which was to have produced a model Operations -
The second phase of this evaluation was origjinally con=-

" working in relation to that plan.
did not spell out a child care delivery systim, the state'y .
! .

day care operation was cValuated scparately..

: As George Carcagno pointed cut in his letter tothe LICD
Project Director, Volume I of this report required, to some
. extent, "...unreveling a tangled _skein of fact,. ¢pinion,
emotive statements.and fantasy."& Volume II, on the other
hand, -describges the actual operation of Vermont's day care
’ and'as it was cxpericencued

svstem as it functioned at cvery level
LICD evaluators observed the

‘ad
o
. J{%//// by the people who lived it.
\H evolution of a statewide system, almost from its very beginning,
! and watched enthusiastic optimism turn to anger, frustration
and despair as expectatidns rose faster thg% the system's .
. o
i

capability to respond to them.
‘What follows, then, is the story of bay Care in Vcrmont. /

\

\
A

—— —

) f
! ‘
\ .”/\\
~ ’ li
. . . o Lo - v,
1/ The Operations Plan: A Critique, pp. 161-195.
2/ Appendix Q. . ) .
-
. -
)
I . ~
1 -
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Part T - Exccutive Summary

The Vermont model FAP child care service system was expectod to

become a preliminary state implementation model when the Family
Assistance Plan became law. 1In conception, it was to implement
a model FAP child care plan. NHowever,. as described at length . e

ir vol. T of this report, Vermont's. Operations Plan was not
a work plan for a service delivery system cxcept as it :
specified FAP eligibility requirements and financial controis.
) The Plan scemad to assum. that having made money available
. ’ within boundaries and constraints, supply and demand factors
would permit a delivery system to "happen." ©Nevertheless,
when - the FAP pretest brought statewide money and attention
to Vermont's day ¢are necds, FAP rescurces became the basis '
for organizing and operating a statewide day care system
which then generated new needs for .policy and procedure in order
to function. :

A3

Overall, the pretest appeared to -demonstrate that Vermont
parents would usc day care resources, if available, so they
could take jobs or cmployment for training. Howewver, because of
informational deficiencies, thercwas little reliable,
data from the Vermont pretest to direcctly associate those
working parents with the FAP-reclated activities of the

- pretest. As a measure of success, the pretest brought
day care to Vermont and some expectaticns that, if jobs were .’
available, welfare recipients and other low income people who
Cinieee——— needed child care could go to work. Perhaps the most seriou$, o i
misconception of the planners, however, lay in their aSsumptien
that a statewide human service system could be started from
scratch without consideration for the complexities of service
delivery and the potential conséquences of conflicting values,
such as custodial versus developmental c¢hild care.

It is important to note here that our investigation found
no recalcitrant bureaucrats or other blameworthy types™ The
datad are clear th..t nearly everyone involved in the project
was eager. for  success and .deeply committed to producing quality
child care for:working parents. Conflicts wnich surfaced
developed around different perceptions of the ultimate goal: .
\. day care for children's saKe or day care to meet economic : s

\\\ ‘needs? . . .
\ . Lo

The summary findings, conclusions and recommendations which
follow suggest that these two objectives are not mutually.
exclusive if planned for as equally important clements of a
total delivery system. '

e

- RN
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b



\ Coo-1 -

Background Information

On July L, 1970, thc State of Vermont bcdan a ‘project to’
pretest the planning and operation of a statewide child care
delivery system for workihg parents within the context of
a broader pgretest of the proposed Family Assistance Plan (FiapP).1/
This day care cffort was funded under a contract from the -
Department’ of Health, Education and Welfare (D/HEW), supplemented
by addltlcnal funds from the Office of Economic Oppoxtunlty
(OEO), to qrov1de FAP day care services. (See Figure'l, page 1:%)

Planners_in Washinqton and in Verment's state capitol,
Montpelier, worked closely together to establish FAP c¢li-
gibility criteria, rate schedules and other fiscal policies
that were to bg¢ pretested in Vermont for replication in .
other states. It was hoped that the Vermont experience would |

. provide information about the feasibility of policies and
. ) procedures so that FAP could-quickly be implemented whcn voted
¥ into law by Congress.

expanded day -care scrvices, the child care.aspects of the
pretest began to grow in importance This was particularly
true as day care became a crucial fackor 'in the President'c
workfare philosophy.

\\ Commencing with the P;esidcnt’5\innoun~em€nt concerning
e

But early in the pretest, two Washington dcclslonb
transformed the day care component from a role qs mergly orne.
of four programs supgortlng the income maintenande pretest

) to ‘the p051tJOn of its most significant (and controversial)
. : component. Each of these d00151ong directly affected the

planning process. : . Lo

The de01sion in January, ‘1970, not to pretest the income
maintenance plan changed the fundamcntal character of the -
pretest. The planners. had to shelve much of therpriginal plan-
ning work, including most of the data from a major study for
Vermont performed under contract by Mathematica, Inc. 2/
Removing the basic income maintenance framework created a

! 1/ The Family Assistance Plan (FAP):an Administration bill

) - introduced in Congress as H. R. 14173 on Cztober 3, 196%.
Not passed. Subseguent revisions resulted in its R
reintroduction as H. R. 1 in January, 1971. Not passed.

2/ Mathematica, Inc. (120 Alexander St., Princeton, N. J.) .
T was engaged to help develop policies and procedures for, _
1mp1ement1ng FAP on a statewide basis. (5ee pp. 98-195). o

. -
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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pretest of four ¢cudratc programs only perlpnerall} related
within the FAP context: 1) day care, 2) voeational
rchabi-litation,” 3)" Spcxal se?Vices, and 4,~cmuloymcnt/tlaln1ng
, The other decision, ‘o provide a large sufi,of OEO moncy
for day care services, 1/ helped to enlarge the‘'significance
of the day care component as it became .he most’ richly funded
alement of the pretest and', more lmportant an almost totally
independent .variable. B

Vermont's interest in wclfaro'reforh was understandable
ingview of its position as the tenth highest state in amounts
palﬂ pera inhabitant tor public assistance.2/ -~ o

- According to the 1970 census, 68% of . Vermont's population
was found in rural areas, with ski resorts and summer homes the
main source of revenue for scrvice industries. Burlington...
was the largest city with 39,000 people. IBM3/ and GEL/ °°
are the industries credited with having contributed to
Burlington's growth. The increase in Verment's population
between 1960 and 1970 was equal to the increase between 1890
and 1960. The total population at the 1970 Census was 445,000
with 38% of the population white collar, 62% blue collar and
less than 1/2 of 1% were,other than white. The average per -
capita income in 1970 was $3,465.00 (32nd lowest in the
country). Vermontiwas the 48th state in.its number of poor"
people with a statewide average uncmployment rate of 4.4%.
Given the-limitations of the unemployment rate describing the
actual economic situation, the rate steadily increased two
points over a one yéar. perlod The lowest monthly rate in one
community was 1.8 and the highest was 8.9. The statéewid

.average monthly range was 4.0 to 5.8. \ ’ .

“ IPHe Vermont FAP Pretest followed the traditional pattern

. of vertical funding and vertical working relat%onships/(see
_Figure 1). 7he real significance of this, as it related to
the decision-making process, lies in the fact that the funding

scurce not only detcrmined the problem but also tended to
direct what to do about it. Even in the Washington/Bosten
federal relationship, it was found that, for the most part,
Washington bypassed the regiop in order to work directly
with the state.

1/ See Appendices A-2 and A-3 for the OEO/HEW Acreement.

"2/ Based on Resident Population, July 1, 1971, Bureau of the
- Census cstimate, HEW~SRS-PS~8 QS - NCSS No. 3

3/\IBM - International Business Machines, Inc.

4/- Gl\;_ffneral Electric Corporation
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In the initial stages of the planning process, organiza-
tional problems began to compete for attention with policy
questions. Some of the inherent problems resulted from using
existing legislatinn, programs. and institutions for the
pretest of propoch'lcgislation '

Overall plannlnp-for ths statewide program was handicapped
from the outset by fhe absence of a planning design and by the
scparate but egual status of cach of the four components cspeciall
the day care component. Further complicating matters were -the

s overlapping and often contradictory reguirements and expectations
set forth in federal contracts and other documents with which’
Vermont. attempted to comply. o

’ . Following the traditional pattern of intergovernmental re-
) lations in federally funded:programs, D/HEW and DOL (Department
of Labor) received proposals and funded separate Picces of the .
5 pretest using the amorphous machlncxy of agency represcntation
in decision- maklrg groups .1/ T
At the close of F.Y. 1970 (when the FAP day carc pretest
;. - began) Vermont had 270 children enrolled in its full-ycar, full-
. 5 day tiead Start program.gé In December, 1970, an_gdditional 250
I T ' children were reported to bé receiving child care undgr the Work
o Incentive Program (WINJ.

2

i As one indicator of Vermont's lncroaSLng trond toward
' ‘responslvcncss in matters affecting children, the State announced
in May, 1972 that "Day care centers would be permitted to spend .
up to 20 pergent-.of their state and federal funds to'qgre for
children from homes where illness had/kept.one of the parents
from working. : ' : ;
- In Vcrmont, the 4-C Committees and thce cay carc service pro-
vlders did not have a 51gn1flcant lnput to decisien-making during
the planning process. Their role of operating agency differed
‘ : from the original 4-C concept, in which .they were to'Fg responsible
only as catalysts, community organizers or policy makers.

1/ See Figure 1, p. 129.

2/ "Table 27, Children.in Full Year, Full Day Head SthpflPrograms
by State, Fiscal Year 1970, and Federal Costs", Child Carc Data
and Materials, Committee on Finance, U.S. Scnate, Jujie 16, 1971
p. 60. ! e :

5

3/ Op. Cit.. "Table 17, Numberr of Children Reported Receiving Child
Care Under WIN," p. 41.

4/ State Goverrment News, Volume 15, #5, May, 1972. Published
by the Council of State Governments, p. 7.. )
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Our cxamination of the complicated route of ,the OkC °* ‘ !
day carec money (see Figure 1,) revealed the gradual '
and confusing imposition of intricate requirements as each -
ageney's input reflected its own' policy and perspective. ;
,In addition, Vermont's Day Care Unit in the State Office i
of Economic Opportunity was charged with the responsibility !
for organizing and operating FAP day care while the planning .
responsibility rested with the FAP Planning Staff in another -
organization. he net effect of:this fragmented approach ]
appears to jhave been the development of a competitive and o B
conflicting reldfjonship rather than a partnership between
the planning andf operating staffs. It also reflected a view *& .
of planning and bperating which perceived them as two -
digcrete activit)es with @ neat sequential relationship not' ¥
borne out by subkequent examinati?n of the actual pretest h !

experience.
v

- The planning process of the Viermont day care pretest g N
did not produce any systematic expprimentation aiming
at alternative courses of action. {At no time were there - S
systematic plans for de¥elopirna, ahalyzing, or selecting.
viable planning alternatives. .\ : : S
. ~ 1y . /
AL the same time, several alternative day care delivery /
service models developed .independently without an overall s
design. Yet there were no plans-developed to characterize, / ) -
comparemagnd assess these alternative day care models. /
Lacking™an evaluation design, the alternatives had little. / o
value to the pretest {see pp. 116-120). : . : /

Two majQr subcontractors were used: 1)_Thiokol Chemical
Corporation l., and 2) Mathematica, Inc. - :

Thiokol contracted with' the Stat
Opporturrity to provide vrofess!nonal s
planning day care faciiities, staff ti
development of evaluation procedures f
The actual Thiokol work and its valug tc
planning process proved to bé& useful in
rather doubtful in thg other areds (see

\N"ice of Economic
bés in the area of
Ang and the

Tthe day care unit.
{ the child care
gtaff training but
p. 121-125).

L4

~

1/ Thiokol Chemical Corporation, 1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W. ,
Wﬁshingtonl.D._C.- q

#
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Mathematica's major oblluatlons ‘Wwere to provide )
Yermont with assistance and lnforma1lon to develop a body
of knowladge and a sdt of policies and procedures to
implenent FAP statewide. Most of.their work was focusad
on an income maintecnaince pretest and had limited usefulness
in connection with.child'care planning .

One other factor emergegd_ which had a significant
impiact on the Vermont day care pretest--the still unresolved
conflict over the definition GF Guality Thild care. In the
absence of criteria clearly defining qudllfy child care and
(since it was a pretest) in the absence'‘of state wide . L
irplefienting experience with the whole FAP concopt, pOSLtlons
became polarized around the one-issue which no-one had to
-settle. - In effect, "custodial® care for FAP children became
identificd as substandard care while "developmental® care
for FAP children meant compllancc with minimum state
chcnslng standards. 3

Yot, déspite thegheat and hostility generated over this
issue, both in'Washington and Montpelier, everyone interviecwed
in the course of the LICD study spoké of child care in

- developmental terms which differed only in type and degree.
.Nevertheless, - until this issue is resolved or clarified,
~planners-may continue to grope for answers to. budget questions
(facilities, staff, equipment, supplies, ancillary services,
etc.) and child care specialigts may consider FAP day care
,potentially detrimental to children.

Morcovcr, the controvcrsy ‘probably created a diversionary
protective covering for significant problems which otherwise
might have surfaced for resolution.  For example, equally-
important sources of friction seemed to stem from

-1. - different philosophical perceptions’ and -

expectations of the FAP_pretest (see pp. ‘74, 77-84
87 ~94, 137-139) & Appendix B, .

2. differing administrative styles (see pp. 82-94, 136.)

program management problems at cvery level (s:e. pp 74~
97, 136, 137). ’

4. ' the separation from the other three support

components of day care componént funding and )
‘operating (see pp. 67-73, 77-83L.95f961 129.). -,
5. power struggles over the control of the

program (see pp. 72-75, 79-84, 88-94, 126-127).

6. the absence of a broad day care planning dcsign that
) miqht have lncluded a service dollvery system as well-
as a-fiscal management system (see pp. 95-97, 98-111,
- 112, 1l6- 120) :

- e
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1 7. the nature of the pretest, wh;ch'was directed
in Washington with little, if any, input
. Irom day .care operators (sce pp. 72-75, 78-89,
5 ] 102, 166-111, 118, 128, 258, 261.) '
¢ - 8. the absc¢nce of a built-in cvaluation system
which might have. provided important fecdback
\ ‘ information for both short-range and long- -
. PR renge decisions (sce pp. 137-148). '
R 9.. the abscnce ' of -a management informdtion system
- ¢ -t with layers of decision-making opportufities - .
Lo resolve conflicts (sce pp. 87, 90-97, 147).
¢.. . .

The basic problem in the development of the planning
vrocess scemed to flow from the traditional pattern of |
developing and manaqing.federal programs from multiple
funding -sources, cach witly its own guidelines and
requlations. -

Lack of agreement orf objéctives, the’ dlfferlnq range

T, Of ¢rpectations, plus the polarlzatlon arcdand the custodial
w5, dowelopmental ¢hild fcare controversy acted further to
produce serious planning problems.
LY .
As conceived, the plannwng task scemed relatively simple
and clear: Deb)qn 1 and_develop a ‘statewide system to w10v1dp
. - R ARl
} g e - S quality.day care ‘e for FAP cligible families. Without a
doubt, . the FAP preteft was responslblc for bringing statewide
day care services - tJ Vermont, Cdespite a piecemeal ollage
. of e¢xpectations, aythority, decisiens and adtivitles. But
ncither the plaaning process itself nor the “plan" to
deliver day care fervices can be identified asla 'systcm."
. : . For exampld, one can hardly credit the plannlng proccs%
. for the Opera tyons Plan which wds written: |
: . i ;
1. before -the bascline data was analyzed and available;
v e —_—
/ . . .
2. without consultation with local day care operators;.
‘ N . s B R
; 3. . ,brimarily By one :alented_individual;
- . /. to meet the EPGCiflCdtiOHS of the foderal ;overn—’
e . / menL, and : g

Ae in relative isolation from other elements of the

services,.vocational: rohablllfatlon, and day care -
qperaLlons)

™\

Y planning prucess (e. g., employment training, social.

Ve
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“hetefore, it secems overwhelmingly evident that the
activities referred .to as the planning process in Vermont
did not produce a Mddel FAP child care service svstem, but
did produce-a classic study in public administration and
intergovernmental relations.™

Certain specific guestions were raised (sce pp. 2 and 3)
which found a basis' for much of our investigative research
While detailed answers constitute the substance of this
report,
referencest . 1

. ’ . s . &

Thae basic questions posed by'DHEW and LICD Were:

o ‘., /

\*yﬂ f; What was the planning process in Vermont and what
were the gcnusxs “andg development of .the whole FAP pretest
ih Vermont mQ thay affected tiv: day care compcnent plunn]ng
prouess’ & / .

‘We- found tnat the plarning preocess suffortd from the
abscncc of an agf\id upon .planning design. Instead,
serics of loosely Yelated decisions and actions required
Vermont's complia-ck® with directives from Washington.
Personnel and organiz@tional shifts.at the federal and state
levels took place sevdral times during the planning prOCubS
matlon gaps and delays.

encing with the ,resiaent s apnouncement concerning- -
day care serviceg," the child care aspects of

t began to grow in lmportancg. This was partlcular-
jay care service became a crucial factor in the

ly true as

_development of workfare as a weélfare reform strategy. When

the Income Maintenance aspéct was. dropped,- sufficient support
for the,preteqt remained degplte .its. more limited service
scope. Nevertheless, planners- managed to dcvelop a foundation

"for. a FAP day care delivery system and tc begin,its implementation.

Figure 2, the "Plannlng Chronology Chart," prov1@es an overview
of ‘the planning procesgi - yi . ’ :
. “How closely dld the planning piocess fOllOL~

state and local guidelines, where atd- why did
it diverge from such guxdellnes, ‘and what was the validity of
the guldellnes and thelr :mpact on the planning process?

Vérmon*‘sfate Fap chﬂld care- planners responded

_lbtlculously tc the federal guidelines contained in the

Paeral Interagency Day Care Requirements (1968) and to
specific policy dlractlvec and lnterpretatlona of pending’ FAP
legislation-® from Washlngton. Since there wa's no plannlng :

kS

synopsized nswers arc presented here with appropriate ¢

Q




. & .
B \)

M A 170x Provided by Eric:

“

-

P . -

as’ necded.,  State 'interim qgulidelines and ope ‘atin: rrocedures
were not ikssued until August), Y1971, after operations were
well underway. Since the federal gu1del1nes were primavily
concerned with fiscal management,- rate and fee schedules and
accounting systems, the state guldcllnas reflected that
perspective. '1.." rlanning process did’ not producc substantvvc
guidclincs or day care scrvice delivery, as such.

- R p :
design, as such, planners dc(%loped policies and procedures

In addltlon, the child care component was funded from

" two separate federal agencies (OEO and HEW-SRS 1110)° each -

whth its own legislation and regulations. Our .investigation
revealed that certain OEO reguirements were hot transmitted

to Vcrmont by HEW (the federal contracting agent). Therefore
the validitv of those gUldLllncS could not. be tested:

é . Were there alternatives posed for the course of
action eventually takon’ ~f ’

The planning process of the Vermopt pretest did not
produce any systematic- development of alternative courses of
action. ' At no time were there plans for dev;lOplng, analyz\ng,

or selectlng v1able planning alternatlvcs. .

*

Various day care’ models evolved without an overall pldn,lg

but there was no sysLem to. characterlze,'compare or assess

~ them. La klng ‘an’ evaluation deslgn, those altornatbves +had

little valjie to the plannlng prctest

pro loms were 1nvolved “in its development’

The basic: problem in’ the development of the plannlng
process seemed to flow: from ,the traditional pattern of
developing and managing federally'funded programs from
multiple funding sources, each with its own guidelines and
regulations. . Even though the proposed FAP legislation
provided the basis framework, actual funding was fragmented

~and tied to existing leglsldtlon "Administratively, this
“meant that various different units of the federal government

each, had a vested interest in the Vermont:pretest and were
1nvolved in dec1s1ons, one. way or &nother.

=i

.Lack "of agreement on ob]ectqa s, a wide range. of
expectations and polarization aroy d ;he custodial vs.
developmental child care controvegirsy ‘adde@ to the planning
problems

Admlnlstratlve and communlcatlon problems resulted

from the lack of adequate information. and decision-making

" . A
~, L LR . . .
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. 3 :
systems, a common’ complaint being that no one was in charge.
Finally, thé baseline survey done by Mathematica, Inc. was

" originally intended Lorgpovidc data fgg an income maintenance’

plan, not for a day-‘ca gystem., A3 a result, much of that
data was not as relevant as it might have been.

L]

° What can be learned from thlS experience whlgh will
bc seful to national policy makers?

{3ee Recommendations pp. 21.-28.)

® What was the influence on decision maring and the
planning process of the working relationships among and
‘between federal and.state staffs?

.. From the start of the planning process, organizational
problems began to compete for attention with policy questions.
' The Washington staffs, in their qucst for a successful
FAP pretest, encouraged a vertical irclationship with the
Vermont sLatfc which by-passecd LOuLlnC state and fcd01a1

oglonal OannJZd(lOPal ghanncl% .

‘At Lhe same time, the Vermont FAP pretest followcd
the traditional pattern of vertical funding  and worr L,ng
rcelationships- which flows from categorical lcglslat bn and
tederal program controls. ' .

The real 51gn1f1cance of this, as it relates to the
planning process in.the Vermont pretest, lies in the ‘fact

~that the federal fundlng sources determined the problem “and

directed what to do about it.

Vcrmont S, part1c1patlon Jn the planning,process, then,
can be characterized as agcommodatloh and compllanCL with

federal directives. ,

Y What was the effect of the use of sub- COntrJCtOlS
for the collection and analysis of data and the provision'
of technical assistance and staff training during the planning
process? .
The  two major sul-contractors-were 1) Thickol Chemical -
Cgrporation and 2) Mathematica, Inc."
5
Thiokol contracted W1th SOEG to provide nrofc551ona1 services
in the area ot planning day care facilities, staff training and.
the development of cvaluation procedures for the day care unit.
" With the exception of the .staff training work, Vermont staff
did not appear to find the other Thiokol work useful during the
plannlnq process
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Hathemabica's major obdigations were to provide Vermont
with-assiwtance and infdrmation for the developmont of PAP
statewide policies. Since the main thrust of this work
was focused on dn income maintenance pretest, Vermont staff
found only a small proportion of the information to bLc
directly useful for child care planning.

P

] . What was the role of commpnity level pcople in ’ .
- the planning process?

In Vermont, neither the 4-C Committee wor th
vendors had a significant input to decision-makin
the planning process. Regional 4-C committecs Jbc:
contractors, a‘role which differdd from the origi:
concept in which 4-Cs were to bc responsible only
catalysts, comnunity organizers'or, policy makers.

. .

k)

For the most part, parents and day carce cer:
responded to imposed reguirements and, with fow
o . were not consulted in the d vglopmcnt of plannln,
. . and procedures. . .

e Whajl was the impqrtance of inforvationeand its : .
» .
use in the planning process’ . v . . -

Informatioﬁ, as onc of the more important ingre
in plannirg, appears to have been overlooked as o
category for systemization. There was no cvideno
magster plan to collect, SGLCCL, store, usc and iz
’ ' information. .

3 . -
. . - . .

Thé following conc‘us;onq and recommendations
with the planning process apd have ramification
FAP day carc policy and for statewide FAP day carc
In our ‘judgment, the issucs and recommendation:s are
to any of the fifty states. .

~
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| SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS - VOLUME T

The Planning Process

1. FAP DAY CARE PLANNING

It seems evident that the Vermont experience
reflectéd a great emphasis on the planning process and a lack
@t attention to the need for a planning design. Indeed, there
may have been an . assumption that the process was the design,
Regardlesq of intent, however, the absence of a planning -
design contributed hcavily}to the confusion over expectations,
use .of resources, and assessments of progress.

Recommendations

A.. Each state should develop 'its own FAP planning
design based upon conformance™with federal legal requirements
but structured to produce an operations plan which can meet
the special FAP needs of that state, including those pelated
to day care for FAP eligible families. ©Such an operations
plan should. becomc a flexible blueprint, with a built-in
eValuation systpm for providing zccurate, timely apd
appropriate information for both immediate and long range
decisions. A planning design should Jnc]u @:

(1) ciéarly enunciated and aqreed upon
expectations (or outputs) both ¢f the FAP _planning process
and of the program, itself;

(2) systems. for obtaining, selecting,ustorinq
and using data for EAPlpldnning decisions;

(3) systems for the development and implemen-
tation of FAP policies and procedurés to ensure (a) a
methodical approach to plannlng (b) agreed upon criteria for
decisions; and (c) an appropriate administratives framework
for accomplishing- the FAP goals of that state;

“(4) a complehensive decision-making system
which integrates planning, operations (organization and
management) and evaluation (program effectiveness assessment)
as interdependent ‘organizational elehents, rather than
separating them into sequentially d%ﬁcrete activities’.

L. Statewide information about all existing day care
resources should be collected, analyzed and evaluated hefore
attempting to assess specialized day care requirements for

FAP eligible families. o

Such data collection should include actual

k
operating experience and costs in order to adequately assess

rescurce needs for program development, budgeting and other
planning decisions. Premature assumptions about FAP day care
needs and available day care services may lead gither to
excessive or to inadequate resource allocation. '
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<. .planning for rAP day care -services should he
designed tO mect thesc two basic_requirements; o
articu]ated in congressional
and

1 policies'as

administrative regulationsi

' . Nationa
n and federal
ay care necds as determi
ith local “fficials and

FAP 1egi51atio
state FAP d ned by'stato
community

[
tion W

15 in coepera

.
) officia
representatives.
R 1t is recommendcd that national FAP day care
policics ipciude: .
. (1§ criteria for defining and meefins minimum
of quality day ¢are for childreni b

Y enunciate

clear]
ds of

standards
ve metho

(2) guide
FAP day care objectives
achievementf
’ (3} jdentifica
f the fedctal
der’ tos :

tes which

linés to sta
alternati

and suggest

one federal agency as- the
its FAP dealings

13

tion of
agent © government in
res in oV -
{a) dovetail al
ropriate utilization of day

primary
with sta
d programs to

1 FAp-relate
and related

ensure an app care

gervices;
{b) streamline working relat’

te and local officialsi

federal, sta
' 1 {c) lreduce administr

.-
onships amond

ative overhead costsi

: (a) simplify funding and monitoring
procedures; . .
{e) coordinate the provision of broad level

R technical assistance to states:
(£) ~mprove information content
isions and actions; and

and processes:

(qﬁ expedite dec

¥
_ ' (n) reduce“interagency competition.icf
- program control. . .
L It il further reconrended that state planning
) designs ipclude: . i
. (1) a clear gtatement of ddy care cbjectives
based upon compliance'with hational policys

FRIC | o |

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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its relationship to FAP empltoyment goals.

{(2) a timc-phased work plan for collecting,
sclecting, analysing, evaluating and using information in . S
planning for FAP day care;

(3) an invcntpry of all existing day care
services by categorices of type, clientele, funding SQSrCCS and
other relevant-characteristics; .

._‘\

.
(4) -an age group invéntory of all children
currently reeeiving day carc services:. . .
- .
o (5) an ecstimate of potentigl FAP day care
consumers by Jocarzon age, and other relevait characteristics;
. (6) an estimate of available and potentiazl FAP
day care services by location, type, clientele, funding sources
and othér relevant characteristics;
LA
.
. (7) an inventory of actpdl cxisting and projected
day care costs in order te budget appropriately and adegquatelyj
. .

P

N -7 . {8) an invcntory of all public and private
resources of money, personncl and facilities currently or .
potentially available for FAP day care: .. . .. .. . .. .Y

. (9) a layered information system which provides
opportiinities for participation.in decision-making among
affected individuals, organizations, agencies; day carc
providers, parents, employers and elected officials:

o

s (10) a layered decision-making system which

provides opportunities for participation in decision-making

among affected individuals, organizations, agencies, day care »
providers, parents, employers.and elected officials;’ T #
(11) ‘an cs timate of tralnlng and Lochnjcal ¢
asgistance needs and rcsouvccg,
) e

(12) an internal evaluation system designed
to measure articulated expectations,.outputs, quality of child
care, cost-effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery and’

2. FAP DAY CARE ADMINISTRATION oY

Administrative problcm< wcre discovered Lo‘be a
root cause of many conflicts 'in the Vermont pretest. Federal
officials imposed administrative requirements on the st@te
while ncglectlng to follow rudlmentaly management procedures,
themselves :

I
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If, fndeed, this was to be a state pretest of a new
voncept through a search for innovative alternatives to the

"status quo, it seems unrealistic fpr Washington to have

placed the whole experimental burden on the state while the

-federal agencies did business as usualg

For example, in 1970, HEW put the Opecrational
Planning System (OPS) into regional and headquarters offices,
under the direction of Thomas §. McFee, newly appointed
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management Planning and
Technology. Yet, -desvite this apparent HEW emphasis on

.management by objectives at the top of the hierarchy, the

Vermont FAP chila care pretest appears to have been .planaed
without using. Lhe available OPS resources. N ‘

But to blame the bureaucracy is to miss the point.
A total systems approach is required to fully grasp the
interdependent network of policy, informatioa, decisions
and actions at every level. Compartmentalized funding 1/
begins with legislation and is merely admlnlqtercd by ‘the

hurcaucracy, not invented therc.

In the Vermont pretest, categorical funding by

'progxam components required the usual efforts te cooyd]nate,A

despite the futility of ach1ev1ng voluntary service
integration of independent.programs. Policies and plocoduro
followed traditional vertical funding patterns, which
reached all the way from washlngton to local day care
operations. 3

. Program 1mplcmentat10n by -vertical accounting
systems is the federal-state-local status quo, and the
Vermont pretest became just another federal program. FEven -

-the local program development work was described as a cell1$q

effort rather than a state-local partnershlp in resource
development. 2/

This program approach to day care prob1ems
gencrated typical results. Competition among staffs' for
program control led to proprictary identification with “my
budget while diffused respon51b111ty amounted to no one
being in charge.

Such dif fusion resulted in the common attribution of
decisions and authority to "it" '(the committee, the agency,
the government) rather than . "they," "he," or "she,"--the,
actual decision makers,

17 "see Figure I, P. 129

2/ Sec Appendix A-1l, p. 355
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There is a middle ground Loetweon "bevels the

money, let's soce what you can do with it" and Leave desern

of complicated, legalistice gquidelines

from npecating more often than they help,  Ino i caee

of the Vermont rrotest, theoreswas come of Fboth, .

raeven by e

\ .

) Large zumsi oF money were allocated wvith ne real
guidelines. -only seme draft materials chich Verment staff
apted to use and wodiVy . reflecting tive peod to havd o
. ©guidelines as a clue Lo what was cxpected. o -

/s ) At thoe cther cutremn, there wern detailed irstructionos
and policies te control oo schedules, rate cost reinkarse-

ment and accounting systems, reflecting great attention to

counting and measuring dollars as 1f, somchow, . the manipulation

of money was the most important clement in the ¥AP plan and

the key to its success, .

There scemed te, e e clcear ceonsensus on whether

Vermont was just a labcratery feor Washington or whether .

#ederal agencies werce providing resources so that Vermont could

solve its problems by meang of the pretest, while helpine to

doevelop natienal policy as a prototyne state. -
. ' > Subcontractors wev:s bived to perform vork, sone of.
which vas never usad or -7as iater rroved to be irrelevent
to the project's-needs. ! ' oo L .

Pressures of time prev i adeguate adianistrative
preparation, so that more tine was recuired later to solve

prevehtalle problems.  Viurry up and wait' followed the
sual pattern. :

N Recommendations

- ’ n cviable day care administrative system should he ’ '
o . . developed jointly by federal and state officials; taking : ' ' . *
- into consideration the ripple offects of policies and
- ) rrocedures at every level, and holding acceountable for their
« management practices all federal, state and local officials.

o ) o s Such an administrative

h,étem should:

N . . A, Sct definitive standards for cuality child
: care from the beginning, not after a program is a year old. -

. B. UI¥stablish definitive guidelincs and
expectations in legal documents so that pcople respdnsible : -
» for operating and planning know what 4s cxpected ofs them and
the program. : L

) . . . b

Q - - ' o ' ' i
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C. Fstallish measures “or assessing
achievements so that, at every step of the way, corrective
measures can be taken to improve the program and its results.

D. Provide adeguate and timely technical
iastance through (1) writtén and verbal information on a
sveatematic and proifpt. response basis, and (2) appropriate !
training for all levels of staff, . : e

N

: A, Include a uscful communications system
wihich has built into it (from the beginning) the collection,
storage. solection, and use of accurate information which

is ¢asily accessible and available in a uscful form.

. Include a decision-making process which
utilizes the lessons of the 1960's--that persons most affected
by decisions must be involved in making them te. gain acceptardce
(and, therefore, compliance) and to ensure a reasonable degrec
nf success, The technigues and methods are difficult but take
no more time, in'the long run--and have a higher payoff--than
top dewn autocratic rule-making which brings;on active
hostility and resistance.

3. FAP DAY CARE MONEY. ...

The Vermont FAD child care pretest attempted to bhuild
a day, care delivery system around predetermined, fees and rate
schadules based on projecticons of. anticipated federal revenues.
tn tho process, . separate fivcal functions began to-overlap =~
ard blur, creating a complicated financial system all cut
of proportion te its role. . At the same times¥ limiting day
care services planning to a target group say have been
more cxpensive than planning for the total day care population.
For example, the Mathematita baseline data and screening
survevs could have included statewide information about Vermont'
existing day care, its costs and utilization across the board.

AP data could bhave becn ecxtracted later, as needed, to ‘ K
determine actual costs of day care and other rate/fec-related
items. .

Better use of cexisting public and private facilities,
saquipment, staff and money might lecad to a statewide day care
program at less cosi, per capita, from public furids than a
program designed for a target population which results in a
higher per capita.administrative overhead cost. . ] “

N . B - . -~ . ’

Recommendations '

A, -A national ¥AP day care money management svstem
should be designed which separates the foilowing functions for : ’ .
grcater efficiency in planning and operations:
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considers actua. costs, contincency factoys and actual or
Pro]ected revenues,

1} Budgeting, as o planf;ngdevice which

(2) Fiscal Mana ement, as broad scale d~c1910n
naking concerned with allocation of rosou1ces, prlorltlcs,
policies, procedures and accountability.

(3) Accounting, as a system of records and

reports, providing the data for budgeting and fiscal management,

_B. A national FAP day care f1nanc1ala1nformat10n
system should be designed which includes federal guidance
and assistance to states in mobilizing and. using-funds from
all sources. Such a system should take state autonomy into
account and should consider federal funds as one of several
sources of financial assistance.

At the same time, such a system.should include
updated, accurate, periodical information about all available
federal funds for day care and- related services. .

L. " Each state should de51gn its own internal day
care financial information system to improve planning by
the legislative and executive kranches, and to assist in
monitoring expenditures. Such a system would make information
available about federal, state and lecal public and private
day care funds.. . -

c A.FAPDAﬁbAREEVALUKﬂON

The Vermont child care pretest neglected to build
in routine data collectidbn and did not develop criteria for
assessing the results of the test. Despite the written
contract requirements and two* attempts at developing an
evaluation plan, there is no overall internal evaluatlon‘

system in place at thls writing.

As alternftlve models of day care service systems
began to develop, a’ few innovations emerged. But Vermont's ,
pretest had no system to develop innovative models, measurs

their validity, compare them to others, recerd their development

and progress, or.evaluate their replicability. 1/

‘Whlle evaluatlon is an integral, essential component
of planning and action in any field of human endeavor, ‘it is
absolutely indispensable in the planning and 1mplementat10n

of new, 1nnovat1ve‘or experlmental programs--especially .an

¢ ’ -

1/ see pp. 116-120. B
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experimental pretest such as the Vermont FAP Child Care

System. - . e / ' N
/ .
These premises proceed from a working definition of
evaluation as a management tool which gathers datalregarding
procesz -and product of a progzam in otder to affect decisi8n
making. In other words,: evaludt}on attempts to measure how
efficiently and effectively an organizatipnal system moves
toward its end results and how well it actually does” atcompllsh . ]
“those results.. : . - P .

'
! «

Recommendations R ! L

K

A, The DHEW Office of Child Development should .
assist state and local governments in designing and implementing
internal FAP day care evaluation” systems. The OCD should-

(1) clearly enunciate FAP day care pollcy with
respect to natlonal objectlves and expectations;

{2) suggest and negotiate‘appropriate criteria
and methodology for measuring FAP day care program-effectiveness,

(3) suggest and negotlate appropylate critéria’
and methodology for measuring and comparlnq FAP day care
alternative service delivery models; ,

(4) provide' technical assistance .through written )
materials and staff contacts; . _ . R . ) -

. (5) provide a ¢éentral lnformatlon clearing house
to ensure the widest possible disseminaticn of findings and
experiencesy and

. (6) analyze, evaluate and compare various state
‘systems as- they develop and function.

' B. Each state agency responSLble for planning and . .
operating FAP day care ShOULd. ) ) ’ '

(l) desjgn, develop and use an internal FAP - o N

" day ‘care evaluation system as an integral element of all

planning and operating-activities so that planning decisions
can be based on tlmely, accurate and verifiable information;
and )
5
(2) commit sufficient resources to the
systematic assessment of FAP day care program effectlveness to
ensure the best use of public monies.
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The View from Termont's OCh

- ’

" Vermont's summary of its 1972 child care activities

was appended to its regquest to HEW for FY '73 refunding. The
report reflocted the essential humanity and warm personal in-
formality which characterized our cxperiences with the pecople

of Vermont. 1t described the previous year's problems and
difficulties, then lyrically anticipated a child care system-
rnot dependent upon FAP after 1973. A most significant paragraph
revealed how far the child care system had come in a year:

"In short the job ahecad is management -
this we are learming, is something
qualitatively different from simply
running an coperation and implics
changes at both higher and lower orders
of detail. It emphasizes a fundamental .
preoccupation with information, one that !
it expressed structurally as wcll as’

' nersonally.tl/

Summary of Findings
Py

The Summary of LI¥CD's findingc have been organized into
scven major categories in order to respond specifically to the
questions posed by the Department of Health, Bducation and )
Welfare, which funded this study. To aid the reader, refercnces
to detailed findings and analyses have been included.

l A How valld'w re the basic assumptlon= of the
\' cbllﬂ care provisions of-the FAF legisiation?
] . .
I

Regardless of all other considerations &f the FAP pretﬁst,
the fundamcnﬂ&l qucstlon remained: Were FAP eligible parents

cither working or in training for employment because child care
service was available to them?

Begause there was no concommitant pretest of a FAP income
maintenance system, Vermont's FAP.child care pretest was

_inadequate as a method for assessing the validity of the basic ’

child care assumptlons in the lcgislatlon

l/ Babbott, Joarn G.

; M.D., Director, Vermont Office of Cnild
Develcpment, Reguest for Refunding FY '1972, (Vermont to
D/HEW). Fiscal Year '72 p. 16. D
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A Lotal statewide FAP systom mighit have included job

dovelopment., placement and training as wall’as referval systoms

and tamily-centered records. | However, in the absence of such

@ total pretest we looked for linkages between FAP c¢ligible

family work/training avtdvities and their utilization of the

day earve scrvice. For cxample, we learned that 37 of the 50

sample sites surveyed were started after. October, 1970,£/ and

that 20 of those 37 sites said they provided servicos to FAP

children. . L - ’ E )

About 80% of the parvents lnuOLVlOwcd had enrolled LhLﬁ\\ :
children because rhey were working and an additicnal 10% worc 7
mn training.

About 30% of the working parvents said they hdduobtulncd
their jobs through a goverrment program and 40t of those named FAP.
1he othurs said they obtained their jobs through such agenciee as:
WIN, Mainstream, the Department of Social Welfarc, the Employment
Scrvice, Head Start, thu Vermont Civil Service ahd the State,
Polxee If any of theue: jobs were a result of FAP referrals, . a
cr, nearly half
Slroyed-kefore,

DR FTEV T

nrollan thelr ch11Jr| in day care,

State billinq.records showed payments for FAP day care services
foer 50 children in FY 1971 and 505 children in FY 1972. Tle billing
revords also showed that Title IV-A monles paid for 293 chlldron .

A0 1Y 1971 and 608 children in FY 1972.3/ . “ e

Bue to the fact thatg only, a few of the parents ‘interviewed
said they were "FAP" fanLlles, that most of the day caré operators
did not know how many of their families part1c1pated in 'AP, .
{See Chapter .2), and that mcst of the 4-C leaders did not know '
how many of their families participated in FAP, (see Chapter5i.
only the day care'billing records seemed to link FAP. and Title
IV-A resources with working parénts' use of thé day care.system.

The Vermont FAP child care pretest, therefore, could not proauce"
rceliable assessment data re "...the extent to which the availabfility
of chi1ld care contributed” to 1ncrcabed labor force participation

of FAP eligibles. 14/ because the basic concept was never tested.
However, it seomed evident that working parents in Vermont .

used the day care services, which had been made available. because

of the pretest's use of 1110, 1115 and Title -IV-A monies3/ and,

to that extent, the most basic assumption of the FAP legislation

" was' verified: that FAP eligible parents would use public day care

services if they were available.

l? when Vermont's Day%Care Unit began, supported-by FAP furds
\ . - . ‘. . N

2/ Volume II, Chapter "2, gggglg, pp. 196-211

3/ See Appendix-D-2 for details, D. 384

4/ "Vermont Evaluatlon Oo]ectggg§<" Mary Siegel, FAP, p. 9.

Y/ See Glossary for detailg’
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2/ “equivalent dollér value. ' o . f  - Lo

3/ includes 20% of Basellne Survey Costs to Mathematlca, Inc. )

é/'glnclude51$50 0&0 .00 training and- Lechnlcal ass é{gnce S ) :
contracL with hlo&ol-éOfporat%on,. ﬁ;\' ‘ . : - ..\\*”a

PN

PR . w1
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) B." What were the costs of administering the
system and how could these be assSessed? N
. K e . - .
) - ‘ °“.‘ y ' co <
Shifts in admlnlstratlve ‘responsibility durlng FY 1971 and
1972, contributed to incomplete and inadequate information about
revtnuos and ‘expenditures at the state level. From available
flgurcs, it appeared that the Vermont‘day care system, in FY .
l97i\\spent ‘an eatlmated $530, 078 00 broken down as follows .
" Child Care SeFv1ces: ! ) .
. 0 . R » . M . ‘
© Dpitle IV-A _ . - § 21p,000. L/ ‘
FAP . Lo | 28,602,
$ 238,602..
* Food: ) ) ' .
Reimbursements = - - ' $ 55,038, )
Surplus Commodities . : ' (19,376-13/
) (I o N
T - J$ 174,414
- . — .
,Adminlstratlon.
- FAP‘rChlld Care Blanping ( s 15,232.%/ _ .
Day Cale Admxnlstratlon o ~ 101,780.4/ . .
. o . . Total = "$636,577. .

- New”™ program start up costs probably accounted for at least S .
$165,232.00 of the admlnlstratlve portion which left approximately g”*ﬂm_h'
$51,780.00 for dinect admlnlstlatlon of the day care system by .o
‘the Day Care Unit. , . . . 7
1/ 'esulmated tptgl derlved from 25% state and Iocal R -

. matching.shar . . -G
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) not responsive to the parents' actual economic situation and’

Y

L =32 -

Chapter 2, Money and Chapter 3, Controls dEscribc money
management factors which impacted on the day care system. 1In P
the absence of more reliable information than was available. o
to us during this study, it was not possible to-arrive at 2 -
assessment of actual costs, either of delivering FAP dav care
or cof measuring the system.

s

C. To Qhat extent were child care deliyery

system variables responsive to the needs ) ol
of FAP OllglblP families? . - o .
. A * . ~ ‘[.l

e, o .

Child Care delivery system variables were ‘defintd as policies, - ¢
procedures and resources used to make day care se rv1ces available
to FAP dligyible fam:lles o . T

Overall,'the pretest appeared to demonstrate that Vermont
parents would use day care resources, if available, so they , - T~
could take jobs or employment for training. However, since v
there was little reliable data from the Vermont pretest’ to ' . : Ty
directly associate_those working parents with:the FAP-related, SR ’
activities of the prktest, we know only that the FAP money '

brought day care to Vermont and some. expectations that, if jobs R

were available, welfare recipients,and other low income people who
needed child care could go to'work. The planners seemed to assume
however, that a statewide day care. system could be .operated w1thout

: considering'the details‘of service delivery.

’

For oxample, one major Lssue remained unresolved: were all
children eligible for day care being served? The 88 parents

‘interviewed had a total of 223 children. Two hundred ton of -
them were of day care age. Of tiat number, 133 were enrolled in &

day. care. The -parents of the remaining 77 eligible children made
othet child care arrangements with relatives or friends. As a’
result, at a meeting conducted by SOCD near the close of this

study, day care operators exp:essed cGacern that theJ(current) _ ) ,;éz—;“‘“

funding “freeze" would force them to turn away % ..school agc
brothers and sisters" expected during the summer vacation from
school, forcing mcthgrs to drop- thelr jobs to stay home w1th
thelr childrehn. & . .

As another example, site opéfétdrs and the 4-C erganizations

‘saw thieir constituents 4s children,-not families. Accordingly,

they did not maintain records with a tabulated summary of the
eligibility status or activities of the tamllles partjrlpatlnq in

" their day care progranms.

Additionally,‘many'df them said thét.the ﬁee échedulc‘;::(("
.

l/; Appendix R-1 _ ' —

. . ] . -
+ .
N . ki




ERIC:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T~ LICD used thre

-~ 15 -

. oo e

AN some cates, createa a hardship because the fees were based

on qross ratner than net income.
One otner majokr criticism-attacked a billing procedure

assumption that incomes did not change and that, Jhours of

crployment were ﬂbn:tﬁm

_ e
Py and large st of the parents surveyed sg\d thoy vwere

satisficd with tho: services theivr children were receiving.

¢

|

. ’ ™,
. [, 1o{wha extent was (to operating systen
an JWFL’monhatioﬂ\{ ' pouperations Pl a'“l/
‘ 2 . L" :

i
!
i
i
:
|
i
:
:
i
:

1

c,a‘u 1o oin evaluating the viarilivy of

the Vermont _Or——Tions Plan:
// :
1, 7o what oxtent did it express a sysrumaty: s-.
procoes:s Ltor organl71ng and operating FAP . ﬁﬁ

()
du” care secrvice programs on a statew1de basis?”

-2, To what extent did it rbf]dct compliance
with Faderal Interagency Day Car'e Reguire- N
ments pursuant to. Sec. 522(d) EOA, 19¢382 :

3. Teo what cxtent di'i 1t refiect compliance
with the contractual dGLUOmnnt between
DHEW and the State of Vermont to develop
an dpérations Plan? : . :

\ As writtoen, the FIan could h«\“ boon titled "Operaticnal
roc“nwondatsonr for determlnlnq eligibility, reférral and
plarcmcnt methods, and. fec/cost systems of FAP child day nare
sarvices," This would more accu;ately have identified its
bourdaries since it would be. extremely difficult for someone
to determine how and under whatconditions a program would
oprrate once families .were declared eligible, roferrals
corrpleted, and children placed in a day care progran.

Throughout the Plan there appearedito be ‘an unstated,
underlying assumption that criteria cn eligibility, referral,
‘placement, fees and payment ‘would somehow assure that the right
picces would come together in support .of guelity day care
objectives with an appropriate system to meet them. :

Thé Plan covered, in considerable detail, methods for
determining. FAP eligibility, referral and.placement of eligible
children, and how to establish foeb and cut offs. "It did not
LelL how to S

1/ See Chap. 1, '.The 6perafions Plan: A Critique
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(a) organize, administer and operate
daily activities,

(b) organize and implement qﬁaffing
patterns (other than a rucommondod
staff-child ratip),

{c) conduct community involvement and parent ~
. parL1c1paL10n dCthlLlOS, 4

"L {2) develop”’ and utilize an information system,

(e) develup and utilize necessary support . °
: services,

. . X . . ¢
(£)  monitor- and evaluate proyram guality. -

Throughout, operational details focused on ]Oferld] ¢
eligibility and feec systems with little or no attentiom to the
content or the nature of day care services.

The operationai system then, was mercly & skelctal outline which
expected the rcader to either invent "benchmark data" indicators,
consult with local Child Care Unit staff to develop a recording
system, ollmlnate the recommended proceduvc for somec other OV’luaL]OH

! scheme, or use the C & D forms in Appendix B if available. “Phe
operations plan, in general, contained ideas and categories for
.+ inguiry or process but no implementation system.

¢ There was a pattern of presenting a method, backed .up. by some
form_of assumption and/or justification, but no proscrlptlvo action
on how to implement whatever that choice: mlght be.

The Operations Plan appcared to be a‘xorlos Of recommendations
and doscrlptlons of some on-aouing cfforts to ostablish a basis for
a workable plan Its wrap-up pavagraph supports the observation
that we were xeading a proposal from which guldollnea could be
generated.

Overall, it appeared that thu Operatlons Plan could not be
implemented as a day care delivery system because it did not
provide a statewide basis for deallnq with day-to-day

— e . operating experiences. Ixcept in the Burllnghop Morrisville area
. : T where specific policies and procedures were developed to link day
care with the other FAP services, the Plan remained a statement of

hopeful intentions and-fiscal controls rather than a Llue-print for
action,
N

The-missing ingredient. in the Operations Plan.was a format for
human intpraction--the process by which information could be shared,
decisions| made  and actions taken.

” " I8 -~
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E. "How well" and "how quickly" did the .operating ;
system work to attain the pretest clfjective |
of a statewide delivery system to provide -
. "stable, quality child care for FAP
_cligikle families?"

.
‘

A1l ci the study findings pointed to deficiencies in
"how well' the system provided "stable, quality day care." Tt
scemed that the need to "quickly" set the progggm in place and ™ ~
put children-into.day carce facilities took precedencz over the
services thn children were to receive once ‘they got there. What
was needed were general policies and conceptual foundations upon
which structure and operating procedures could be built, each
appropriate to meet the nceds or solve the problems of the pecople
involved - rather than somcone's .idea of a "mod®l" which could
be packaged and marketed as if it were cheesec. )

Along other limes, the word "system" scemed to develop
shades of mecaping as the work progressed. LICD ~*aff assumed
that the use of the word in the program's titlel, explicitly
rejquired the development of an operational mechanism which
would deliver child care services to FAP eligible persons. »
Yet, the only parts of the total "Child Care Service System"
which were precisely detailed had to do with the economic
aspects of the whole, e.g. eligibility requirements, fee
collection, rate setting and billing procedures. A child care
delivery system wh®ch assumed that services would Le provided
because "optional” types of services were "suggested” could
hardly be called a service delivery system. The missing
ingradients could have included:

(a) ‘an updated accurate inventory of all.
available statewide day care resources,
including supportive services;

ﬁ;ﬁ
(b) a viable information system to relay the ) ) -

seme facts about day care including
referrals, to all persons involved at the
state, 4-C and site levels;

(c) & centralized mechanism for assisting FAP
eligible families to learn about the
‘program, participate in the proovam and
to teceive whatever advice or consultation
they neceded to make best use of the program)

Y1, Virmont Model FaP Child Carc Service System

e
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. . .
(d) - a simple and comprchensible set %f child
carc standards which applied to all
providers of day care. service and could
e monitored and enforced in a systematic

way; < and P

(¢) a tiercd mcvhuﬂlqm for decision- -making
which could have mede it pessible to
receive input from varikous levels of the
statewide systom, as appropriate, and
could have been part of a built-in

evaluation system. !/

F. What werc the state and local factors which
facilitated or inhibited delivery of "stable,
quality child care service." o

Facilitating factors included:
[

» Vermont Day Care Licensing Procedure. Despite
Tts problems wWith not enough staff, it provided”
a good foundation for hulldlng a stable, quality

++ . day care system.

N

e 4-C concept. With its focus on child dcvelopment,
1t helped facilitate the establishment of
a quality day care service by off-setting
the heavy empha51$ on money management and
cligibility requircments placed. on tho
operators by the statc

® Individual creative cnerqies. Tadented people-
developed new ways of doing things at all levels.
In several cases, their energics werc directed to
the development and operation of a quality day care

service despite federal and state guidelines and

nrocedures which were directed toward economlc
objectives only. oo

‘@ -Vermont's candor’and infoémaléﬁx. The pecople's
concern for children and welfare reform combined
with a willingness-and flexibility to shift
gears frcquently as necessary, contributed to
the promlqe of a quality day care system. 3

. - _—
Use of the Federal Interagency Day Care Reguirements.
They provided standards and the ingredients for a
quality day carc service. While Vermont neceded to
build a system in.order to comply with them, the’

17~ R&ueilering that Jecisions require information, see (b) ~bove.

’

«?



. Requirements could be used as a basic policy
gquide in structuring a child-centered delivery
system,

. ® Nevwness. Vermont® had the opportunity to . -
start a new program from scratch without the
kind of baggage which comes from doing things

"the right (or wrong) way" for years.

‘Inhibiting factors included:

,

e No income maintenance pretest, The day carc
. . systdm was originally conceived as part of
a larger pretest and suffered from attempting
to live with the constraints imposed by the
FAP concept without, at the same time,
having the advantages of its potential bcncfifs.

e "No onc in charge". sShifts of personncl and
agengcy responsibility, combined with inadequate
information and decision-making processes,
created the impression that no one was in
charge when answers were hard to get or werc
\ unsatisfactory; further compounded by
passing dec1510n—mak1ng to the 4~C and .
operating levels without a framework of i
statewide policies.

s

. Fundlng insecurity. The tentative nature of a pretest’
/yffﬁ its dependence on temporary "Special Projects
Funds" created an atmosvhere of insecurity which
permeated ihe program at everv. Ievel, but hit
hardest at low~income care- prov1ders.

e Economic emphasis. The heavy emphasis on FAP
fiscal controls distorted the overall design
.of the system and created unnocossary obstacles
which dolaycd its development.

. . N
@ Unrcalistic eligibility requiremonts and rcimbur'sement
rates. These FAP requirements became a device to
‘'screén out rather than screen in clientele because
they considered neither net income nor actual costs
of providing the service even though the state was )
required to comply with the Federal Intcragency Day -
. Care Requirements standards of service.

® Separation of planning and operations.
The FAP. versus quality child care schism
was exemplified in the physical scparation .
of the FAP Planning staff from the Day Care ) ﬂy

. Operations staff. The logical outcome } L

' i . of that scctarian relationship was a two- .
track day care system which tried to provide E
® a difficult and expensive human service ' '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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N
while dependent upon multiple funding sources.
winlen were designed for otler purposes.

agareed, Vormont was to broduce a <
model plan as an implemental device for
organlzing and operating a statewide day care
system.for FAP c¢ligible families. The plan,
however, proved to be an excellent exposition

L FAP objectives without the necessary clements
Or attaining child care objectives. .

—’

¢ "ho Tlan was not a plan. As originally

N
+
H

e Inuxperience with federal relations. Statce
level decision-makers-were, for- the
most part;” inexperienced in the wavs of
federal-state relations so that some
federal decisions or requirements that miaht
have Leen challenged or modified f(as being of
questionabje benefit to Vermont) were, accepted
as inevitabic, regardless of their conséguences.

e ¥o information system. Crisis manage-
ment was one outarowth of the
lack of information which had a ripple effect
on all aspects of the pretest. No machinery : .
was developed to collect, select, store, !
usce and distribute information for decisions
or agtion. Without appropriate information,
-there was no way te anticipate problems,
evaluate actions or assess the conscquentes of
policy decisions. Training ‘and technical
assistance, as information disseminating
methods, should have been. integral elements
of a statewide information network.

e Top-down decisions.  Crucial policy
decisions werg made in Washington - ’ . N
despite a stated FAP objective to encourage :
»  state ard local option. In analyzing Vermont's
decision-making processes, it seemed that
difficult actioy decisions {e.g., adding
children with @ reduced funding level) were
‘transferred to the 4-Cs and sites whilé@
~gonceptual -abstractions {e.g., adult-child 'ratios)
and critical funding decisions were made by
state and federal officials without feedback
from® the field. .o :
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G. What were the broad problem arcas and the
specific problems of the operating system?
What were their causes and how could they
e prevented?

A
The broad. problem arcas were Information, Decision-making,
Contro 5 and Use of Resources, cspecially the usc of people,
moncy, the 4-C mechanism and supportive resources.l/ Each
of these is summarized bricfly below.

1. Information

Information is the most essential ingredient of any system
and had the lowest priority in Vermont's pretest. Over and
“ over again, all sorts of problems could bq'traced to the
' abscnce of reliable, timely, usefnl informatipn about ncarly
wvery subject. :

Because of the special importance of information as central
to the day dare system, the LICD investigation focused on how
information was obtained, selected, stored, used and disscminated.
Starting with the Bascline Survey,2/ Verment attempted to
collect information about day carc necds and resources.

Except for the field data collection related to the Mathematica
study, however, we learned that decision-makers did not
systematically attempt to obtain information from the ficld
until well into the_sccond year of “the pretest. Feedback
infofmation would have been useful not only for obtaining
.current assessments of client nceds and resource inventorics,
~ : but, cqually important, it could have becen useful in determining
how well the system was working. Most of the regular feedback
from sites to 4-C to state consisted of complaints or crises
‘which necded immediate actipn, but no central record was kept
iof such transactions cither for operating decisions or for
long-range planning. ¢

. For example, cfield pcople at the state level cach worked
independently and kept their own records and files, At the
samc time, 4-C comri‘ttces did not maintain records with a
tabulated summary of the eligibility status of the familics
participating in tireir day care programs. ’

— This lack of specific data may have stemmed from a feeling
that the eligibility status of day care families was net a
4-C responsibility, or it may have reflected the abscnce of '

i/ Se¢e Chapters 2-8 in vel. IT for detailed analysis of findings. .
g .f‘g/' Mathematica, Inc., “amily Assistagce Program Plarning Papers,
. ¢ v Volume V. Reports on the Baseline Survey and Cost Projections,
March, 1971. ' o

ERIC
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a statewide information system useful to the 4-Cs as a planning
and ecvaluation tool to help gauge the extent of the 4 C impact
on tho FAP and.Title IV A target population.

Recognizing the problcm Vermont OCD, early in FY 1972, |
began to dcvclop a formal management lnformatlon system whlch
was still in the trial and error stage during the ‘closing
period of the LICD study. However, cve 4-C leader complained
that "they did not understand" oCD forms #101, 102 and 103 and had
been waiting for "someone from OCD to explain them." This leader
said that once they understood these forms, they would "know the
information you are askJng for."1l/

Data Kept by the day care operators also reflected a lack
of uniformity in rgcord-keeping and reporting. Expenditure and
income records were seen as "most useful" to the operators, but
wére not centrally collected or used for area-wide or statewide
decisions, and not all the required records. were useful. TFor
example, the food 'service reimbursement program required that
highly detailed control records be maintained at cach site for

‘at least three years, under Department of Agriculture regulations.

LICD staff could find no rationale for the method used to control
food services at the operating level, particularly since no, one
in Vermont was interviewed with responsibildty for reviewing
them or using them. J‘W were told, however, -that "somcone from

ﬂsulture once looked at a center's records."
Control of surplus ©Bmmodities required ‘'records which provided
specific informa tion to show dates and arounts of commodities
réceived, how much of sach commodity was 'used during the month,
and the balanco on hand at the close of each réportlng period.

“ We recelved the gencral impression of a one way lnformatlon
system, top down with no method to test whether or not- the message"
had beecn received, understood or correctly applied.  For- example,
some sites congistently submitted incomplete or inaccurate billing

reports, but we found no evidence of a system to collect information

" to identify- the source of the problems. At anhother level, several

state officials each thought another of them exercised day care
budget control when, in fact, no one did. At the, same time, site
level pcople were expected to comply with compllcated regulations on

" the faulty assumption that they had copies of them,, had read and

understood them, knew what to do in order to comply with them, or
knew where to turn for assistance.

The point here is that there was no systematic flow of

_information’which could be tapped and adjusted.as neceded. Many

of the problems which :ecmed to defy resolution, when traced to

1/ Sce Appendix O. Data Collcctlon for The Office of Child

Development.- These were the insfructions for - the Vermont
-OCD Maﬁagcment Informatlon System.' :

LU
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their source, revealed that information was missing, was
incomplete, was incomprehensive, was inaccurate or was late.
Consequently, some 4-C leaders and site operators attempted

to develop policies and procedures to meet their own needs for
firm statements of fact, whether or not they meshed with "official”
positions. .

In the absence of official guidelines and pollcles, one
4--C leader began to Wwrite a step-by-step procedure for oLganlang
and developing a '4-C Day Care program, then discontinued the
effort when the State OCD staff said they were developing such
a manual. One 4-C was developing functional forms to be used
for specific 4-C activities and functions. Another 4-C had

. developed a verbal procedure for determining eligibility,

billing, reimbursement and site apploval. Still another 4-C

veloped a "Caretaker ‘checklist, out of the necessity to

cre te order out of chaos,” and because it helped the 4- C staff
"to provide information to upgrade the quality of care." Another

4 ~C/developed a new face sheet for the monthly billing, designed

meeL its need for health and billirg records.

\Overall the Vermonu referral system was so informal that
refcrrals depended on personal knowledgé of available resources and
ablllty Qo_obtaln them. In only. a few situations were forms uscd.

. There was no uniform procedure which all day care directors
followed in certifying the eligibility of day care families.
Without adecuate information, instruction and technical assistance,
it was unrealistic for planners to cxpect day care prov1ders
td handle the certification of cligibility. .

It is interesting to note that both -the day care directors-:
and state officidls who had helped the operators with eligibility
and fee computation reports isolated the major problem as
“interpretation of the rules". ) .

As further -evidence of the pervasive nature of this problem,
correspondence from state to federal officials sométimes contained
the ,same pleas for '"urgent decisions" o1 policy matters that appeared
in correspondence from 4-C leaders-to the state. Long lists of
questions needing answers moved back and forth from Montpelier
to Washington as the need for information grew in direct proportion

-to the complexities of the program. Stridency came through
7occas1ona11y as patience wore thin from long delayed responses,
- tfrom Washington to Vermont and on down the line.

Semantics presented some problems, too. Unlicensed day care
sites wgre called "Caretakers" in Vermont, but some of them :
were confused with-satellite homes and ot“er types of licensed
homes. Nearly everyone at the state and 4-C level referred to
.day care facilities as "centers", further confusing communications
because of the several distinctive categories of day care providers
which included two types of centers, one of them licensed for

\Y
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thirty or more children anq the other licensed for less than ‘
thirty children. In order to handle these distinctions, LICD
consistently identificd all day care providers as "sites.

Another source of anxiety among p=2rsons involved in the
Vermont day care system was speculative information about pending
national legislation. LICD investigators were asked about various
proposed amendments and bills concerning welfare naﬁpfﬁ and child
care by nearly half the persons surveyed. We also noted that

‘certain state officials, toward the close of our study, had begun

to receive dpily coples of the Congre551onal Record, another
manifestation of qrowgng interest in national affalrs and their
potential 1mp11cat10ns fo: Vermont.
N .
LICD findings vcrikiod the. imporfance and impact of Verment's
information processes’ on "how well" the day care system operated.
There was no part of!/the system unaffected by the availability or
absence of accurate, timely, useful information, but some elements
of the system were more- dependent on information and hence more
v151bly affected; such as compliance enforcement and decision- -
making. Vermont's movement toward automation &nd a ‘management
1nformat10n system indicated an awareness of the problem.

-

The state's characteristic informality.could have been an
Jmportant feedback asset if used as an integral element of a
statewide information system. LICD's use of the duestion, "If
you hal the power,  how would you change the day care system?"
demonstrated the value of providing an opportunity for the
real experts--the people who were ‘the system--to be heard.

In an age of dependence on bureaucratic machinery, Vermont's
informality was refreshing. But LICD staff observed the transfor-
mation of some:state staff from relatively easy-going and optimigtic
goal-centered folks to .nore traditienal, cautious state officials
in less than a year. N

In ocur judgment, both the lack of reliable shared information
and pf a human interaction system to systematically share respon-
sibilities and tasks probably contributed most heavily to the
result.

Experience has demonstrated that when thére is$ a.void in the
system, such as a lack of readily available information in a
useful form, mistrust, suspicion and conflicts develop. The well-
worn credlblllty gap is one other consequence. Freedom of
informality is possxble only when people trust one another because
they ‘know what is cxpected of .them and have a pretty. clear )
understanding of- their roles and respon51b111t1es in relation to -
one another. Reliable information is the-foundation of such trust.

As evidence of its sensitivity to the problem, thd socD's
FY 1973 funding proposal included several new positions which.carried
the promise of capability to deal with information systems guestions.

N

)
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- . 2. Decision-making

‘Degision making in the FAP day care pretest was usually
top-down with respect to every aspect of importance except
parental option to select the day care providers of their
choice. Even then, unless alteri.ative sites were available
and readily accessible, that option, too, may have been
illusory.

B
4 ]

At the same time, certain policy questions which could
only be decided at the,state level were left either unresolved
or uncommunicated while regional 4-Cs and day care providers
groped for answers, took action. on their own or guietly
gave up N

In general LICD investigators: found significant
dissaciufaction with the decision-making process ‘at every level

y of inquiry. There was frustration over a lack of specific and
;tlmely answers to operating as well as pollcy questions. This

;sproblem touched ‘people everywhere in the program, from federal
through state to-4-C qnd day care sites. In some cases, we
.found that decisions had been made but had not been adequately
communicated.; In most cases, however, decisions could not

be 1dent1f1ed firmly so that they could be agted upon, partic-
ularly at the\4-C and site levels.

Parent participation in-decision=-making, an avowed
objective in the EEW/Vermont contract, was built into the
Operations' Plan as representation on advisory and policy boards,
.with some appeals procedures for parents {and others) with
grievances over.eguitable representation. The data shew,
however, that most parent involvement, 4 however  limited, resulted
from interaction with operators, and staff at the sites and
somewhat less freqmontly through formally structured boards.
This finding points to the need to reassess prevailing
perceptions of parent involvement and to encourage such
activities to ‘evolvé -in ways baest suited to the parents.

In summary, then, decisions were made at every level by
everyone in the system, with greater or lesser consequences.
In the absence of usefpl information, many operating decisions
were responses to crises. And there was no evidence of.
systematlc decision-making which sought and considered
information from the field. .

) Startlng with the Opera tions'Plan, thL Vermont EAP day
care rogram was itself a responsc to decisions made in
Washlngton—-undcrstandably, since'the purpose of the whole
exercise was to test the -validity ‘of some basic assumptions in

propoged federal welfare reform leglslatlon., One of those .

assumptlons was that making money availesble for child care
(with minimum restraints on its use and maximum restraints on
eligibility and amounts) would quickly preduce enough "satis-
factory" day care to meet programmatic needs. Consistent with
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Therefore, decisibns were made hy Vermont

state officials who may have underecstimated the impact of
those decisions ¢n the people most affacted: the 4-C
- Committees, day care providers,.community-at-large and day
care consumers--parents and children. In this context, the
. absence of. a decision may have been even more 51gnif1canL
o - than an articulated dec151on since LICD flndlngs substantlally

suppocted the netion that

"no one was in charge.’

.

liowever, the data disclosed not so much that "no one" was in

charge of anything, but rather

egconomic FAP-related policy dmc1510ns while no one segemed to

.that someone was in charge of

be in charge of day care service delivery decisions.
That dichotomous aspect of the pretest had.an enormous

| o ’ impact on the character of Vormont s ]opoldcd day care

i and accounted for much of what

the close of our study concerned the need for a*definition of

"went wrong.

When faced w1th ch0051ng among ‘alternatives such as
reducing the number of children, reducing the quality of
service or losing money, day care providerts looked to the-
state for policy-decisions and received exhortations_ "...to
handle those’kinds of decisions at their own level."l/

-

One major policy dcc151on which remained unresolved at

"stable, quality child care."

i ‘quality assessment in April,
\ ‘'which did not provide enough information to be useful,
. ily becanse of the u
\state staff by HEW.

Vermont. OCD will limit its assessment of
the FAP day care program to the foéé:w1ng

.questlon Is the day
the minimum standards

1972,

systcm,

Vermont's attempt. at program

d

care 51tc me
identified in

ing
he

Federdl Interagency Day Cnre Requirements

~ " issued in 19687 4/

The report is, on the whole, self- -explanatory..

g

resulted in a’ formal report2/
primar-
%realistic constraints placed upon the

It rcveals

the difficulties encountered by Vermont staff in following the
rigid specifications laid down on them. The introduction

also reflects disappointment with a methodology which did not
produce much substantive information about program quality.

B

See Appendix R-1

See Appendix P

See Chapter 4, Controls pp.

Program Quality Assessment,

258-261

Working Outline, Jantary 14,

1972

L

(o)

!
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On the other hand, since it was a Vermont staff decision
to use the FIADCR fOLmat and phraseology, ‘it seems unrealistic
to find”~ fault with that documen* for its "lack of clarlty“ or

agueness : s i
Re%ardleés,'evaluation is not a test to bhe "passed or
failed," it is a 'management tool which gathers data regarding

process §nd product of a program in order to affect decision
making. \In other words, evaluation attempts to measure how
.eff1c10ntiy and effectively an organizational system moves *
toward‘its end results and how well it actually does accompllsh
those resu&ts.

3 /

Therefore, in the judgment of LICD staff evaluators, the
informatidn gleaned from the FIADCR compliance "test" was
inadequate for purposes of détermining achievcment of® program
quality. 1In fact, the 1imifations of the technigue did not
even produce moanlngful information about FIADCR compliance
for. the reasons glven in the report. .

By testing compllance with FIADCR in this way, no assessiment
was made of the extent to whlcn the FIADCR standards were krown .
and understood by the persons surveyed. ©Nor was therg an
attempt to evdluate the state's efforts in'establishing, pro-
moting and monitoring pompl;ance w1th those standards.

The test rosultﬂ, therefore, present a flatly negative view.of
certain conditions w1thouL .adequate explanation of how or why
those conditions exigt? ' More importantly, the.results tell us
nothing about Lh@ ifipact of the program on the children served,

a rather signifi ant oversight for a day care program quality .°
assessment. .

o
Y . i

ay'Care.nghtmaré, Patricia Bourne and her staff made

In
the, ppAnt in. anothér, way: "Public regulations set the ingredients.
for«tuccess (i.e., hlgh quality day care) we do not .know whether

t}esc 1ngr9d1ents are/elther necessary or sufficient to the
tonditions for succéess" "...frorn the point of view of the’
child, programs having %, y, z characteristics are the input-
and the effectiveness of this input must, from the child's poirnt
of view, be measured in terms of its effectiveness in meeting
his needs."2/ "...Measuring the ratio of adults to childrén is
stralghtforward and comfortable, measurlng the development of a
child's sense of competenﬂo and sense of self is very, very

difi lcult“3/ Ve

SN )
—child care-=

entered view of
Yy Patricia G. Bourne, Elliott A. Medrlch Louis Steadwell,
Donald Barr, February, 1971, p. 59.

2/ 1bid p. 47
3/ Ibidy p. 60 - s



A6 -

N\

. ) 3. Controls !

vermont's probleowms with control factors vesulted from its !
attempts to adapr a ‘loosc, humanistic informal style to the
need - for precise compliance with legal requirements. | ¢

The exercise of control or enforcement rests upon the R
assumption that the rules arc known and understood. -
VcrmonL day- carg prov1chs were expected fo comply with
federal ‘and state regulations and rcqu11cmonL despite the
absence of an information system and.the lack of a clearly
-defined delivery system. Only the staté licensing process could B
be sharply identified as a tangiisle contr¥ol mechanism. - *
.
. ; Through a variety.of documents, an attempt was made to |
impose controls vertically from fedeial to state, and “then to
arca 4-C Organlzatlons and to day carg sites ’

In"order to evaluate this aspect of Vermont's day care

operations, LILD staff investigated six obv10u; arcas of . ]
. control: . . T )
L4 . . - ‘ - !
. . ) s A
e FAP and Title IV-A rules, as-enunciated
- in the HEW/Vermont Contract, the Operations
Plan, the FAP Interim Guiidelines and . _ . '
Operating Procedures and. other related ,
fcdcral and state documcnts; .o
) ° » ‘e Podoral Intcraanqy Day Care Requ1rcmentsJ
e -Vermont state 11ccn51ng p011c1cs and “
procedures;

. -
4 .

‘e .Vermont day carve contracts compliance;

o . Vcrmont day care budget control; and v B

— ] Vcrmont Jzy\tﬁre program quality cgn'ro],, o C !

Chilﬁ-ﬂdult Ratioq

. vermont ! s FAP day care prctest cmphaSchd two major ‘areas
of control, money and child-adult ratios. Of these, the latter

hecume the most important element drawn from the Lgdgxgl In ;g[
. ' . agepcy Day Care Requiremtings.

Compliance with child- adult ratloc was difficult to gauge

ok
BN because of the fluid nature of thglVarlablcs taken inro - .
- consideration. ﬂhese included: L - -
. . ¢ . ‘ f LY
\
I g
. Ll .
\ - "
] -'\
' ; .\‘ o
* & ~ - "

. o R .

. E . Tk
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(a.)) Child attendance. Identification of enrollecs ak f1i1]
time or part tim: varied widely in the absence of state standards
which clearlye jdentificed thése catngorics We found that children
were -identifiad as ,full time enrollees whd attended .anywherk

"fiom five to ight Br more hours a day, genérally five davs a
week,  Part time enrollecs attendance varied from a couplc of
hours a'day, once every week or two, to fous hours .per day, five
days poer weck. Some children attended sporadically, on an as-
weded Lasis, sometimes full time, sometimes part time.

(h.) ’f‘atL ndance. Similar prohlems existed in attempting
o compul( T or part time.adult attendance, particularly since
vilunteers included in the ratio. For cxamnlo in attempting to
tabprlate child-adult ratios at the fifty sample sites, LICD eval-
valors found the data too unreliable to use, partigularly since

“andardiz«d attendance records and reports did HC3$QXiSt.

(c.) "o]untccrs‘ Voluntecrs were computed in the child-
adult ratio and, as cxpected, had a fluctuating.attendancé. Never -
theless, wo found no-dvidence of an attempt- to grapple withi this

issue, cither in any of the Vermont work or .even®in the Feleral
Interagoney Day Care ‘Requirements, which set fortl the numcrical ratios
but stop short of explaining how to achieve them.

. ] 0 .
(d.) _5pecial Problems. Children who require more adult
attention bocause of age, handicaps or other special considerations,

presented ratio compliance problems. | At .the same time, staff
capabilivy =2cmed either to reduce or to increasc ratio problems,
poiatinug we fhe importance of shared information, uscful training
experiences and variations in Adult roles and responsibilitics.

{e.)  wetivities. Ratios werc also affected py facilities,
cqulipnent and supplies, since the.nature and type of child-adult «
interacticn and environmental factors were said to have a bearing on
the number of children each adult could successfully handle at any
given time. T o

Althoagh a chlld-,taft raLlo policy had been developod by the
state OCD and approved by the HEW-OCD Proiect Officer in October of
1971,/ it -seemed evident from the respgnses we received that the
pclicy, as stated, cither had not been implemented in the field or
was nadcyuate to answer, the complicated questions rdlSOd by .
oneratlng staffs.

Licensing . .
] . K *
Jiggest complaint.of the” licensers was their inability to
effectively do their job due to tHe shortage of staff and the
resulting increase in the workload. In addition, licensers
” . \'

o~

- ~ ’ . ! .
1/ < Letter from Joan G. Babbott, M. D. to Sam Granato, October 4,

Y1971, : . ) T

"
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home facilicies. -

said there was no training as such for the staft te help thom
cal with problems of the sites.

A cutback in staff also impactced the state's ahility to
mo=itor sites ‘for compliance after a license .was issudd.
Nevertheless, the Chicf Licenser expressced a strong desire to
move into compliance monitoring.

) ‘Basced on our (findings, it scemed evident that- the state
licensing system did not build in a role for the 4-C arca
committees at any step of tho process, -despite the shortage

‘of statc staff and the need’ to monltor for compliance.

The Caretakers :‘ . )

Starting in ]966 state licensing was reqguired of every
Vermont facility which carea for chlldron of more than two
familics. This provision exémpted some home cars operavions
which otherwise met minimum FAP child care standards. Early in
the pretest, theré was considerable controversy over FAP reim-
bursemcnt of parental optional selection of these unlicensed

With respect to its control implications, the Child Carc
service Contract defined a "Vendor" as "a state licensed child
care service prov;dcr 'and a "caretaker" as: ™...a child care
service 'prc- fder legally exempt from State of Vermont child
care licensing regulations but required to meet minimum
approval criteria as sct forth by the Office (of Child
Development) ™. 1In paragraph 9, the contract Statces:

"The Corporation (4-C) shall arrange for child carc scrvicoes
to be provided for cligible ,children by child care vendors
licensed by the State of Vermont and in conformance with Federal
Interagency Day Care Regulations or by Corporation, and Office
{SOCD) approved caxotakers...” B

As written, this paragraph specifisally excludes "carctaker"”
providers from compliance with Bederal Interagency Day Carc
Reguirements, despite the language of that document which re-
quires urlicensed day care providers to "...meet the standards
of licensing applicable in the State."l/

Y "caretakers" raised seriocus

The separation of endors" from

’fquestlons of quality. contLol sirfce the Caretaker Appraisal

Criteria decument2/ was a statement of standards which were not
built into a system to monitor for compllanco, such as the -
licensing process, for cxample.

-

177 Op. Cit. p. 2

2/ Sce Appendix D-3 .

s »
. - .
° .
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All of the 4-C Child Care Scrvice Contracts included

~categorical budgets but LICD stadf found no system of budget

control. In the course of our investigation, we learned that
bills for FAP and Title IV-A reimburscment were approved for
payment at every level without reference ta financial
allocations by 4-C arca or contractral stipulations. The only
point of control was at the last step of the payment process
when staff of the state treasufor verified the bank balance
before signing the reimbursement checks. This lack of {iscal
control meant there was no recadily available informaticen »n
how much was spent for what or wher--or how much was lutt,
except in the big pot of money at the state trcasury. il
state officials were awarce of the problem and had booun o
develop a budget control system by April, 1972. "

Policies and Procedurés

The usc of forms,‘guide}inos and other instructional
materials was anticipated in the Plan and later developed for
opc: tions, LICD field duta, howevér, revealoed confusion,
ineffective use and inadeqguate understanding of many materials.
For cxample, some state officials tended to describe their
guideljnes as "clear-cut" and needing only to be "used properly"
to be effective. Some 4-C leaders and sita\%ggrators, on. the
other hand, complained of "complicated? and ™onflicting"
instructions or of not gecting "the right" informaction.when they
nceded it, especially official decisions. Y

~

Based on the 4-C responses to LICD questions, it appeared
that SOCD ‘had assumed respohsibility fér the development and
publication ot policiecs and procedures 3nd the 4-Cs had bc--
ceme the interpreters of the law for the day ¢are operators.
1t would alsd appear that the .policias werc nét dctermined in
‘any systematic-fashion but wcre sent out sporadically in
memoranda which were not uniformly received Ly allgthe 4-Cs.
The AP Interim Guidelines issued Ly the State OCH on August 23,
19731, werc the only published procedurcs. #sscntially, that
document covered only cligibility and billing procedures
and did nct cover day care service delivery.

. - “r
“The Operations Plan diffused administrative rospon-
sibility for decisions and implementation of FaP cligibility
and fiscal controls among various jurisdictions, depending on
when parent/agency contact was cstablished and the type and
lovel of decision or action reguired. Problems of implementing
what may be consideredathe mobt deta'iled portions of the Plan
bhecame apparcnt in responses taq the LICD survey of State, 4-C,

a

P
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local site operators and consumers of child day carc services.
Despite the’Plan's detail of what to do under certain
circumstances, how to do it remained unclcar at all leovels of
planning and opcration.

~ . )

LICD ficld data reflects confusion about both v.imbursement -
and payment mcthods from the point of determining whon and how
to calculate fces, to determining dates for submittinag bills
for payment. The cxtent of frustration with budget, .co.unting
and other . control systems”varied with the bureaucratic level
of one's job, levels of interagency communication, accuracy of
information, and regional variation in 4-C day carc site
rclationships.

The tendency in the Operations Plan to stress local flex-
ibility, while a strong point for potential expression of felt
needs, was considered to be ~ deterrent by some state policy
makers who had anticipated cumpliance with "clear cut guidelines”

; . .
: 4. Use of Rosources

Roegardless of all the other dimensions of Vermont's FAP
day care pretest, what may turn.out to be a most significant
factor was implied in the information that about half of the
sample sites cwerated out of private homes. Vermont's prectest

-challenged the assumption that guality child care was somehow

related to centers or institutional facilities, rather than

a product-cof human interaction and imaginative use of resources.
If the Vermont exporlment was disappointing to, some, that
recaction may havé been mdére a consequence of unrealized potential
than imperfect achievement.

Poople . !
Considering people to be the.most important resource of the
day carc system, LICD staff wanted to learn who they were, what
thev did and how they perceived themselves and one another in
relation to getting the job, déne: providing child care for s
FAP cligible families.
. samt
¢ This line of inquiry. provided information about personal

characteristics, levels of experience and education, roles
relatlonshlps, decision-making, Jnformatlon processcs,
tochnlcal assistance and training. s

’ State staff said thoy were responsible for planning,
organizing, assisting and administering the Vermont day carc .
program. These responsibilities included developing and promul-

‘gating . pollcfos and procedurecs, allocating resources, estab-

lishing fiscal and managerial.controds, cstablishing program
quallty standdrds and compllanco mechanisms such as licensing
and prov1d1ng support sorv1ce° siich as technical assistance and
training.
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Al other people in Lhe systeon were responsible for trping
Lo find wiys Lo ccel the job dono.  The people at the sites woere
faced with the double-barrelled task of Caring for children
while meceting the standards of program and accountability im-
posea From above. Tt must be noted here that all of the
yuidelines, reqgulations and administrative machinery reached
their final destination at the sites.

Although the need for training at all levels was articulated
repeatedly in all the olficial documents, LICD staff found no
vvidence of a statewide training plan for state, 4-C and site
ctaffles, boards or parents. The state's contract with Thiockol
had resulted in a training proyram for state, 4-C and Head
Start staffs carly in the program.l/ Any additional training
was provided by threco state trainers who covegpd the statwe
and attempted to asscss and meet training needs as they perceived
them.  Training was also provided by the state's program
developer:s in adininistrative arcas such as certification of
programs, and a feow used a unive ty, training organization
or local public or private agengies. LICD's findings revealed
that many innovative cnergies gencrated at the local level
were contained gt that level., While some people with good ideas
saw thdm put into action, there was little attempt on ¢0CD's
part to channcl these energics as innovative resources to the
day carce system.

Jdoney

While Vermont spent substantial time and effort on osLabllshlng

and cnforcing compliance with the rate schedules, LICD data-

show that considerably less attention was given to expenditure
and accounLablllty matters. With few cxceptions, most state

and 4=C personncel shared one. characteristic in common--the
inability to provide accurate revenue and expenditure figures
upon request. LICD findings reflect that phenomena and include
financial informdtion obtained at interviews and pieced together.

Most of the 4-C leaders ware not able to provide detailed
information about their income and expenditures. - Each 4-C
maintained scparate records for FAP, Title IV-A, and Parent
Fecs, but most of them had nb record of-their day care sites’
income or nxpendlturcs, ‘even through many saxd that the sites
were "1051ng money and necded more fuzds.

As the LICD investigation drew tola close in May, 1972,
Vermont newspapers reported angry mLotlnqs batwean state
officials and representatives of 4-+¢ and day care pxovxdors who
objected to projected budget cuts plus the tranafor of 900
additional children from the Welfare Department's-rolls to
day care, and their apparent 4%ab111ty to influencc these
décisions. As the day care pretest nearnd the close of its

”oecond year, state officials arinounced that all Title ®-A

_ ¢
1/ Sce pp. 121-125




cotend Lo vomne Trom Jocal
rathor than only 12 1/72¢
“othe state's general fund,
[
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which had been matched by 12
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State officials were also worried about (inancing a .
statewide day carce program without the socecial funds, whiel had
. bedn mide available for the FAP jrotest. At a mecting o th
' ’ 4-¢ represontatives and day care operaters on Hay 3, 197,
Soerotary of luman Scrvices, Willlam Cowles, cxplpined the
probhlem! )

Il sald 1t is now cortain that Family
Assistance Plan funds, which will tunncl
§960,090 into the Day Carce operation tor
fiscal 1973, will end July 1, 1974,
affecting almbst half of the children
now served in the proaram. 1/

en ‘ - (a.) E}inig('t

ore person in the

L LICH Tindings sointed
N a-total Tinanci A
rovenue and cxponditures.. Pavments were avproved awitheut re forens
to contractual applications and any gICH resuest for financia] Jdata’
uriformly sct off a search throuch recoards that wore not ol
Lo for ready rotrioval.  The enly ception to this occurrad in the
- Department of Nducation's special food scryice prouaram whore th
. account’ clerk who handled the day care food budget kept accurate
up-dated records and casily responded to 21l requests for in-
formation. 1t should be noted here thnt;t?u revenue anl expenditure
charts for fiscal veers 1971 and 1972 27 wire prepared. Tor tihis
. report by LICD stalf whe pteced the information together from
. various sburcds, with special help from the SOCD PBusincss Manager.

SN EEPICTIRSE . nE A

(b.) -Basic Procedure. Basic problems with the billing
procedure scemed to fleow from (1.) reimimrsement/paynent time
&elays, (2.) inadecauate understanding of the billing procedure and
forms, (3.)ieadeyuate technical assistance and (4.)constantly
changing forms and procedurcs. ,

The most scriouns problom the 4-Cs scemed to have with the
billing time was not with late payments but rather with the
3 length of time. which clapsced between”the submission of the .
19ill by the operator and the reccipt of reimbursement - at the
site. According to the system, this time lag scemed unavoidable.
A number of 4-Cs said they wouldwprefcer to have a direct grant
to reducs the time lay. It was our understanding, howaver, that
Rutland's direcct grant contract model was not considered successful,
T - ’ would not be renewed and was not cxpoected to be replicated elsewhere
. _ . in Vermont. (This dircct grant, originally scheduled to expire .
in May, was extended to June 30, 1972.)

"

(o)

«

l/ Hoﬁéarrat, Nick, "Day Care Centors\to_cot Less "Money, ilore
Kids", Rutland Daily Hecrald, May 4, 1972. Sec Appendix R-1
: for full repraint. N

’ 2/ Sce appendices C-1 and C-2.

. N
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(c.) Allocations vs. Costs./’fECD findings verificd that -
resource alleecarions wore based on estimated costs of certain
categorical expenditures and could not be correlated with actual

costs described in the dati. The following list includes cost -
factors which were not accounted for *‘n Vermont's financial
Planning for the day carce system: >

e overhcad administrative costs of providing the |
day care food program by the Department of
Dduceation and the State -Purchasing Division,
Ager.cy of Administration.

e overhcad administrative costs of vrocessing -
day care bills and payments by the Finance
Department and State Treasury. N
e overhead administrative costs of providing legal
services in the Office of the attorney General.

e overhead administrative costs of supervising
the day garc program by the Agency of Human
Services. '

[ 2 Contrlbutlonq Q, people, place ﬁnd things where %
the cquivalent Wollar valuo could have-heen LT '
computed to arrivc at a "rcal” cost of doing

business ‘1WP
. . . " . 5
In comparativad~studies, the average cost pér week per child
ranged from $39.42 to $48.00 ' : ‘

(d.) Profcdural and Poliéy Problems. The most gontroversial ‘ i
day care issue, still unresolved as this study drew to a closd,
was projocted allocation of 1ljimited funds for a day carc program
that was growing faster than it could be managed. Tronically,
although more cmphasis had been placed on the controal and allocation
of moncy than on any other single element of the FAP day care

pretest,l/ general dissatisfaction with fiscal policics and : '
procedures was widespread and could be traced to the fol]ov1nq
factors ) !

(1.) In a system which stressed uniformity of roimbursoment
rates and cligibility standards, there was no attempt to
standardize costs. Salary levels fluctuated from no compensation
for some day carc operators to subotantlal salarices {or
aAministrative personncl. Costs varioed from site to site
and 4-C to 4-C and scomed- to have little or no relation to N
the sums of money allocated to them. Do 1

1/ Vis-a-vis cligibility rcquirements, child-staff ratios, fue/
rate schedules and billing and reimhursement procedurcs.
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{(2.) Constantly chafiging and complicated billing procedures
and  inadedguate technical assistance created time delays for
the overators who did not always understand the c¢hanges and
submitged incorrect or inadequyatce information. Some sites
consistently hilled as Jato/}g three or four monthgs after the
fact because, they said, they'd "fgrgotten" to include once
or twe children in a previous bjl](r '

. .

-
a

{(3.) Some sitgs found it necessary to obtain banr loans or
Lo borrow money from 4-C or personal sources in order to pay
their bills when reimburscment checks werg¢ lgte.  This hand-
to-mouth style of operation scemed to characéptizo Vermont's day
carc program and, as much as anything, reflected the absence .
ot a "system" to get the iob done. Dbay care providers operated h
on a woeek to week basis and only the larger centers with
miltiple funding sources had some form of annualized budgoets.

(4.) Lack of agrced apon understanding of terms such as
full-time and part-time led to «confusion and conflict, despite

"the development’ of.vxate‘définitions in an attempt to resolve

the issuc.

(5.) While complaints were aniformly heard abeut deficiencics

due to lack of money, a $40;000.00 surplus accumulated at the

‘top during FY '72 and generated controversy over whother it

should be re'turned to the State's gencral fund or’used to mecot
day care costs.

(G.) Lven though FAP and Title TV~A rates were integrated
at the-state level, each program continued to be administered
independently because of differences in day carce cl4gibility,
billing and accounting requirements. Thercfore, program
integration at the 4-C or site levels was an uprealistic
expectation of state and federal decision makers?

(7.) The 4-Cs and day carc providers .were expected to
maintain a double entry bookkecping system which would accurately
reflect all transactions by .funding source. In practice, few
operators -understood this requirement and, with some exceptions
(such as the large centers), kept relatively few financial reccords.

(8.) Although the FAP day ‘care pretest objective was the
provision of child care for FAPY eligible families, therc was
no cvidence that emp'oyers made financial contributions to
support the program. :

(e

(9.) Therc was no one individu;?“or unit of statc
government which exercisede budget control over day carc
expenaitures, a glaring deficiency in a federally funded sdgte-
operated program. Even at the 4-C lev2l there werc no regular
updated records of site budgets, reimbursements or cxpenditures,
althouuh a few 4-C lcaders attempted to maintain some rccords
of bills for reimbursement.

' I

2
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_ (10.) Somec sites and 4-Cs effected cost savings through
central or joint purchasing, cven though there was no statewide
system to increcasc the behefits of such cfforts.

(11.) The major problem with ancillary scrvices was inada-
guate funding. aonumber of large and gmall centérs were )
rufning deficits duc to a low reimbursemént rate which didh't
cover certain supportive scervices.

The problim wos further complicated when FAP and IV-A
rates did not match the Pead Start rates. As a result, somoe
operators either did not provide equal day carc services, or
ran up deficits trying to subsidize the FAP/IV-A cHildren.

5. Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C)

Theorctically, the concept of community coordinatced child
care implies a system of local development and control of child
carc. Vermont's 4-C system became a responsce to funding sources
with all their requirements and rcgulations. The burcaucratic
spiderweb of federal-state financial controls left little
initiative to local 4-C committces which couldn't .preovide day-
care scrvices without the public funds. Indeed, the arca 4-Cs
e tisted only because they provided a layer of decentralized
awrinistration between, state government and the day carc

2werall, our investigation revealcd serious frustrations

~among the 4-C leadcrship over the smoldering issuc of

developmental versus custodial carc.. There secmed to. e
consensus, that 4-C committees were designed to provide scrvices
to children, not families, -and that federal funding from
whatever source should be, primarily, a means to that

end. This point of view was confirmed in the responscs wve .
received to questions concerning families. In every casc,

4-C leaders tolld LICD investigators that they kept their
records and organized their activities .around children rather

“than families and., therefore, could not respond specifically

to our questions about the FAP ifpact on families or wnaroent

employiment factors. .
There was also conscnsus On.the nced for guality day

care for children of working parents and agreement with the

‘overall goals of a welfare reform strategy which would provide

employment alternatives to a dole. Nevertheless, the 4-C
leadership agreed that day carc eligibility should include
children's nceds, in addition to the cconomic needs of
families. 4-C lcaders described their position as being
Ycaught in the middle" between their own pridf{ties of
quality child care and complidnce with FALP and Title 1V-A
funding sources in order to stay in business. .




el

Except for its earliest role in helping to organize the .
arwa 4-Cs, tiho State 4-C Committee had ‘'no direct relationship . Bt
Cwith day nx\}‘nornLlons. This fact, howcver, :did not scem to )
“ e known or uMerstood in the ficld where State 4-C and QtaLL
A2 were talked of as if they were one unit. lowever, by
spring-of 1972, the State 4-C Committee had bequn to monitor
arda 4-C compliance with the 4-C Program and.had }
restructured itscelf with the. Governor's approval, to include |

as 1ts thirty members sixteen consume 's (parents), cight :
ropresentatives of the private scctor (selected by cach area ! o -

N A=), and representative: from each of the six major state :
AANTLOS,

It scemed obvious that the State 4-C Commfgtoo‘s'roleq
ne More indistinct and diminished as the Office of
u:'h=v"lopmcnt became the peowerful dispenser-of day care
rules and money. In May, 1972, when the LICD study was cop-

xd, the State 4-C Committeer was "redefining its role”
ing toward achicvement of the broader 4-C child)/
1ls which had become overshadowed by FAP day <apy

influential funds. 4

. ¢+ . Since Vermont's FAP/Titlo IV-A CllglhlllLV/fOﬂU1rLT“ntS
imited 'federal support funds' to low income Milies, 4-C child
care in Vermont came to be identified as aff anti-poverty program.
Recognizing that factor and what was scéﬁgak the basic conflict
between EAP objectives .nd 4-C objecg ives,l/ the state attempted
ito resolve the issue by moving tQﬂclar fy 4-C/FAP/IV-A objcctives
in the consolidated child care /Service Contracts. But some further
Lind of -¢onceptual accommodat}on may be nceded if the 4-C is to
hncomv a viable mechanism LO/promouc day carc for the working poor.
tasically, the unresolved cojpflict revolved around whether or not
publically funded day carc 13 Vermont should. be limited to children
of thoe working poor and, if s, whether or not the area 4-C
committee was thoe most appropryate administrative laver between
day care operating sites. and thy state Office of Child Developmernt.

n
-

6. Day Carc Sgékort‘Rcsources
) .

. Providers of FAP day care se”vicesnin Vermont found them-
selves pretty much on their own wgcn it came to locating and
using supportive resources. FAP flay care planners had assumed

» that FAP 11g1blc children would/lhb01ve medical care under
sedicaid, and "sced grants” werg available for ‘some renovation
of f‘*iliLlos. Centers servin /Title IV-A and FAP children
woere eligible for food under Zﬁc state's special feeding
° - roqram and surplus LommodlLJ/s distribution program. Alternative
N L) as of transportation were/also to be developcd and tested
especially in ﬁqE;Jl commun]tﬁos.

;[ Day care for economic reasons versus dav care for chilad
development reasons.

. <
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onc other important idea appceared in the [EW/Vormont
contract, the requirement that existing organizations were to |

pe used for administrative expediency whenever possible.

LICD survey results descrilbed the indistinet pattern of
local mechanisms which cvolved to transport, feed and provide
health service to children in day care sites. In conformity
with the Operations Plan, various methods were oxpectdd to
develop In a form most appropriate-to specific site necds.
However, difficulties’experienced in obtaining funds and
other factors (described in Chapter 5) pointed up the nced
for general guidelincs which could have reduced some of ) the

- stress and frustration within and among agencics Lry]nj to

o
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organize and deliver support scrvices. In addition, statc

level expressions of concern regarding inadequate funding for
support services Indicated that the Gperations Plan should

have anticipated the problem and provided coordinative rwr*hams.nu
for the equitable allocation. 8f potentially scarce redourcés.

Mnead Start

Relationships between the CAAs and the 4-Cs varied from
one community to another. The wide spectrum of differcnces
ranged fromﬁfntorlocklnq responsibilities, which caused
confusion at Yhe site level, to distantly. polite competition
I of Head Start versus day carc. Everyone's
confusion at cvery level over a multiplicity of organizations
and agencies was\evident in field data.

There (WaS llt?lo 4~-C coo*dlnaflon thh Head Lart dOSpltL
the fact that Head qtart provided techhical a551stanco in some
communities to open new day care centers and that a Slgnificanb
number of sites had Head Start children in'their care.

In view of “he contradictions befween the stated purpose

of using existing’resources and starting the FAP child care
program frem scratch, the problems which developed were

probably inevitable. Integration of child care resources was
apparently expected to "just happen" at the operatlng level

(4-C and site) while no attempt was made to Jntegrato or aft

lecast to systematically coordinate ex1st1ng child’ care services
from the staté level. It must be remembered, here, that some
child carec services had been in operation.in Vermont before the
FAP pretest. These included: lead Start, #odel Cities day care,
Parent-Child Centers, Consumer Controlled Communitv Child Carc
(5-Cj, Title IV-A reimbursement, and a number of puRlic and
prlvate day care prov1d01s throughout the state operating
in homes, schools, churches and comnunity faPllltl S.

Food' . : : a

whlle the food program seemed to be operating. smocthly,

‘LICD anplysts identified scveral issues which posed potentlal

wrobloﬁs.
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These 1nc1udod staff limitations, no relationship to : -
th  licensing process, lack of clarity respecting eligilsle day R
ca.'e facilities, inadequate funds and unrealistic demands o
upo: sife-operators for detailed food consumption records ' ' T
whi:h appeared to have no purpose.

Overall, it appeaicﬁ *haL the food program suffer ed from
not having been incorporated into a total statew1de day care
ficw,lgn -

2 .
©

It would -appear that Vermont had not found a way to comply
with either the health requirement in the FIADCR or the 4-C
guidelines when a state &fficial, at an orientation session on,
February 3, 1972, said that the state had no money for physical )
examinations, given  the existing day care rate, and tnat ’ ) < e
Medicaid was the only available resource for those unable to

“buy health care. When interviewed, state officials and day care ' ' i

opegrators agreed that inadequate funding was the major problem , = : .
Q/providing~health services.

Analysis of this impo}tant ancillary service indicated < -

that funding alone wouldn't solve the problem unless somc-other

important issues were also,resolved. Vermont needed apswers to ' ‘
some basic questions, such as. {f
4 . -
e as there a statewide inventory of all health . ) &\ - B
care resources by type, location, availability ' . e . ‘
and cost? ) . ¥

e What criteria were used by day caré'operators
and staff to determine a child's health status?

@& Was there a procedure for providing statew1dc
health care by helping communities sharég
available resources, such as physicians,
dentists, nutritionists,.therapists and
emergency equipment?

e Was there a procedure to identify, diagnosc
and provide care ‘for children with special . .
hcalth problems such as physical or mcnt4] o S ¢

- handicaps or emotional problems? ’

e sSince FAP and Title IV-A children were
eligible for Medicaid, and Head Start health
" scrvices were available to some of the !
B children, why wasn't the Head Start health
care system cxpanded to incluie- all the day
care children?

In- sﬁaj\\ﬂu= lack of adeqdaté health care services probahly
resulted as much from a fragmented, unsystematic approath\as '
from 1nadequate funds. :

Y ' ' e
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_on the major problems with providing these supportive day caro C

problems. One state official said the overall problcm was

Nevertheless, the pretest remained- pretty much on the Fap.
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Transportation ) : B
Overall, Vermont seemed to barmeeting transportation necds .

reasonably well, at least for those youngsters anrolled in : - -

thc program. Tt may be important.rto Vermont, howaver, to

determineg if there were FAP cliyible familics who didn't ) ' e

participate in the program because they had no transportation.
N 2

. °
. N . . oo

Fu»dbaék and Problems

.

‘By and  large, most of the dav care operators wore satisfied
with the qudllty of the health, transportavion and food services

-they were providing to the childron and said food services were ' »

better than transportation services-and that health scrvices were
the least satisfagtory. All of the parents interviewed said they
were reasonabdy satisfied with the 'day car®# service their childrgn
were receiving. o ) . . - =

. .

Da Jcally, staLL officials and day care oporatorc ﬂﬂvced e

services. 0f those who said there were problems, all agreed

that inadecquate funding-was the major problem for health, food

and transportation services. -In addition to 'inadeqguate funds,

state officials agrced that a lack of resources and not cnough

help from the state were major problemg in prOVJdJng health

services. They nlso agreed-that a lack of corunity :iupport . ' ' -
was a major preblem in providing transportation services.

Problems identified with the provision of food scrvices created !
some differences of opinjpn between state officials and a
operators who identified uncooperative agencies and not . -
cnough help from the stptn as the source of trouble, while

state officials named not enough staff or money as .the major™

that operators and parents needed to know more about existing . -
services and how to get them, especially during the organizing
period. But here, again, the burden for knowing "what to do"
was trahsferred to the parents and providers who couldn't be
expected to "know! unless some method was found.to distribute
useful information at the 4-C or state levels.

T

Summary

The Vermont Model FAP Child Care Service System, as a

‘prcL 25t of proposed lOnglatlon, was sensitive to proposcc
-amendments to that le 2gislation and experienced some minor

shifts in detail as news.from Washington drifted to Vermoat.

course and:.so did the LICD study. The Federal "Interagency S .
Day Care Requirements were under revision (although neariy ! CL¥
released. for public scrutiny in October, 1971,) but still .

not amended as this study closed, which meant that Verimont . oo '

was required to comply with the 1968 version.

. - .
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As it onearcd the ond of Che sopond of sothroe jear c S } Jeen
oteern, Vermont's child care sérvico sysvom had bogun to ‘ )
celop a Mfe of its own.  Each Of, the "Speeific Tasks" '
vutlined in the state's LOﬂLTdCu\VI n HRW either had Heen .
vomplied with or were in process and ghg;zpato was starting K S
Lo nlan for 1974 whon the FAP prntcst‘ﬁoulﬁ'bo-phasod out. )

2
st
P

The recomm:-ndations which‘fOLi oW JLtPﬂpt to synthesiue
. w,st osignificant clemants of Verment 'S OpLLJLIODal R ) ,
Lu,os& so that this experjence may be uscful for develasing
hational policy and statewidé child cary scervice syvstems,
- ' _ - N
' Whdle thore may be some unavoeidable UVLY]UH, recomtinaat
diich appeared in Volume 1T, The PTanni have not Do
R roveated here and it is squcs'” b sots of r@y@nmuww - \ : ,
dations be considered togetbev. - . vy - T N . -
\ - L4

: - SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS = VOLUME I v .

v
tely . ~

The Qperating Syston - - ‘ . . - SR
e PR . - . B
. . : . R
ot -
‘1. Definitions - . . i s . o

~e¢

(a.) "Child care" rath»r “han dav- care" should be usod Lo S R
describe such servicos since working pargntsf_and'nspt’ﬂnlly - ' T . -
» low-income sparents, work mignts, weckends, split shifts, noluhwa ST : "
, . and other’ lrrogular hours. This broader 'designation is morce ) L ’ S
- likely to encourage the devulopmvgt and availability’ pf 24 hour . N
F service "o meet Lhc real needs of whrking parcentas. E

< ; : Lo

N » - B ) . °
{b.) Federal, state and local, officials should \orb touoet 1er A P . o
through tho HEW dffzco of Chilad Dov@lopncnt to define "guality Cot
child care™ and.itg actual cost so that Juniform nationad )
standards of guality and costs can be ostabl)shbd to avoids
diserimination against some children because of inadeguate,
unegual or unavallablo resources. ‘ - i

o

~

2. Separation of services and resources .- o i ¢

Child care service delivery should be%ergani%ed and operated
to meet-the needs of children and their faﬁjljcs " Resources should e
be treated as means to achieve that end. JD“rOYOLL, it is ] ) ’ '
recommended that child care services be thdrutﬁd from child raxm
resources by dLVGlOplng and Oppratlnq o e 2

+
P

) LA ,
. ’ {a.) an action Plan to dollver stable, Juality ) 7
“ child carc service which is child- -center&a . T ‘ ’
] " and.meets the noods f the cliefitéle ‘popu- . : ‘ . '
latidn including work/training referrals 5 )
for parents and. -thesprovision of a4uxdlw““ P s . e :
services to the.program. S ) e o , _ i

a~o

un

. C L (bL)  an action plan to identify, lnrafo ‘ohtain and . . v X ' ’
o use all the necassary resourd to sunmort che . v
' : service :«delivery plan. E h.child care ‘brovider T Lt
should be requirad to develop and usc an ’ ) ‘

-
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" . annualized budget to ensure sufficient funds
* - ’ . for quality care. Resources could include:
L ' (1) federal, state and local public funds;
o ) _ . (2) state and local child %cr7ice agencics,
‘ . o oo both public and private; . :
) . (3) private funds;
) E : {4) volunteer secrvices; .
. . (5) donations of facilities, ecquipment,
supplies and food; ; . .

) ) (6) shared resources with other related
. : ’ ' . activities, such as Head Start, Model
oo Citiecs day care, Parent-Child Centers,
etc. ) R '
. - i ’ (7)  Employer and labor union contributions; P
: (8) Centralized purchasing 6r borrowing.

3. State characteristics and hasic elcments of child care

> . : Each'state's child care service system should meet its

: own neceds by taking its community characteristics into consider-
ation when establishing policies and procedures to incorporate - .
the following basic eclements  into a statewide child care system: - ®
b 2

o - e

! ® children

’ e parents or guerdians

@ a statement of objectives

o . ) ) e a time-phased work plan .
< ‘ ’
. . ' . ® money ) : \
« N w
2 e child.care staff .
- ) . .
- e facilities (homes, centers, institutions), equipment,
' supplies <
.
4 * .
e food ) e
. '
R ) “ \ @ administrative support services
¢ I ! :
9 —~— \ ’ .
) .® ancillary services (i.e., health, transportation, social,
\ educational) . -
) o e opcrational systems which include planhing and evaldation
t . S » ’ -
) e standards of quality \ . y
s : e information _ \
. ® controls or accountability
. "
et <
. . R . \
o l ' . .
FRIC. - - L . | ,
' . * . - . ) . .
. . . .
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4. Information : e

3 v

A comprehensive informatiob network should befome the core
of the c¢hild care service system since cvery aspedt of the program o
depends on information.  Such a network would ensjfire feedback from
zorsons in the scrvice system. and would pérmit pe rticipative e
ducision making by providing opportunities to b/ heard.  Computerizad
Management information systems are only one t\zw of data source.

“Structured p@rqonal contacts,  such as the type used for the LICD

study, may prove to be more productive for feedback tHan written -
communications. '

The state should develop and distribute ¢hild care policies N\\
and procedures through a systematic network UPlPh reaches all levels
of the operating systom in a.useful formt Onb element of such a

network could be a child care newsletter to facilitatce dissem-

inatiomeaf useful statewide information. To be most effective,

such aﬁggsTlcatlon should rcceive input from all over the state

and contain legislative and’ 1neructlonal news .as well as

resource lnlormatlcn abouL child care-related organizaticns and . '
Ar;\nCLrw . R

'5 e

5. .Statewide coordination

Each c¢hild care. provider should have a single coordinative '
ate agency point of contact as its source.of information and
technical assiscance concerning child development standards,
fiscal manaqumant, policy, procedure and other state-wide respon-
sibilities. : )

This could be accomplished through:
(a.) better and more extensive use of existing

programs by integrating them .at the state
lovel;

{b.) cost savings througb—mniralized purchasing -
of supplics, food “and cquipment;

{c.) tewide training“;rogfqms which respond to ' N
on=the-job necds of child>care providers.
6. Reimburscment S : .

States should reimburse parents, net child carc providers,
but sct a reasongble ceiling on fees ‘to ensure compliance with
gquality standards and to prevent exploitation by those few ‘
providers who might scek to expand profits at the expensc of ? !
the children. ”hls procedure could drasticasly reduce administra-
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cuoanst st il
providors who owal

ey provide Tamilies with menoy (nob

Eheltlh the scrvices of their

choice rather tR8n reimbursing the providers

through state controlled mechanisms. )
. .

{(h.)y net income tax figures to doetormine
. - et

abllity to repay.

. *

{c.) oestablish a rovolving fund for pareats
the docal level to provide child care on
by means of interest free leoans, to he

Sto the reynlving fund when the borrowor
ablo,

. | 2PN

7. Financial Manadgoment

Cortification of «ligihility and poament

rérmbursonent
should boe thd responsibility of a single state age: The ‘
federal social security syst offers a viable cokar bhecaus
its function is ontirely flscall and removes such decisions from the
clivnt/vrovidor relatdonship.  This approach 1s the mest cconomical
for both planning and operating and can lead to suhstantial savinas
i aqministrative costs by means of: ’

m

(a)  simplifying and improving fﬁ;cal managonent
by geparating service delivery from financial
resources in planning, budgoting, operating
and cvalunting; ;
(b}  simplifyin: and improving administrative '
procedurcs to climinate unnccossary s
- inappropriate and uneconomical fiscal
i controls which frequently cost more moncy
. than they save: ) : N
¢ .
, (c)  bhotter use of gtaff time for hoth ‘child care

+ servides and f£iscal management. Phople who
work with chitdren should not havqf,to b
respor ible for records and reporfs as woll.

T

8. Child carc providers : ‘/)/’

' b} ! N N 3
. Child care providers should be required to mdot perscnal

andi operational stanaards before laving children entrusted to

This will require realistic standerds, approprigte

crenaration and an effective compliante systom which facilitates

rather than inhibitg service delivery withQut_Sacriiicing'qualjty

AT

L
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tev the chald care systom could bocome a
coconomic growth tor local farmers. Rather than bringing
w»mmodqilnu,into voor rural states, such as Vermont,
tocould previde nutritious tregh food at reasonable cost,
f

fboatth -
RRERRL .o
Chilad carg svstems should mave provision for children with
reial health problems, Health-related factorscshave ramifications
adult-cthiia ratios, enrollee attenidance and the abilivy of

5oto work or recelve tratrina.

Yhe national 4-C oftfice in the department of llealth, Education
Siedtare should help to clarify the voles and responsibilities
tobe and loecsl $-C committoes,

has a broker/eombudsman potential for child.
to play that
rganizatctions in various states and regicns
plore and strengthen their roles as child
child carc funding sources. :

e bu
ol of
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Chapter 1

. Baékg'round of the Verm. .t FAP Pretest

At the national level in Washington, D. ¢., both the
Conaress and the Administration (in 1968 apd -1969) reflocts
the national mood toward welfare reform--the need to find
2 replacement. for a welfare system universally considered
unsatisfactory by welfare recipients, social workers,
government officials and taxpayors./ : '

welfare reform studies throughout the nation motivated
Lthe Congress to review and revise numerous conionants of the
national welfarc-program, culminating in President Nixon's
proposal for developing and testing the Family Assistance
Plan as a mechanism to more adeguately disperse financial
resources throughout the population. '

With a strong emphasis on devg¢loping self-sufficiency
through "workfare" rather than welfare, coupled with
overtones of revenue sharing, a statewide FAP pre-test was
conceived to see what would happen if the fedceral government
provided financial resources for such a pretest with a
minimum of rcd tape. . :

In addition to ]cgal and f{inanciawl accountability, some
reguirements were -to be imposed, such as the need to develop
alternative models, but, by and large, the selected state
was permitted some latitude in pretesting FAP.

At the state capitol in Montpelicer, Vermont, officials
$aw an opportunity to obtain federal resources for a project
which was,. for once, comfortably compatible with that
conservative state's traditional attitude toward welfare 2
dependency. '/

At the local level, citizens concerned with -the nced
for dircct services were looking to federal funding to meet
§ - . crisis needs, such as income maintenance, jobs and day care.

! o Originally, three projects ‘in the fLe d of income.

‘ maintenance cxperimentation were developed by the Dapartmcnt
of lcalth, Education-and Welfare. The largest and most
important of these was the proposed state-wide ‘project to
pretest the Family -Asgsistance Plan in Vermont. The other
two projects, located respectively in Seattle, Washington
and Gary, Indiana, were more limited, research-oriented
projects similar in design to the ‘two, OEO sponsored experi-
ments in New Jerscy and those in rural communities.

P
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The original purpesg of the Vermont pyoject was ko
pretes: and evaluate f¥cBptype for the Prosident's
proposec Family ‘fflan including several variantsz of
“he acministrative mechanish required. The Vermont project
would represent, the first@attempt by the federal government
to mininlze start-up and operational problems in a major
nc: ram through a sizeabkle but controlled proliminary
ficld trial of the proaram. )

The income main%enance portion of the project was
estimated to cost $6 million annually cxclusive of admin-

. istrative and evaluation costs. The Department of Labor and
' the Office of Child Development were also to participate in
the development of the manpower and day care porgions ol 3o
R rlan and additional funds would be provided for these
components. 1t was assumed that the Vermont project would

operate for one to three ycars or until such time as the
Family Assistance Plan was implemented nationwide. 1/

\ After almost a year and a half of plannina, s pn ppes
R . document (dated October 27, 1970} described protost

- objectives as follows:

v Administration of thé Family Assistancc
* Program is largely uncharted. It involves

removing existing welfarec payments pro-
grams from state or lcoal . administration
with minimal federal direction and placing
them, along with a new payments program
foyr the working poor, under direcct federal
operational control or :nder state control
with close federal direction aimed at
uniform eligibility and consistently
excellent scrvice to the public. 1In
addition new work incentiyes are provided
aimed at moving FAD clients toward sclf-
sufficiency. These program objectives
involve extensive liaison and operational
interaction among -FAFR, 5RS, DOL, VRS, OCD,
and various statc aucncies. .

The FAP pretests are.aimed at comparing
effectiveness of alternative federal inter-
' : agency and intra-agency administrative
procedures. to develop a viable FAP admi .-
. : istrative :stem. In addition, although
the period involve. is short, we cupect to
provide an cvaluation plan to show movement

\\\\ . : 1/ Sourcg of fundsf_ Sections 1110 and 1115 of the Social
Security Act. ' :

\‘1' : ; . ’ '
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of clients through the referral process

to. training or rechabilitation, to work, to

child care, of tos-social services as well .
as changes ingearnings for the-course of

he' pretest.  The result of this evalu-

ation will be a report to Congress, as re-

auired in the cnabling legislatien, which T ] . .
will state administrative expericnce, .

bases for estimating participation in FAD-

administesed programs, and tentative indi-

catien ol validity of program concept. "1/

During the platining process, a decision was - made in
Washinoton to eliminate the income maintenance component of
Ahe Yermont pretest, which left these four PAP support
components to be tested:

1. Employment/Training,

2. Social Services,

3 Vocational Rehabilitation, and

4. Child Care. .

This chapter describes and analyses the planning process
for the child care component within the broader context ot
the gutire FAP pretest., .- ' '

. . BACKGROUND OF THE CHILD CARE COMPONENT

In Junc 1970, the Department of Health,
Iducation, and Welfare contracted with the
‘State of Vermont to (1) develop a detailed .
plan for federal administration of the
Family Assistance Program, (2) develop'a
model plan for day care under FAP and to
expand the day cares facilities throughout
tte state, {3) aobtain baseline information
on potential FAP recipients, and (4)devel-
op a referral system for the activities
of all agencies cortributing to thé
registration and service. features of FAP:
The Department of Labor and HEW also funded
three companion projects in the Burlington-
. ) ‘Morrisville area, including a social

. ,7 services projeét, a manpower services
/’ project focusing on upgrading and special
works projects, and a vocational rehabil-
itation support services project! These
projects represent all the essential
components of a family assistance. system

acer

. i77 (From an HEW document, untitled and uns.gned, da:ed
. Oct. 27, 1970.) o ,
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(cxcept the actual income maintenance

payments operation) and were designed to
delinecate and resolve policy and opera-
tional problems which will have an impact
on national program implementation.

An'ég&unt of $1,304,000 was sct aside for

the development .of a model FAP-Child Care

"Service system for Vermont which (1) could

be, utilized in. determining national
alternatives for effective operation of
the child care component of the Family
Assistance Plan and (2) would be demon-
strated through the expansion of child
care services and facilities throughout
the state, with primary emphasis on the
objective of supporting manpower needs.

The three primary tasks of the contractor
in carrying out this project were:

1.

To complete an-inventory of the
existing:state of child care programs
in Vermont and, on the basis of this
inventory, identify the types and
extent of care needed for potential
FAP recipients, and make projections
regarding the future of child care
programs.

"Also on the basis of the inventory,™

to develop.a model FAP child care
system which would be cognizant of
and responsive to the neceds of ERAP -
families, as well as being capable
of being quickly implemented under
varying political, economic and social
conditions. The product of this effort
was to be a system of practicael alter-
natives which could be exercised in a
community--given a set of defined
situational factors~-and which, when
implemented, would quickly result in
the provision of adequate and suffi-
cient child care services.in that
community.

. R
Through actual operation of child care
programs in the state, to explore
techniques for the rapid deveclopment: . .

_and expansicn of child care services.

Operational problems in terms of
agency or group Jevelopmental coordi-



nation, staff training, program management

and political or community supnert would ‘

be well documentad and planning and_oepera-. ) -
tional staffs wou'ld develop and tosﬁ\solu-

Ciong whiehr wnul? anticipate, 1if not
overcome, administrative and program
proklems which might arise in an overall
PAP day carc systdm.  (Sce Apperlix -1
for delincation of specific proje:l
tasks.) v

a ) .
To accomplish thesce tasks, the contract
called for cstablishment of a Fal child’
care planning staff to carry out the

N plarning aspects of the system and an ™™

: ’ operational staff to implemont the design,

with c¢losc contact and coordination to be

maintained between the two components.

. o

- The HEW-Vermont contract also called for
: t?e conduct of an indeVfndent evaluation
ot the child ecare component of the
e Vermont project through an outside agency : ) ) .
(LICD). This evaluation was to focus on: -
(a) how quickly child care resources
are developed and cxpanded
{(b)  how responsive.the child care
system is to the needs of children
and their familics eligible through's
FAP, ang : “\,
(c) how effcecctively thoe administrative L o Pt
mechanisms operate, to facilitate
these activities. 1/
The ecarlicest records (memoranda, letters, noboes, cte.) " . °
of the Yermont FAD pretest are devoted almost exclusively : e
R to income maintcnance testing, welfare statistics and .
) mandatory employment for-certain categorics ol welfare \
recipients.  Phe provision of child care for. warking parents
- gradually began to appcar in the documents Xome time afteor
the initial planning in Washington was wecll underway.

A7 From the 1LW Regucst For Proposa] which conlaine
i specifications for 'this LICD evaluation study.

O ) . . \ o

ERIC - ' |
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On the other hand, ermont S offidial interest in day’
care problems had bequn to take Eorm as fax backh as 1966 .~
when the state had first legislatively required licensing
of day care facilities by the %Lato Department of COCJ.al
vWelfare. :

Due to limitations of staff apd}other reswurces, most
of the earliest lic qlng work-hours were devoted to licens-
i of foster homes.* But ceven nrlvato kindecrgartens and
nursery schools had come under the. licensing regquirement by
July 1, 1970, reflecting official recognition of -the nced for’
upqradlng child care qtandards : ’

The State Office of Economic Opportunity, vnder fhe
‘direction of Tom Davis, provided catalytic ]eadcrship in the
growth of Vermont's Yrad Start and Day Carc activities. Davis
brought Dan Holland to Montrollor from Bennington, where
Holland had been the first director to apply for Title IV-A
monies for day care. . It had been Dan Holland who lecarncd .
abouL the Community Coordirated Child Carc (4-C) program

“rom freston Bruce, in Washington, ‘and it was Holland who
organized’ the Statewide 4-C program in Vermont, at the request
of the governor. The following year, Holland became :the
beputy D]roLLOf of SOLO *with chpoxslblllty for all statewide
day earoe -

In 1969, scveral months before Dan Holland had begun
to work with the statewide 4-C organi7aLior George Carcagno
was conducting a statewide negative income tax study for SOEO,
based on a plan he hdd developed in 1968.

Thcn, in Auguast, 1969, Prcsxdont Ni¥dn submitted his
Family Assistance Plan to Congress in a nationwide broadcast.

Shertly afterwards, Vermont becarie interésted in participating

«nd switched its cmphasis from the negative income tax to a
FAP income maintenance plan. At about the same time, Senator
“iblcoff's amendment to the FAP bill rcqulrod (statewide)
pretesting ,in at least two gtates.

fronically, a Washington decision later climinated the
income maintenance component and Vermond! s pretest consisted
of the four support compononts, alone.

So there were the Lwo tracks running pdr<1]él day care
and- welfare reform, cach proqram with its oyn constituency,
Its own ygoals and its O\n udvocatos ’ )

i . N 3 : %

Several 1mpnxtant factor appear to have bheen ACprhSlhlc
for the-conflict situatiens which developed bctuoen the Day
Care Jdperations Unit and the FAP.Planning qLaff in Vermont.

-
i



ERIC.

A 11701 Provided by ERIC

e

il 4

onf the one hand, the FAF i lanm SgoStall wan e
as a nos-operational unit, with responsibility forch
and helping to implement‘the-tcstlnq and- analvses of (o hroad
ranga or welfare reform strateqgics. The most importapt of '
these was to have been a statewide income maintenaice rotest,
sunported by four related "seorvice® compononts : ciployvrent s
ing, sacial services, vocational trehabilitation and
care, :

.

4 st ) : - . L.
nd it was as employees of tha SOFO that Hathvy
. rge Carcagno wrote the Vermont FAP proposal, )
coaded the concept of bonaraLlﬁu planning “ron ﬁwuva,
LN

[

LuLcr ds. the work hcqan, agoeney positions wors  toon
which matched thelr counterparts in Washis .on.
nto‘ to the Office of Child Development in HINW and
D'annjng Staff in Montpeliecr related to FAP nlannines

So the controversy botween thé two organizations bcc&ﬁo"
a power struqclc over whether FAP, as a pretest, should it
into the SOEO's statewide day care scheme (Davis/Hollarl)
or whether day care, as on® of four pretest components,
should fdt into the¢ stateowide PAD scheéme (Caxcagno/RuL;a&ly.

. s
~ Tris LLadltlonal vertic dl federal-state-local relacion

ship. 3¢ cvident it the entire FAP antcsL Each of the (:iuar
components was funded wortlcally and was sepavatoly responsible ,
Lo its rat09011ca] fundlug source. , . . --

In order to §impli€y our cvaluative description ¢/, zite
planning précess, the“findings and analyses have been &ivided
1ntoLiovr major-categories. * : :
" Organization and Management, -

Day Care bcrv1ceq, . :
Money; and - &
fvaluation.

{ - .

« Fach category contains an evaluative des cription of what
was eoxpoected by the funding aqenclos and what was achieved
durin: the planning period. . L .o

Lo oo

vhee tollowing chapters cxamine each of the above
catugories in terms of the expectations of the plannlng
process and those ievements which can be 1dcng§F¢ed and
analvzed at this

Lypectations include those expressed in the Vermont-HEW
Lonnyacu, tho-M O-HEW Aqroom“nt ~he Mathematica and Thio¥kol-
L”Ule;

s and In LICD interviews with foderal state ands Iocal
{Sec the nppendluos for dLLalls )

(S
loping . .

et
‘ s memdid® S0 or g N
¥ A
K
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AN

'fnnds qnd vory little philosophical a

staff taiked ahout costs and fiscal @ccountablllty
“were accysed of not caring about’ children.

=)

e ':‘ 1 \
: “CUSTONAL"Vﬁ"DEVELOPMENTAL R

From the very boglnnlpg ©of this investigation,
SHUGH nomxnaLod the rﬁsoarch. In onc foLm or another,
q‘u(urod in writkén matbérials and in conversations.
glally, LhC} refloctcd a lack of aqrocment on the real
Gujogtlvc st and,,,

n’]gcted a rango of D\puCLJLlOﬂ* v

1\‘v<'l¢. N
B

One issue pxodomjnaLoqvand Lhrcads LQ{ouqh all Lh@
xv“uc of custodial versus dwyoloumental child carc.

can beino douht that pthe pldnnAng process and Lt3 producth

wore affected by the{polarizadtion aﬂound t%] issue:.

the

«

Furthnrmnre,,tho cusLomxal/deolopmcntal @19&greomovt
became a cloaki whidh tid the more urgent problems inherent

in cnnfllctlng OVPOCLaLLONa and ippdeguate ﬂdﬁlnl Lrattve
machinery. !

. o S
nfter all, "it may be' easier to despalr over irreconcil-
able phl)osophlcal differences “than it is to dig detply for

arcas of agreement and solutions to ddministrative problems.
. R L ;

. N . . ’ "

The split was most evident fn'wermont bqtween -the FAP
"lanning Staff and the Day Carg Unit,-although a similar
split divided.- the OLD/HLW staff from the FAP Planning Staff

{(now the Welfare. Ro(orm Planning Staff) in Washlngton

- x

The chlld care component's vertical rclat10nsh13

- seyeral

¢ herq,
"erl‘

problems were further complicated by multiple funding sourzcs,

'

caclr with its own qu;dellnub, requlations and expectations.
N .

. " N N . ot

Added 'to this, no one seemed to b=
sashington.  There.were soveral
intoragency <

Lroenarae i
POﬂtdlnmLQLH, liaiweas,
committces- and other erganizacional arrangclcnts
But, the Washington HEW-FAP staf{ had no authority orscontrol

over the various funding agencies and was limited to setting

policy for.a program for which there was no loglslhtlon, no )

ceeptahce. . v
A ’

Indeed the custodial vs.

child devolopment controversy
seented to dramatazc the d lemna. .

. .
"In Washington and Velmbnu, thel lines were drawn.
Positions became polarized’ ardund rualvty child care

{(devel-~
oomont&l; >r econemical child care’ (custodial).

When AP
thoy’

When dast caros
.staff talked about &hild development,"

‘they were acuuscd of
= not caring akout public expenditures. .

3 N

. “
-

-
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-t

‘nothing so glamorous as a philosophice i

o

(n point of fact, there was no.onc interviewed in the
wourgce of this study who was not-deeply concerned about v :
children’ to be served. and all expressed ceual concern for )

1w need to develop an efficient child care delivery systoen
} obitain full value received for cach dollar spent.

o

!
te

.

50 it would appear -that the real issucs werce not .
addressed or dealt with, -while gifdntion was diverted . i
by the custodial/developmental dichotomy at, the state and )
{deral .levels. . - . o
our cramination of.“the planning process rovealed that

“hotomy was wholly

respensibic for theruts and the detours on the olanning - o
road. Instead, thé problems scemed to flow fro: the typical, - .
traditional pattdrn of develewing and managing federally
funded prograng’ from Washingtoﬁ. It appears that the pretest, : .
despite its scarch for innogation and alterpative models, was '
handled out .of Washington in much the same way as any othor ’ : ’
federal program. - :

. -
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Chapter 2+

Orgénization and Management

sLucts of Fals du
ont factors whnicn
'

acee of money s

10G Care

vverally

relati

e legt e e

- \-_I.L-L:_( -'J\-.l-.9,> Jrree e e ¢

cLotesioral ana stav Lo
u appreacn toow

H1C o) as planncers woere cones

L

e bienl Lo usa o guidelines, roouletions
ofe regources, whidle reaud wente progposed
i ion and its 5 améndmen 3 accuryerd,
Tt vaun ene r fmportent ¢lement,

s were considera
crapidly as pessible since. the

el jecti retest inclyded'a regdlirement
how? ui jld care sorvioe systern could
¢, ergani d implermeanted,

“herefore,

CRATOY Areds: .
. o
T, a. There was a reed for Vermoant
;
(1) _inventory the cxisting state of child carc
. rograms: o i ’
{2)  identify the various tupes ana availod.ilite

of ¢hild dare for poténtial PP fawilies;
and : . ' .
(3) project facilitivs usaye bascd on .
estimated supply and demand factors.
“ L. Eystem Developmeni. Vermont planners were roguired
to develop a model FAP child care delivexry system with
buiTt=in ‘alternatives for parental and community optieon,
and the capability of qguick and casy ir%mvlczn:entation.

i
bo¢. Dperatiens. The third majorzarce in

componcnt was the rogulr rment to test the new

usng it te deliver FAP ¢l : 2

system. & . ) .
AN . . .
. - ; '
& s ’
v N
e N
. .
. A _
R
/ - =
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" AL the same time,, Vevinont planpers were o {
. te take into consideratiorn the requirements i
' ) upon HEW by OBEC undoer Lerms of an. agroeaient oentered
into by the two federal departments on June 18, 1370,
. (See Appundix A-2)
. s
C SSome of OEO's administrative\expectations pavaph
k HEWYs but others added stringent peguirements For docanoad
4 tion and reports, especially Loy concorned chila e
service delivery and ecxperimentatfon with Innovativ Mol
Other Expectations
v buring many of the personal interviews o jucted
by LICD staff in Washington carly in this study, othur
cxpoctations were also expressed.  (See Appendices
B—gt Sand B-2.) !
: : The highest deyrec of interest focusced on how and
t .
“te what extent
T, FAP coneepts were heiny designed and daveloped,
n - - ) .
2. day care services were influenced ov affectaed
by the FPAP pretest, N
3. alternative models of day caroe wcrt  os
e were being developed and tested, ai
4. the muluiplicity of organizations and agencices
were working together to achieve the
. goais of tae pretest.
- Theser cupectations have been considered in assess-
v ity LICD findings. '
PRE-PLANNING,
? . . .
When Varmont received its HEW contract which included
the conduct of a statewide FAF child care pretest in
July,; 1970, chat®went was merely a transitional step in a |
Aong planning process wnich had begun in Washington in 1968.
hd
~
.
. - \
'
-
o .
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Lo the b hmsineg Chronology Uit Flaure &, v 149, E
hile Jule Sugarman and Preston bruce at HEW's ofjjoe ,

'

obodh Td beveloprent woere developing the Corcuynity
Coordinated Child Care (4-¢) idea, o fow ntgatiye income

4 ’ Uiz and dncome maintenance fdead viere boeing propooasd an
Lented undoer federal auspices.

- worth bateman, asscotoed by Jim Lyday, is credited with
havieg "invented” PAP in the Fall ot 1964 while scerving

as beputy o stant Scerctary for lncome Maintenance and
Social dorveroes on the staff of tle Assistant A0V Scorciary
for Planting vl Bvaluation, Alice “iviin, )

1

- . . . o
In DLeceuber of 1965, Worth bateman md formey Conjress-—
man Jlelvin Laird (then ranking minority ember on the
Appropriations Committee) were instrumental in porsuading\\wJ
the White” House and the Office of Management and Budget
(then BOB) to approve a sevies of Income Maintenance
i v, as suggyested by Jim Lyaay

cHpcr lnents to boe funded by H
any George Carcayno.

one cutygrawth of the comitient to fund Income Mainten-
Aance experiments was -the deciston during 1969 to carry
vut a statewide Income Maintenance experiment.

Throughout 1969, the ldea gained momentum as the
fresident announce® his Family Assistance Plan.  In Vermont
Geerge Cercagno, under a grant from OEOQ for data processing,
wrote a peicrs entitled An lncome Supplement Plan for Vermont.

. ~ by the summer of 1969, George Carcagno and Jodie Allen
i » had developed a statewide income aaintepance plan. HEW
agencies began preparing for FPAP implém%ntation after the
Lill had passed the Congress. »

In linc with the President's August broadcast in whic
e announced "expanded day care services," the Office of
Managenment and Budget urged OEO to "push day care.”
Meanwhile, Vermont GovernorsDeane C. pPavig, was anxious to
start the pretest. *

In December, 1969, Jodie Allen (who was on the staff of
ihe Assistaent Secretary for Planning & Evaluotion) made what
appears to npe the first child care~income naintenance connection
in a meno te Jule Sugarman, then Acting Director of the
- Office of Chila Development. '

Internal HEW memoranda dated Novenber/December 1969
indicate a commitment to the Vermont pretest and a decision
- . to go to the White liouse directly, "to save time,"” rather
than tu, activate the Pretest Advisory Group set up by the
Under Tegretary. In December, 1969, the final decision on
i

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Lion, alocar e, ol i
structisre.,
child [ ’ Lhe 1
LGLCO OB Gl Cdle servive .
e tworkbare” atragtoeay.
Tihoab eoaew memnlin, oo leetter to Joedie sooten, aeor e
Carcaino o wrote that Yoo cthe day ocare ball o was not
Son o teledy arafGede cooY Lut that ho was genuine hol antoerna,
-8 ' S froher e gt e vy
-
. . Duane: Lhic cardy psroposal stage @ome ol the ohilia care
stlon i i washinocton inclbudea:
R
I Who will omake the decisione ‘
<. Conoaog Lan b developed which can be renhioatea?
? 5. will Lo responsil:le?
' . .
L karch, 1970, John Hontgomery,  sSpecial
Lo HLW Secretary FPinch, met, in Vermont wvith th [

Piavene Maintenance Pret

About, thig time, John Montoaomery wrote to wWilliaw
sorhan, who was now Prosicent of the Urban Institu
ifthe Institute "....will consider carrying cut the operda-

Cotrtonal whaso hiouah 4osu o sidiary corvoration. .. 29 Wl
the Urban Institute declined, the Vernont Fap OpGsal
wag written to include the services of the Hathematica
Cerporation for planning assistapoo, 3t the  sug i
Jodiv Allen. :

Lo,

NG

jestll

Sc it scems clear that thare was overy intention of
conducting a full scale FAP protest in vermont.  Indued,
the majer portion of the Mathematica cfforts s direo:

’ ) to pretesting a PAab infond maintenance plan ana it appeed
that the child care portion of Mathematica's work
an afterthought. '

. In Vermont, early in 1969, Georde Carcagno and Rathilecn
Futrell wrote the FAP proposal as employees of the Stote
S Oifice of Egonomic Opportunity. K lutrell wrote the
, child care prorosal and continucs ay the major role in
< the planning of FAP child care services.
s : :

In July of 1971, John Montgomery, diroctor <@ the lHEL
Family assistance Plannine Staff in washirbiton, arppointoed
i -
, .

ERIC . :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . BN . .
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Speeial Assistant for interasency Plannin

Sronin, as cocrdinator of thoe Vernont Intorog

Prior to bDr. Cronin's appointment, the it

was changod twice. nttaally Joo O

ship frore the sunswer of 1969 until

pon Sredicor took over.  Grenier scrved in
1 1671 when Dro Cronin sococedow i

oty included representatives of LOL, SRo, U040
at o oricinally.cid not include anyong fron ol
LI LNAROWD.

- . M

TCchild care conponcent received considerallie
stance {rom Sam Oruanato, Divector of Day Care
the Wfice-of Child Dewvelopment, who Tunctionced. os priva
feaeral consultant to the Verment gay care stafil.

A TSI

By May of 1970, organizaticnral probl had begun . .
compete dor attontion with polioy questions.  Dr. Cron
smorandun to My, MHontgomery, cuoted beloew in full, reflocts . h

soine i the problems inherent in using cilsting inztitutions
for new agd untried service delavery systems. [t also shows

the extent to which-iiEW-FAP stafl was involwved in the' ..
gevelopnent of FAP ¢hild care planning.’ :

As T pointed out to you in our wiscussion on

sonday, there are some probleis with prescnt

Vesmont; plans, It is wmy understanding that

the development of child care $ervices, :

licensing and monitoring will be the

responsibility of the. OBO State Agency with oo

the state 4-7 Committee acking in an

advisory copacity. All staffyior this . ,

effort , wall be part of the Oﬁo Agency. .

The planning period will be.uscd for B . ’

o allocating funds between project grants

and vendor pavments {or servioes This

plan would demonstrate an apn roach which

makes, yood administrative guisc--opcra-

tional responsibility to angexisting ageney o

with tvhe advice of the wore represcerntative

4-C ééency; however, it is/not a rodel

which tests either of the two major -

alternatives being considered by DHEW.

g “hese are having a State 4-C Agency as .
the prime sponsor or having the

. "separatea” Stute welfare Agency respon-
sii:le for child care scrvices. OEO as K
pidre grantee in ‘he State could use a \
wocal 4-C as a local prime grantee and
so make a limited test of this approach.
It also could have s county welfare ,
department act as a local prime grantece.

&
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Helther of these has nuch, potontd

in

Verm

numnboer

1f

Y

ont pecause
of sizeabdle

has ony pr

o1 the

CCONNILIC Alvag,

limyted

clorences for

having service avencles develorn

and administer child care services

Locally,
test this
profoerred
of fuil

it would

s

ferabide

te:

fedeoral

pre
in Vermont just as
incone maintenance
management

the
modae 1

could

proviae

tochnical

assistancu

to

the

state Welfare Agen

cy.  The Agency

would have.the sumé‘gtaffinq and

responsibilitics
a5 wedl

as the advisory

outlined for 0RO,
link to the

S5tate

4-C

Committeo.,

‘he advantages of this are that the
FAP manpowey trainces weould bLo
dealing with only.one ayency. for

apportive services.
ould limit the coordinating problems

It also

-~

of thé local Employment Scrvice\hAyency.

Firally, the . charter of the Community
Scrvices Agency to build up a capxbility
for delivering comprehensivce social .

scrvices to all whe nec” them, chardinng
- a fee to those who can afford it, would

not be subverted Ly encouraging develop-

ment of a competing agency for child amy

family services.
;

b

‘ ‘15‘

L7

The expertise of OCD would be usea for
helping state ajyencies te develop good
plans, activating representative advisory

\

\

\,

committees and providing technicdl assistance

H

Earliest work of the HEW-KAP staff was almost exclusavely

to upgrade opcerations.

HEW-FAF STAFF

with the Vermont FAP planning staff which, althomgh somewhat
remedied later, helpeq’reinforce the’ separateness of the

Day Care uUnit from

the Planning Unit.

Washington FAP staff, driven by an urgency to ensure

that a genuine FAP pretest come off successfully, chcourausd N,

a vertical relationship with ‘the Vermont Planning staff .,

which Lky-passed routine state orgunizaticnal channels.

R .
On May 11, 1970, Fry Consultants, lrnc., rcceived a ten- '

-

“week HEW vontract for approximately $98.7° ) to assist the ;

23
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“in charge—-no one person (¢r even one agency) had ultimateo

®

'

o

2 -

stari in LCVL]OPLHU an ‘overall de ﬂllLO FAP plan and
Lhanagement system, including critical path desiggs. The
contract did not include chWild care or the other FAP scrvice
components.  There is no evidence that the Fry Report has
Leen used for the Vermont pretest,

Larly on, Vermont reguested approval "to e held harm-
less" for any increases in the welfare rolls which night
result from the income maintenance pretest. activity, but
HiW refused on the grounds that the state Lad 2 commitment
te serve all its cligible citizens.

. When the¢ income marintenance component.was suddenly
dropped (a Washington Jdecision), conflict developed among
some members of the HEW-FAP staff over the issue of continued
pretesting of FaP. One point of view held that "any yoou
walyst cun develop a workable service .system," hence,
such pretesting was a waste of resources. There was also
criticism of the plan to develop a Model Federal-State
Agreelent for replication on the grounds that such a model
drawn from Vermont would be U}O]GSQ elsowher\, "except

for a few palagraphs, perhaps. . . i

But sufficient support for the pretest remained, dLSHJL(
its limited service scope, and the work continucd. z

>

LEADERSHIP

In ‘Washington, the Vermont Interagency Committee, Chair-
ed by Mary Jane Cronin, included representatives of DOL, OEO
and the rclevant HEW agencies.

This group, met regularly-and was responsible for the
overall evaludtion of the }rOJCCt It included project
managers from each of.-the agencies with a funded Vernont
FAP component and those agencies with long range service
regponsibilities such-as the OfPice of Child bDevelopment
and the Community Scrvices Administration of SR5

LDespite the leadership role of the HEW-FAP staff,
wanagement by committee proved to be-.as diffirult and
elusive in Washington as it was in Vernont. g

In both places, it is’éencrally agrced, no one was

respongibility for all mansgement decisions, for financial

control, or for records and reports. ' \
48 this was written (Octorer, 1971), the HEW-Welfare .

Refoxre Planning Staff (formerliy PAP) under John Montgomery, : \\

nad overall authority for the vermont Drc_uuL, while James - ) P

sarrett of HEW-SRS had been nameu the Progran Manager with

full respensibility For pulling the liEW picces togcther. N
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The foderal n - R
"ooordinatien” & ¥
. ' programs whion I e
Vernont folleo.cd , (R
agencie that an onpe |
! ceuld b Paranagod in :
Lyomanaging e
ot P . . .
and while Loroloan adgencey carting K
: L ; . X
T Locountersart acenoy in Vernont o the il Lo
. ) . .
mtinued to wrese
An irter L staly . , HE,
pointed up oone of the unrecolved polics dosucsg ot
sederal Lol
: .
vo 0 probler with testld N
ESCHTREIN vo DHEW T uas not [
many estions with reaard to do
Cur The winds of polrey
guestions which dircecetly affec: the
duesion of fee schedules include:
.
Al Who . recelte priority
for scrvices—=-these who
produce the hichest payolf
in terms of cd FAR )
. i bonot'its compared. Lo costs
; : A .
N of subsidization, or thoso
who need it most, i.0., the
poorest? '
" .o Ave FAR gubsidieed ochild carve
. (X : soviees dimed at oporooviding
. - child development scrvices or ’
, : . mere iy enabling®peopls to wark
) osome combination of thesc
o obioctives? s
SLne s fe foacrin e an Lo desioned Lo oncou e
Jevtain Lehaviors, we need to deciae whethoer te
' . resolye tiose lgsues before immlementation of
the pretescs, - F thero? re only Lest thosc
scheGules which attompt - bring out our
policy obdectives, or to te=t schedulps which
. : may promote various pelicy ains and to gsq’tho
resuiting evaluatvion dat.. to imfluence our
K tinal policy Jdecision, ) ' °
/ L :
However, it should al-o be noted that althoualh
. . . fee schedules ajways have sone rationing ctfects,
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Ve can o aloc et poliroy T Noadicind. g
culuclines rathoer thon pris by thao
R ST
-
Vertont's chyld care orcrations plan wiltten by
Rathy Fotrellousing avdilable data prior to receavi the
mathoematlen data. dGince the Yoermont-niw contract ;
th.it the Operations Plan e approved ey oEW Luetore dnpdementa-
tion, there was consjderable apdicty both an Montpelicr o
vasiington, to move on 1 decisiten,
In Harch, 1971, Whe revi Chitd Care Operaticn, Plan
was Lncluded in Mathomati we V1, oas Chopter 111
attoer 1t had Leol mod ct federal ”
roguirements.
. . -
Followine several wonths of neyotiations on details,
sary Jane Cronin sent John Montgomery o series of "decolsion N
subiittaln™ i March, 1971, in which she recommended thot
1.., "The contractual provision for an
™~ experimental voucher system should
e waived" on the grounds of Vermont's
. . . - . . .
incaifficient population donsity.
. , . }
- . c . By, )
2. "The time period for eligibility for /
child care services" be negotiable
to accommodate exigencies.
3. “...'in kind' contributions shall not
be assessed as cost items for purposcs:
cof deterniring the appropriate child
care rate structures" in order to
equalize utilization of both FAP
cand Title, LV-A resources.
4. “One, fee schedule shall be tested
in, vermont...beginning April L, 1971
coaowithe.o ool danilics receiving
Title 1V-A child care services as
of April 1... 'urandfathered' Lo
prevent rosultant increases in )
costs to them. ) . B
B
These recommenations reflect the real-world adjustments
of the planners during the planning process, and the need for
a rational integration of planninge and operations activities,
regardless of respective funding sourcos. ' B o
Ore other compont 1: in order herc. Deswite werial
asgurances from Washington to Vermont that the operatior
g been approved, there is no cvidence that written apsrova
wroabe ko ever sent ronm Washincron or recoivee oV
~ '

R

A
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OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
' thoer [ T T O A A S U F
itod R et i e 4 - .
¢ '

-
teity Of geguirenen Do
e OLO=0FW Agrocront, o ,
[INEESTER AR U ' E
Loerasone ' \
s 19 T ‘
e (BT RR N I N '

Clew of Prooram
Care operatLens
erations., -

soen afterwardes, Mary

began to investigoate OLO's
aother stat{ memboys poid
1971. . .

v, fen Coyvle's staff)
in the protect while ;
ntpelior in octeler, ’

. . -

FEDERAL REGIONAL OFFICES ‘ . -

.
For the most part, the gl rosional (r':‘fi‘l,‘w.jn IPoston J

had not beeon deeply involved in G in;'m'l;x:':f,/ cegtoions con- .

corning Lhe Verwont PAP obild cuove pretosto janth nhie cneen -

tion of some early work avith betly PFeede (07 - Thar et -

wara - {0CD), there had been little continuity bebweoen washine:- .

ton and Boston except for some occasional FAP contacts witn N 7

Letty Collins and "Bud” Nute. Suc Sclyn was the 0CD Conni- : - .

Lty Reprasenlative for Head Start, FAP and Title IV-4. . S
theabel Bdwards, Assistant Fogional Hivegtoy for chilo

Development iy Boston, hae bLoeen more divcet by vovoluod with:

Vervoent's 4-C prograwe since she was also Chalrwan of  tho N

Foderal Regional Committee (FRC) which. r'_;;:‘vvu- thoe State 4=
in-vermont of ficiel recognition in Aprilj 1970, the first
of the {iftly states go recormized.  Bostpn vegionnad ORG L
not previously beon concorned wWwith Lhe Verwont proetoest,
Lut became alrectly involved in 5(:;&(:!’(‘.)1(/[ 1971 .
/ . .

In examining Washington/toston relationships, woe o foohed I
for evidences of. adwinistracive decontyfalization s consisted
‘with FAF policy. On the basis of our linited rescarch® ot

. . . . . ‘

appeared that I'ms.}unr.tton was working divect v with Vermand and,

for the most part, bLy-p g thoe rodjon. : '

The followirg incident presents b ovood 11luneration o1
the problon : . ' -
? W .Q
o
.
. . . .
-
. . . .
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Lhe  contr e R
Picharde o

e PR EREIRt Voo

e

S o Aoy

Tenee:

PO roay
Catle,

YOUr v,

Lo Undor ik WALVer of  the
Single Statg ACency, whot

; Ti4ca)

.
Provedures aro poe-
. WEBSAry so that thee day care
. funds under Title [v=-p

8

Aoy

Go dj_r'octly to the oRo

<. The Departmene of social welfar,.
. will no Joteer piovide day car.
: 2 LTS ‘section wiig
be ciimindtéd-froh\tho state
Flan, a) .o with the re-
qulrenoy-

oy

Slic Lhe e d

oY a day care
T Is it necessary
Ceb UL fgency to file these
I Specif jod plan Feaquivrenents,
dnd i{ SO Hre th Subniitted
Lo us fop aApprov:

. ki < la the gpo Aduney
’ Loy subnission o ¢ COperh e
“nochild care to Cshy for
eXAEnle the Vln ronoresy

Ponsiblo

;ili C8a have the gaue

z'nonitoring rc'sg)onsilkgility

with ono that it now hag with

the Department of Sgeial welfare»
“ ‘{ .

LICD Has not 1

ccated a reply to t:hisoinquiry.

o

2
e
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. STATE-FEDERAL RELATIONS
. BN Cher ot the parado es uncovired in this. investin-
gatdons, e fonnd thoat Vermont, thye traditionally anti-fod-
crala ot stato, had emulated the washinglon bureaucrac, S
, Pnoorarndzing state agencies; even to the extent of calling
. Pt sejenoies by the Washington nosnes, natehing state agencios
to thelr fuwading Sources., .
"‘"\ . ﬁ-

i C Apart from the cccasionol ‘confusion growing out of
ylentitication problems, 2 more significant issuc crorged,
that ot fedoral/state autonomy/ and the sperating Independence.

N B of state and local jurisdictions from their federal anding
Sl Ces. ’ - ’ =~
‘. . ) '
o« based on our observations of the childr care pretest, it
‘Jﬁp“ﬂrwd that Vermont was responding to a federal plan.rather— -~
thett developing o statewlde plan to meet its own neods with
e, todoeral resources., ‘
bue to limit tions of time and staff, wo could not T
Desamine this phenomenon during the planning phasc. - .
~l
‘ . -
! . . . - @ ‘- . N
9 ‘ : .. LOCAL-STATE RELATIONS .
’ . i i ° - . / M 8-
“ ! . Certain clues ro admiristrative problews werpe discovered
Jdurinq the fpllot site visits by LICD staff in late August and
) carly :oomber, 1971, The primary purposce of these
| . pilot vis.ws was to prevest the sites interview . S
° ingtrutents Lo he used in investigaping FAP chiid s
" ~ - A care operationg at the local level. we also heped to learn
- a little about Verwont's state and local c¢hild care relaticon-
- ships durine the summer_of 1970 in-grder to sharpen our
assessment ot the administrative system. . ¢
i . L meor o bv: -
! . We found that the follhwing préblems were universally
e discussed « Thay correlate with similar probloms at. tho state
i " and federal, levels:
u. . . : . [
5 L. Confusion over the FAP program and its real
. objectives. (Some thought FAP was a forw
of Public Assistance.) C A a-
N ’ 2. Incomplete, inaccurate and contradictory
¢ - programming information alonaside hivhly
. : sophisticated téchnical financial inY rration.
" 3. Hultiyle official odytacts leading to con-
fusicnNpver wio is in charge of
' B (Only 1lrxgensers were always clear
a ;
- . ‘
1 ,‘ ° :
o . .
. a .

°

1
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in
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Ir.

inclyded:

Plan

When William
the newly created Vermont Agency. of
] he. inherited
The Agency sof Hunan Services was. desigiicd
the State

of
January 10,
complenity.
jroup prebl
the

In reorganizing the
Governor bavis had retaincd thg separaté status

19

adniinis

trative

probloms

wWas
dulivery
W

ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS

71,

em~solv1ng
Departments of Soeial Welfare,

5.

Cowles,

‘C‘J.VLL.CI

$tate

Jr.,

and

took

include

d

office
fhaman
‘the FAP prob

as
sarvices
st o-in

Corrections,
Mental Health and Vocational Ruhdbl litation,

saveral
Governer's Commissions and the PAP Planning Staff.. - :

adiministrative

secretanry
on
alt

to

N
200,

Heaithy,
of the

1

agepcies,”

of both the

DLdeLant of Bmployment SncurlLy and the ﬁuU(dLlOn chngv :

Awaré

of the

growing

and the FAP Planning Staff,
“high priority
objectives ineluded a change

to aervices

to

and _he began ¢

the child

Scecretary

ca

conflict

To
in

between  the
Cowles
proetest.
the categorical
to develop a plan to reorqganize

his agency for improved coffectiveness

une of
office of

(23
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Child-!

Dev

vlivet

‘opmuut

¢hild care services.

fhe
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flaved over L

ity e

of BEconomic Opportunity's Day Carc lUnit, S..i
had experienced a rapid grovth
Start, '
care.
4-C

%
.
’
¢ .
B
.
-
v
v
'
©
)
“
'
N i
.
N
-l v
. -
S
. A \\.\~\
4
» [
K}



Fe~ - N . I *
' o X ° .
. ) . . - ®, p . .
P - .
A t, . -8 ! ! ¢ (S .
. - - Lo ! R - .o ;
W . . s
v . I - . i . . s °.
) > . a - R -
\ . < . M .
s o *

.;,.

in ru]nuxs}:u: the (HJQE‘I\ funds.
. . A
) nally, *round’hpril, 1971, verbat
o;cruL&mn plan wus reccived frog Washin

A
. -

operating 4h(L}f‘ bgalnw to Lulr],t\Q(' . . . .
. . . .o .

] . tm ixl“ Iy '97], DOL Jnd LA rmfuhdvd AR iﬁg;"ﬁ ot e

TN FAPR prote¥t components’ for ancther'vear After which 7o

Dirdctor of SORU, T annuc i aoe NS Plasme e

Fal Planning stafd lacked’ Vuwaxn for cohi

v sul-standlrd day cart in the interes

and - "eeonomy

. . ! [

cretary Cowles answerdd thy
vorente and instructed tl

‘ o1 o the wmafetc
o G

J.t ethis pdint, ban Ho}Aand'fas dpporntoed Acting Direguor
f SOLG and byman Stockey Jontinucd to cocrdinate Loth .
SAD Piuhnln“ and opv'ﬁtlons until Seccretary Cowles entablish:
ed the offive Of Child Developmint in pugust, 1971, and

- Appointed v Joan babbott its dircctor.

Ghe oS throu:h
L2 PAP qui‘ LQ_rufruin
woultd/rode away,

-

N
¢ Dr. abboLL, an M. D., as Dircector ol theoffive mf_g
Haternst and Child llealth in the State Hellth\>opartmpnt} 4
Ve . was well respected throuchout the state and 1>“oaghd Ho b
‘ *  completely acceptable to all . factions.  Her yenuine LQHCULH
. ¢ ~* for theswelfare of children was unqucatlonnd and her admin-,
f . “ istrative ability geemed ‘Lo gencrate othmlsn Evan Jrom
Dd”ls approved of her appointment. )
.. ’ . -
- LI ' ° At this writing, she had beyun Lo edtablish glngPme
. . . rclationship with the FAP Planning Staff and was deely
o . involved in the inplementation of the Cperations Plan.
‘ . . : ) . . . ) . . .

’

; _ FAP PLANNING STAFF

e . " Frdne the beoinning, George Carcagno and his staff*had *
* a cleay ¥rsion of theif missgion, They® understood and
belicved in the FAP pretest and 1ts[ﬂoals ) .
o~ - R Q '
. when George Carguggno and Kathey® Putléh:’m Yo tho. .
T child care proposal, they decided to- place the’ cWild, care RIS
4 planners with the PAP overall planners to keep them away
from day to day operations’. <Given the same sct of circum~
ce . : » stances, thogy still think it was g good idea,. in spite of
. the rift Lhé} developed between the staffs: '

’ X L. LI S

B 5 o

o o : ) After the income maintenance ¥dst was abandoned, the
’ child core component became dominank andFutrell grew
- to play dn ever-increasing role. 3hehad been the prime

. S
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) ; ‘o souoner rfe she hadn 't been so auick L9, .
A nferation and ('15.«;}5 tange " ’
. . ' . - - s
. woere physically separated, a% £ TH, oo .o “xb
: nogbout L the factor as an ’ . L
L v offices wepe several bloc e
¢ . tie, and ¢lose enouch 1o wal
i T ‘ . : &
. ' Lt WEhe reoal didierences which set sthoem apart would S .
- R s not fhive beoed gigsolved by proxinaty. Boecause they st 4
L. Preds perseptions, attitudes, gupericence and rolesy sach . ‘ .
SUntovences siahit actually bhave been compoanded fuvthes by o - ‘\‘
Coelosor e vty without o clearly defined admimistyng Ve o :
. . tui whi heoi theoilewibility to trandfoum differences : )
. R Tron laabilitics into assests. "Theroe was ne one in chhorae. \
a2 . . . f . e, ) .
- . . . . ’ &
st iy Gty tllustration, hn:.n.:- is the essoence of i
Pianning s pereeption of the operations staff. - !
. ’ . - “ . R ‘ .
. .- IR . y - N . M
ey cesfect FAR chiild eare to L . . . .
wne clenent of day carc...only cencderned .
i with the eapausion of day care, not .
A7 interested In the FAP preteste . .fade ‘ -
v . . Jpromises to the community which couldn't
o Le Kept.o.oohas inadegquate levels. of . .
“capublility. . oshovel money out...not .
Cowitling to =i operations in a o : .
. Coesystomatic way. .. did not provide | .
) . technical assisgance or training .on. . » '
: how to run 4-C or day care...dependqd : )
L . -on planning staff for writing of child ) * -
- ’ care propesals...did not develop . [ .
Y ‘ . administrative procedures...personality .
. » ° contflicts...felt threcacehed bbeause
. FAP demanded "a managoed concept of " . - ) )
ISR . . . - g . - .,
e day/care” and they couldn't deliver . ' L] ;
. it...licensing statistics reflect L4 - . . .
- . . . » .
< sbackloy of catchiags up, not vrowth... . :
., . Sy . A .
) . . . PR . ' : ' . 4
: Cufrent Status 0 : . :
’ “The Child Cdre Planning Staff .assumcd jor respensibil-
g ity -for the preparation of ‘the Operations Plan, which, in ’
, essence, cstablished basic PAP child care policy and defincd & .° : .
. B : the general operatiorial paramecters foa, the delivery of child ' L
. c ' care scervices. ! ' ’ s '
.
- . v
\ -+ This staff had also béen invelved in designing and .
° . Ty T : . . : Iy e . - « . - v
&nalyzing child carc information from Mathematica's Screening :
and bafeline surveys. L . oL °
. S o ) o . ) . . LY
- . . 1]
 — . s
N - - ) .
.
. e . ..
N * /
. . . . N .
e ‘\.\
. -, o ‘
. .y . . < +
. . . i °
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\Deane C.

L

At thls wr1t1ng,

responsi

the FAP Planning StUff 'had.evolved into
i, and - provxdlng technical assistance and .
It was contermed with lntLLaxech re-~
ortlng and informafion systems, making sure tRat shifts of
iy and referrals ‘functifined smoothi

Y.
..

and shared informatcion to reduce duplication of effort

The staff was developlna procedures for'data COLleLtlQQ\

DAY CARE OPEFATIONS STAFF . . = .

’
- Iy

The State OEO had been interested ln Chlld devolopmcnt

apd lay care for several .years.

This was ‘an impoertant

factor in the decision to plage FAP Chlld Care "Operatiofs in

_the"SOEO -Day Care Unit.

- &
SOEO Dlrccto* Tom Dav15
Phillip Hoff's statf “in 1967,

investigation of hungesin Vermont afiter a nathnWldL r popt'
ldentlflLd one Venmglt county as a nunger alea

Mr. Davis,

with children.

Whén the President introduced hisrfnmily Assistance Plan,
Vermont was ready and eager to test it.
4-C Commlttec and newly elected Governor
bavis stported the idea of welfare reform which

to organize the State

’-

vhile serving or Governor

was

Gedrge Carcagno and several others began\to
consider 'seriously the - possibility of a negatiwe income tay
plan to Leduce or eradicate‘poverty.
invuolved rcalized that employment "5t the poor,in an
program, reguired aaequate day care services

inPolved in a statéWide ™™

1/

At the same time; thdgse.
kind o
for families

N »
. Ve

.

Pan Holland had begup

included employment and chl;d,care services.

N

Georuve Carcaqno and Kathy.Futrell wrote the Vermont FAP
prdposal as empTovees ‘'@f the State OEO and agrged with
Tom Davis and Dan Holland that: FAP Child care Operatlons
should be placed in the Day Care Unlt in SOEO.

.

July 1,.1970,

Welfare,
in the State OEO.

~ |

“When the.HEW-Yermont FAP contract became ef{éctive on
Carcaano -and Futrell transferred
. the new‘TA” Planning Staff,

tc

junder  the Depaztment of Social
and Dan Holland be&ame Director of Day C:rc*Operatmons

The Day Carg OpeLaLJons,gait was staffed early in

Gctober 1970 witw! territorial assignments.’

of Lhrce program develOpCLs, three

llcensols,
w

training speélallsts and

onc of whOm was chief licenser, Rolland Gerhart

s

L7 Hunger, USA by the - Citizens' Goard of
and Malnutkltld; ln/thu United States (Boston:
T 1968). b .

/
;.
1

. - ’ ’ y ol ‘;/ >

o~

(%]

Inqulry into Hunger

.“'0

The staff conSLSted‘

Beacon.Press,”

- .

.
[
ot
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Vermont's fouxLecn counLlcs were organized into three
LeLrJLorch, onc with foum countics and two with five
counLles each

. k3

“ Approximatc¢ly 150,000 peopie’ il each.territory had the

‘pegentiah services of one program developer and one trainer.

The four-county aYes was assigned one licensers and the f{ive

‘county arcas each were,assigned twd lrcengers;)

Oon Ocﬁooer, 1970 there walé an estimated 40 000 Phlid-

.‘ren under thc age of flve in Vermont

v %

. "
.t .. bay Care Unit responsxblllules grew to include coordina-

tion of statewide Hgad sStart, TlLlG IV-A ‘funded programs.
aqd Operatlon of zne.pAp Chlld care service systcm prctcst

par Holland, as,chalrman of LHe Staté, 4-C Committee and
Director of the Day Care Unit, bccame the brldgc between ‘the

“two ddmlnxstratlvcly unrelated orga ations, each of which
,played an lmportant role in the FAP child carc systcm

wth its =erv;ce crlcntaLlon, it was gcrhaps “inmevitabie----

that ‘the Day Care Unit's perception.of thé FAP child caire
pretest was dlstlnctly defcrcn1 from that of the FAP
Plannlng Stqff e,

g . Lyt
) v

- : ' ’ *
\

1hey e)pect day cale to become one clement
7 < Of FAP.. are tied more to Washington
- °tthdan to Vermont,.,.don't care-about
¢hildren, only nloney...don't have- up--a
to-date informatiom,, usually béhind in

time...have interfered with community b vor

development work meddled. = undercut, . o .
- e AV @ contraclctory advice. ..were made - . o~

to discontinude field work...Mathématica ..

- study implications of facts are exaggerated...
are planning. at the‘local level before
State level planning issues are
; resolved.. .are planping independently, \
o © . not systematically involving operations
staff...are not planning for children,
P ‘are planning for FAP...became involved
with .Title, IV-A Attorney General dis-
cussions and caused’ delay, confusxon, .
mistrust.s.are not familiar With state- N
wide child care programs...don't ™~
. understand the Vermont commuﬁlty...
insisteé that state financial proccddures
beccme” subordinate "to federa% procedures.:

A .

. uurc lS, cbscntlally, tHe ‘operations staff's perception’
. of the pléﬂnlng staff: e S

A W
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. v In the spring of 1971, the operations staff proposed to
ULG Director bavis. several recohmendations designed: to re-
ive the centlict between the planning and operatione’

included: . .

ctalfs, Thesc
» '. - . . . . .
1. « " That all podicy and’refundinag decisions
butween Vermont and HEW bd clearcd
"with the Chairmon of the Consortium
(Cowles) oy his designee. :
-) - .
©2.  ,Jrhat bpay Care Planning be placed
; v 6 Sy ~_
back in Day Care Operations,

immediately.

Thar a meeglnq be held within )
~ fifteen days Between®those . ,
S : who can exercise policy decisions |
at the state and fedcrol levels &
_to agree on . an operation plan
‘that fands gay be expended at
rato during the

¥
1
i
L
.
e

an accileratha
last guarter.

e TUTYLT T ThHatwwe review the intent of HEW

. 7 in the whole FAP expeiiment <in
i vermont. . :
o r . e .
o . . That ther~ be only onc chi®d
: : agency in Jermont and one goal ,
/ . for vermont--children. ' I

(%)

r - N .
It was further suggested that oné of two alternative
courses of action be taken if ghese recommendations were

not feasible. The alternativey were: |

That the Director of Operations
dnd the Director of Planning be ‘
. relieved-of their assignments
) . and both units placed under * S
‘the direction and supervision
of someone in Sgcretary Cowles'
office, or '

' 1.

.2 . - .
S . - That the stdte discontinue the
‘ " FAP pretest as quickly as
feasible except for the direct
- . dgrant with Rutland 4-C which runs
. for one year and no further
) DRI : contracts be executed at this
© time. The state-should thercafter
look for funds to expand its
services through Title IV-a.l

‘o

.’l..

-
.
. L.
2
~~
3
s
s
.
.
o
v
5.
«
-
-
’
.
v
-
: .
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' Ev1dent11, the only SUDquULHL actions related to “the
recommendakions appedl to be tho-agslgnatlon of Mr. Cawlcb

" planning Director, Lyman Stookey, as "coordinator- liaison™

between the two units until-the establishment of the Office
of Child Develbpument undcr)?yan Babbott in Auguit:,’ 1971.
Co . . —

Gurrent Status’

¥
As of Qctober, 1971, Dan Holland continued as H”']W,
Dlrector of bOLO and Chairman of the State 4-C Committce.
Joan Babbott and Georye CQ'cagno had begun to clarxfy'
-relatlonshlps, as the FAP Planning Ynit provided assistance
in Phlld care system development and mon1t011n0. :

" Bob Stauffgx, one of the FAP child care planngrs, was

transferred in October, 1971, to Lyman Stookey in tFe Ayency -’

of liuman Scrv1ges, and had been Lcmp01d111y detailed to OCD
for systems work. o

» 3-
. -, " LICENSING : |
.
. The first puhlic control of Wday care in Vermont was -
prllshed by the State Legislature in 1966 when it
reguired the State Department.of bOLlJl Welfale to licerise

day care facilitieg. - ' . e

: Prior to that, the Foster Home Finding Unit had threc
li'‘vensers, each of whom spent 90% time . on foster’homes and
10% on day care. 'From 1967 until August of 1970, only folty
day care licenses were 1ssued .

Ehd

In July, 1970, day care licensing was transferred £rom

Social Welfare to SOEO and in September, 1979, Rolland Gerhart

was hired as Chief Licenser. -Hig contract began_7/1/70, but
.active transter began September 1, 1970 duec to gPocedural
porsonnel delay .

" As the new Llcen51ng director, Gerhart began to -
,develop a licensing. system.

Even thdugh the 1947 Administrative Pxoceduxn Act re-
guires certain hearings, there have been ng challengds, to
date. . - \ o

N a

Under the 1366vlaw,(licensiq§ is required of every child
care facility which- cares for children of morc -than two
families. This provisicn has ehempttd many home care ’
operations which otherwise meet minimum FAP ciiild care

standards. There ‘has been considerable controversy over this

parentaaﬂ?ptlonal sélection of home facilities which are. not
" - . + . .

S

wrtrprim s eend

-

-

o
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required to be licen ed under Vermont law, *and the way this
eAemption was used in FAP child care planning.to find day
care quitkly ) o : 3

. [} il

bome of the custodigl versus developmenfal arguments
trace their origins to the first E & D (Experimental and
‘Demonstrations), manpower project in - Burlington-Morrisville
when "many participating nomes were found to be unlicensed
and conSidnreo to be substandard by tne Day Care Unit. b

v

By Deoember'3l, 1979,
set of licensing standards which covered day care, kinder-
garten, nursery schoci and what verlont calls non-recurring *
day care sarvices, i.e., temporary care for chil ren of
seasonably employeu parents . 5

“ At the end of 970, Gerhart . reporttd a total of 91%
licensed day cacre fac1lit1eg itemized as follows:

Gerhart had Lompleted a new R

. A

Privaté Dubiic censed Filled Vacancies‘

Licensed lLicensed Slets Slots P>

JFacilities uC‘llLle%

Homes 28| Head Start zol 424 1389 35

Ceaters, 17] Title IV-A 17] 512 235, 277
model Cities 1! - 36 | . 252 ‘5

Totals: 45. 966 649 317

38. ..

. . - - i '
(*Note: A discreparfey of eight centers has not been explained) -
D
(Note " Private day care services operate on the fees for
serv1ce they generate) . ) .

td

. Along with the-lest of the Day Care Unit, the licensing
function was transférred to -the new Office of Child Develop-'
ment in August, 1971.. Licensing can be expccted tc play an
important standard-setting and moniltoring rcle in implementa-
tion of the FAP Child Care Operations Rlan. - )

; s °
. . <

. _ -~ INFORMATION _

- AN

Information, as one of the gg;§ important ihgredients
in planning, appears to hdve bee erlooked as a major % ,
category ﬁor systemization in the Vermont day\care planning
process. @ .

There was no evidence of a master plan to collect,
stdre, use and distribute information.  Iustead,

t ed program approaci: seems to have wound its way through

select,

. . " »

the fragment-
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/

Washingten, flown up to Vermont, and touched'every facet of

the planning process.

With respect to information, program compoﬁbnts in [/
Vermont related directly to thelr counterparts in Washington
and functioned independently of%one another. Chxld care was
no exfeptlon. ’

-t
[

fere are a few.sxampl%s of_some ﬁroblems which resulted:

]

a. . A comprehon51ve 1nventoty of available FAP child

Sare resources was Lequ11cd in the c#niract, "but there Was
no evidehce of such an 1nvegtory,'althouqh responqlblllty

for the wavk-was placed in the operations unit.

-

As part of thelr duties, program dcvclopcrq ware

to develop resources yand inventory them But there was no
. evidence of a system to share this formatidn with FAP Child
Calé Planners or with the Day Care Unlit Director.

. b Each 4-C Committee malntainedvlt own activity :
. records. So did each ofs the program developgrs.  Thawe Sﬁs \
X : no evidence of a central state information em which ¢ . !
1

contained. accurate -updated data on day.care activities.

It was only when requests for reimbursement came from local
4-C committees to the Day Care Urit for payment that specific
information reached Montpelier. Even then, all of this
information was handled by one bcokkeeper whose indispensabil-
.ity was verified when she was injured im-an automobile
acrldent and information became unavallable durlng the
éxtended period of her recovery.

+
3
;

o~
c.

5 . -
In’ the alisence of real program information, niost
" planning decisious were made from statistical manlpulatlon,_
which selected out non-FAP day care consumers dnd made

little use of Head Start experlence.-

VA
P
/

.. /

leun the small populatlon in Vermont, it migﬁl -
have bpen easier to survey all day care facilities ang’ all
potential users'before selecting potential FAP ellgl? es.
This broader sweep approach might have provided suf§AC1enL
information to meet unant1c1pated plannlng and operat;ng
needs later on. .

-

da. The HEW—Vermont confract contalns ‘the f6110w1ng
lnrormatlon re@&xrement .
@

(3) vam:natlon of trends 1egard1no/the
’ national- child care syStem--
administrative control, fundin
and program content--and 1nteg rate
them into the .planning for a modcl
FAP child care system whlcb'wmll

ERI
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e

work ik ermont or natrondlly

WC could find mno evrdgnce of a systematlc method

for accompllshlnq this® task,

. e. The HEW~VermonL gpntract ’a the baslb plannlng
d0cdment and is, itself, confusing tc¢ read and poorly

organized. Added to this, the OEO-HEW. agrOLmenr wag nierely
stapled to the Washlngton copy of the HEW contract anad not

integrated into it. Varmont planners never received a
of the H"H/Q‘b agreement. It seems reasonable to expect,

then), that Vermont planners have been unable to agrge on “. B
s

exactly what was expected.of them.

9
«

copy

£.  We.found SOEO and FAP Tists of faellltﬁc% quite

inconsistent. Apparently, there' was

.of facilities Wthh could be .used by

Clerggal systems appear to
Yet clerical personnel wWere expected

. prepare reports.. ETtire ‘information
.slngle 1nd1v1dua1s We learned that

aJlow d to wait.
Id

no updated master list
both staffs and verified.

have had lowest priority.

to keep records an
systems depended o
one important sfep

he licensing process was dependent upen one clerk
in whNose absence records and  documents were collect®d and

.

a
n

Cverall, it soem? evident that the plannlng process
suffered from the absence of a well organlzed and well-

run lnformatlon system.

=3

v
¢ o
¢ 3
.
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r
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Chapterd , -~

"l | "*'r" The OFdxations Plan - .’

-~

The Child.Care Operat}

blueprint.of the
° System. :

*

. In'addition, it was to serve, as a staté model for the
« National implementation of FAD. o i
a . .

R . e

) ‘ e K
: an was designed to becohe.the’
Vermont Modd@t Fap Child, Care Seryice ) )

LY

n : -

© o ' :
In order to ‘test its validity, the.pretest was structured ’
to permit a twelve  to, eighteen

mofth operating period, during

'g;ch_time the plan could be "de-bugded” and évaiuated in the T~
c ntcxt'oﬁ natioral policy.. ' ) :

: e o . y
. {For Phase two of its contract, LICD' staff « xamined
the tyansposition of ‘the Operations plan from bluc-

.

. : . N : .
prlnt/to opeérating system, and evaluated 'hgw.well" the

syst%niyorked to

"For that reason we deferred a

achieve FAP goals. <

deEailéﬁ analysis of

the operations plan.until it could he tfested and evaluated
in the real world.l/ . o ; S .

the work and ‘the
hers and deals wi
which most direct
Operations Plan.

o

. '.‘ .

o In March of

£o use the servic

£o assist Vermont

track wecord in i

was}selécted. i
LI

.Much of what has been written in th

L =1 s ®
isechapter desctibes
spe;ial-problqms of faderal and_state plan-

th those Clements'qf the planning process

ly affected the Preparation of the Child Care

L -
R 4 f

MA‘rHEMALric'\A; iNC. .

1970, federal plaﬁnefs in Washington decided
es of an experienced firm with a capability
in the,FAP pretest{ On the basts of its :
ncome maintenance refearéh, Mathema:ic@,.I%c.;
L] -

Y

. ' g . C
The Vermont-Mathematlca.contracq was prepared by
a

Jodie Allen and Joe Corbett (of HEW)
5 i

: Dave Fershaw..

-~

* They incliuded in the #fajor probldm areas federal take- L

d Mathematica's ’ﬂn._( -
X :

[ . g 0 ]
[y

“over of welfare caseloads, a work test, transfer costs,

regulations and staffing. .

A

. In early discussions,'they coveredka wide range of issues
n

fuch as whether or not suen an experime

was appropriate,.

#here to begin, what issues wele most apgropriate for , *
-experimentation and the dearee to which aV\QXperimeﬁt could
X

]

oc faithful to the FAP bill.. . \
' It 'seems clear that Mathematica® was built into the

i

\ .

[7™ 8ee Volume 11, CHapter-I The Operatipnﬁ Plan:
= L - R —

A Critigue, /p. 161.

vy

¢

oy
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R A \ . " ovdrlent protest from the beginning; since the Mathematiaza IR , ‘ / )
o T - confract began on July 1, 1970 ,#when the HEW LOnLLaCt S Co o !
e \ . © becali e“uct.lve co | . . I
. ] . . . * R
; ' PR » ¢ fdathematica's tasKs were ;(L provide V‘cxmont. \uth hlgh ' :
R L ! »yo\<r>c expertise and data in order to rapidly d»veldp: a \
) o . Jkody 4f knowledge and a set of policies and procedires to N .
) ! O . ‘Wplcmenu a. federallzed F statewide 1ncome maintenance ) : .
e N, s prograf. : AE\[ N A ’ :
. . SN : . , N é '
S : \\,f' T - Mokt of the early a¢ centloL wds focused on an income o
e . Lo 'ualnt.enance pfetht ‘but George Carcagnm and Kathleen l‘quell @ o,
X el . . (’H\phdSlZYd the ‘need for child- dare* services and succe-rsfully L .
P : included \that Component.». : . . : o
L, ° A 2T RN . o L i :
;o e Expeatahons \ , . PR X - ho Z Sy ‘ .
N y . . . .
a0 : . - The follow:ng chcerpts from the Mathemat]”d confrarL,' - ‘ .
+ idclude those provisions most dlrectly related to thew
" " admlnlsfratlve aspects of the Chlld care component. . '
- i . . R | 19 . s e ' .
o . e S Provuung technl(‘al asss_stance te o SN :\_ . -
' . et S . the Stater FAP Planning Unit and . - .. . N %
o C : . A\~ producing a report related to - . ‘s %
; e oL " the Tederal Admfnistration .of oL '
_ . " V'FAP, .the state supple’nental ) _ 7 .A
i .0 n C \program and other stdte Weu f‘avc. T )
L o . . Lo - programs . & . \ .
N - A %2)" ‘he development, admlnlstratlon, . . K
. ’ ’ - A .0 processing and analysis of two . -7
. ) shrveys to be 'administ&red in b .
N the State 'of Vermort. . Théfirst ’
¢ survey (screening 1ntervf€ws)
- Yy willl determine the ;locatlon of A .
. ‘ .sample repreqentatlve of
° * . , " po; ential.eligibles; for the” . 3.‘ ,
. . e »Fam lv Asslstance Program E o R
2 . : I R - The skcond survey will affirm § - - .
o R IR . eli ibility and coi};ect detailed 3 .
C : . baseline data on ‘the sample PR ' :
¢ . ) R : S members.. v 1 ' : S v .
’ .8 : ' 4 ' - - . L - -
. The f¥nal preduct of this contrdct o S . S
: . L . component will be'a’ final . ) PR - 2
. R . written report to the’ Depa"tmerrt B . - .
o . < which {/i1l inglude®analysis of data ot !
. . - ’ "and re¢ommended courses of |
- . - : : actlon. . . ‘
L. i . l.“,..' . . ) R - . L l\ , » ”
- e e ’ (?) Develop a prellmlnaxy plan for “ . o A .
: : ' rapid implementation of a state- T o T >
S .,
‘ .o . . ¢ .
. . ) " . - . . v L4 -
. - o~ . . - . ; -
'EMC? - ' Ce T , : . S~y A
. T - , . R , et e L . » o
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'pft4~qt of FAP.

3

,

inc Lho .$ize and stafﬁlng

-

11At1vc organlaatlon to carry-
At g1l of. the above functlons.‘

e

huLPan ‘the- -sizey and stafflng

Gy

i

AHL:
vhem

'J’\

pr c>g;x:c1r\
into

h will

1. xo‘ml ly.,

lw*iv

type,

miremonts . ﬁor th FAP day
gwmponcnt when the |
H\’LOQJJ program 1s es;abllshcd

] .‘ue\trcnds regardlng the
vnxLlunal\chlld carg
ndministraftive

yatem-—
controld fundlng
content--al

‘lntegrate
\he planning f

Lhese

range” program priorities,

.

~

wicl FAP child .care »system
ork in-Vermorit or - -

Al

a

as

tL7) 5 b txapolatc ghe base llne SurVLy
1n.ormytlon in o:der to estimatc’.
Vermont's FAP child care needs . -
number and. locaLlon. '
ith operational staff
wnnds extrapolations will’ be ;,
=i and short and long

wellas action goals, w111 be
uOllnGd

ngelbpment of Baéeliné Suseyl

L]

The basellne 1nstrument will be -
ucvg10ped concurrently with the
e screening interview in an- effor*--
51m11ar to the plannlng ‘of the

.hcreenlng qucstlonnalre...Avu

ALtqntlon in thé development

of this questlﬁnnalre sh

“yiven to such items as; ~

(1). Coqflrmaf?gn

*(2),

(4)

ellglbllltyhﬂ

S e
Neighborhpod characteriswics, ..,

of . FAP

°

°
H

availability, qnd

. of day care,
\v.

b

o .

Family,COmeéitiqﬁ}.{:

atilization
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R ' A : ’ {5) nttltuuoq and knowled'io ’ 1T . ) .
: . . o . ) of Le pdndents., .. _ v ' . . )
# D v o attltudcs about. day .o - . o
' ’ o care...kiowlelge of *
. /423 ‘ o : dlelelL day care : ) < . “§>
. - . . faciljties... o ' : .
\ . L4 -
. . - \ - . v
Cal Dave Kershaw was .Project Directbr and ogrganized the work
into 14 major policy areas, only onc\of which dealt with
. child cale\ Bach policy area was handled by a Task Force . s “«
- i N composed oi- 3-6 Mathematica staff, ong or two federal ' ,
. R . government staff and 1-3 Vermont staff. . . (- -
. . N ! : +
. Y < | . --.
' - ‘The Child Care-Task Force included e ! .
. [ . . ...1 . ) . ) . e, . o
e o ' Glen Cain, Chairman, Mathematica ) . o T ' e
e . _ Mary Procter, Mathematica v ) . Ty
. " C T ] L. Golaman, Mathematica ‘ . . : . Ct \ P
N . T N Dan ljolland, .Vernont o . - )
e Sam ranato, OCD/itEW E . ‘ . o .
. ] , ""Mary Siegel, FAP/IEW " ¢ .
- o Kathy Futrell, FAP/Vermtnt : - ] ‘
! . . ~
Dave Rershaw,.Jodie Allen, Joc Lgrbctt and Kathleen . ) -
-t Futrell wrote the- child vare questions for thé scroening . .
v / and basellqe surveys which were conducted in September, 1970. « .
. i o However, the data from this work’'was not completed ,hwn , )
expected and the Child Care, Quer.tl,\c Flan was writt.: ‘

. ) ' ’ ) T without {t. \\\ . *_
B SRR § . g \
. ' : \uguﬂﬁﬁﬁi722, 1971, in a detailed mCmorandum,

. ) Geoxge Carcagno re%ponde to a request for a status repert
‘g ! from HEW with'specific references to the’Mathematica
R N .Volumes and previous papers submitted by mail. * : : "
s y } Y M : .
PN 7 . ’ He identified problem areas; brlefly dcs#rlucd the . !
work in ocess and stated that a xetter to- HFW was\\ . ) n

n ‘the basellne 5urvcy : ~— ' .
L : completian of the baséline survey T 1yinary statistics . \7\\\\\\
. on chrild care have been available t&(d ie projected . : >
“the end of February, 1971, as a complidmig fte for the : ; - ‘*~_Y_\"\\\\
o _ Mathematica -survey. and noted that thewFAP Tlanning Staff . ’ '
N . ) " .would be "...closely ifvolved in the analysis?,.especially .
: Y J'EQF use in local and regional planning cfforts..."

.

-
g -With respeét to the incorporaticon of federal child care NN
. plann;ng into the Vermont Modcl, Carcagno wrotes - J . s e
. f .® ) . -
R ’ o ' i/ten51ve involvement NJLH federal » :
. ) { 6ffzc1als‘from-§ﬁc national FAP Planning i .
- Q . L ' S T . e ‘ ST o ’ )

- . : - : : Py
. : L . : . E
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staff HEW Office of Chxld Devx spment,

SRS, Research, 0S-ASPE and QEC thiough- '

out the preceding guarters enabled” |

the Planning staff to incorporate into

the Operations Plan what was viewed to .
R be major policy trends in rregard to -

© FAP Child Care. 7Tn some ways the e

federal review 'of the-plan itself has
tended. to crystalize trendss This
demonstration.project is forcing

‘thought on some previously uncxplored v R
) issues, and compromlse——lf not resolu-
. . tion~-0f aff least some of the-majcr

Qifferences\ of opinion in thearcas of
. FAP Child Chre phlLosophy-anu and servidgs
dellJcry . ' ,

With respect to yhe development of prodedures for,
joint funding of chjs care, Carcagno wrote:

.

| . The Operatidns 'lan hds been distributed

to Regional HYW and CSA representgtives.
HeeLlngs hdvg/bcbn held by federal and
regional off}cials to discuss tPe,)IOjUCt.
Enthusiasm'g/zs been expressed from the i

beginning fdr merging the Title IV-A .
and FAP money for the Verwont demonstration,
- the 'understanding beinyg, however, thaz
: without a waiver of -the.single statd
- . agency provisions under Title 1V,
% the authorization. and accountability
i of funds would still have to go
through the Department of Social Wellare.
If Regional CSA represenLatlves ware to
be able to work directly with the child
care unit, it is our understanding Hjhat
the Operations Plan would in part copstitutge It
the state service plan requirgments ajyd
- the regulations described would be
h anplicable to 5oth programs. .
In this interim perlod,giltle IV~A
comminity child care development
ac%ivities® have been delegated to the -
operations staff cxcept for the actual
certification of "expendituyes of funds,
which is still dope by DSW (such a
division of respon51b111Ly between two
agencies has been tjime consuming and
~~has created an extra buraen of work
and c01fuslon)

child cave data from the baseline fsurvey was published
as CthLer II in Mathpmatlga, Volume in March, 1971.
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. & . 1]
2Cerpls include Lhe statement of objectives

of
L“\

findings:

.
“The orima;§ objectivos of this chila care

Throyghout this chapter, distinctions

analysis
1.
3.
~
'
: 4.

arc:

To define the total possible
FAP child care domapu in
Vclmonc .
To-delinéate those demand
dampening . factors which
should be conside xed and
_to assess their effect:on
“toth] demand. ,
" To \pioxu the cﬁ\ld care
programming ‘and policy.
“implications based on
survey information: regarding -
existing utilization patterns
and stated preferencts.

- A

To forecast possible child
care costs baspd on existing
costs revealed by the survey
ardd on assumptions regarding
the generation of more

child care service in Vermont.

are made within the total low income
population surveyed with children under

15,

‘within this

" Those lowest income populations,
roup are classified eligible -

for Family Assistance Program benefits
on the basis of income tests described-

in Chapter vy
eligibles.

the remdinder are the near
FAP ledisiative provisions .-

regarding child care services allow

the development and delivery-of services
to "potential" FAP eligibles .(the near
eligibles) as well as te actual FAP.

ligibles‘

Potential eliaibles.would

‘receive partial SubSldl“S—-thO ‘amount
depending on income and family size.
The actual FAP: ellglbles would, in

general,

receive free child care. ¢

Therefore, within the child care

s

_ chapter,
children are referred to as being
llglble for fuil

FAP eligible families and

1 subsidy and near
. .

3

—



LY

2

ERIC

A Fuittext provided by ERIC

R

' k)
\\;/q !
ks
]
~ . .. N
i !
° 2
¢ . .
>
".
1 if -
N
" Vo
' -
- 104 -
eligible families-.and chlldlon for partial

oo -
‘are necessary

subsidy.
" These distinctions a
in determining thé priority child care
servige ygroups within the low income
popul“ion and for projecting prdgrain .~
costs. X )
This preliminary analysis is
Eocused on total child care demand
within specific eligible categories
Whether .the families are part1c1patlnq .
inp the ANFC program would not signifi+ . C
cantly reduce the total child care
deémand or cost pleGLthnq in that
c¢hild carescosts re'lated to employnonn o .
and-training would - be assumed by FAP
* when it becomes operatlve. However ,” /
an undercount,of ,the ANFC population .
v on the Survey——prlmarlly single ; ‘
' female~headed FAR eligible families-r
, will mean that the female mandatory / o
registrants, by.ncces%lty the ptlorfty

FAP child care services géhand
is qnde:stagFQ.,g/ . i

‘population,
-* SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

' In summary, there are 5'877“childrgn

are potentxal parL1C1pants in a FAP
child care program and an addltlonai— -

11,066 children from near ellglble - ) N
families. Approximately two- Lh%rds of .
these "children are of school agé and_ . . . s
regquire before -and aﬁ;ex ‘programs, not '
preschool licensed center and home .care.

Costs of a FAP child care proglam for these

2/

"There has bcen dlSCUSSlOﬂ at the fedzral -level of
In forecasting

eliminating the potential proVisian.
all breaks include eligibleg and near ellglblCS

demand,
for ease 1n making: adjustments 1‘ a change does occurv

"To adjust for the undercount, the number af FAP ellolble
children under 15 (19,744) should be increased by an .
The ad]ustment was not «,

estimated 8% .or 1,580 children.
made because of the dlfficvlty of assigning the unden-
and thHe :

cecunted population to specific age groups,
fact that, in terms of the total number of FAP eligible

- children, the undercount is relatively small

a .
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cliuible and near cligible children
could run asg nigh as $18.5,million.

Nearly, 617, of the children-
oi low income ndthers working outside
. the home in Verient care for themselves |
' when they are not in school. of those
cchildren who do have care arrangements,
- " more than two-thirds are earcd for by O
' a member of the household or a relative
or fricnd. Oxly.3% are cared for ih a
o family or group day care heme orx center.

' Licensed facalities are scarce. and
there is a lack’af knowledge about- the s
services which can be Elov1dcd in a-
day care center or home, yet approximately

o 50% of the working mothers (and those

) ' ) non-ecuvloyed or working at home) say
<b/ they would utilize a facility that

’ ’ ’ . Tprovided good, inexpénsive carc. (At

present, 89% of the mothers cxpressed
satisfaction with their current arranye-
mentg. o

.

Nearly 34% of .the low income mothers:

- ' need care for their chlldrcn afdEer 6:00 p.om.,

N - and an average of 29% need care during
the wpekend while they are working outside
‘e the home. ¢ B ) -

“ . For the total lew income employed
+ population, approximately 70% have no
child care costs. The remainder pay
- an ¢stimated average of $9.60/week/ child.
Of those mothers in the homé, 13% °
o ’ ‘indicated they hight look*for a job.
. - " Most mothers did not feel the lack of
. child care services was an whstacle .to
their employment outside the.home.
* . 'Thirty-nine percent (39%) of ‘these
LI ) mothers indicated an interest in. taking
care of children for pay in their own
. home if they could receive some training
* and tcchnical absistance to do ite

-Program and plannlng lmplleatloﬁs
based on this preliminary information:
) will contribute heavily to the establish-
! ment of a FPAP Child Care Program of the
) : scale nccessary to, meet Vcrmontzﬁ neceds.



.
.
\
hY
\
N
b
N
a
1
&>
.
.
\
i
-t
L3
*
Vo

O

ERIC:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e

r
.
’ -
- - ‘
: - . ‘
kY . -
A ‘.
z : b
.
d \ .
e .
. \

. i -
- ’ Pl
L3 ) ~ .
.
A}
3 =
, $
v .
L3
- .
- 106 -
. ) .
N .
. Coudate, mo‘L_yf the Vermentyday care adty

ved o al Uunu pre-school age children.  Yet, tho base Jihe
Yoo indicated that only ohe third o! the potontial
were pre-school aco. ’

~
)

disercpaney points yup the need to evaluate the
whele Hathena

staff as "not adequate feor operating or planning

and "containing a wealth of statewide datad “*lfh_
. - " . N . . . ,
net bo aduguate £6r regionmal dnd local plunning nocos.”

- .

Nathnrutvu/ report was nevern int
-ara it sheuld be remembered tiiit the original

towide income maintenance tdgst, not o service
Ctust, alone. ’ '

Cince the Chiid Care Operations Plan was written in-
wly of the bescline survey, it was evaluated

in Velame ! to the extent that it was implememted.
; A X

. . . . .. .y

: "SLEGISURTION o .
-

The Operaticns Plan was dbsigned to meet child care
carvice npeeds Iﬂtlflpui’d if F3P 1/ became law. JAalthough
planners atten, ted fo ke®p up with new child.care bills and

amenulents, o : were proposed, no basic changes were
made in chilidbe, planning which dlffurea from Lhe Orluiﬂﬂl
FAP concept. R *

.

In o prvgrcss e ort, the planging staff wrote that
Changes in the’ ngleatlon have wade

.& " obsoldte some of the recommendations

made in the planning papers. Howevdr,
- since many of the legislative changes ~°
_have related to such broad issues %as

~ the Lenefit level and the rcsponsxbllxtles
of the various agencies, most of the -
planning papers which deal with detailed
administrative and regulative issues
.remain to the point.

I

/ : ' -

e

ica cffort which hod Loon oriticisca

Y .
‘nded to Be a chilat

1/ ﬁR 1. “Social $ccurity Amenéments of 1971." Introduced
159 Congressman Wilbur NlllS 97nd Congrecs, 1st Session,
January 22, 1971, repoxted out of Lhe Committee on "
ways and Means May 26, '1971. "'Title XXI--pportunities

v for Families Ploglam and Famlly Assistance P’ﬂ

. . . 4
0 . .

'3
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Ir hdshlngton, Saul Rosoff chaired the ¢hild Developme
cy I%tcraqcncy Committee which, at. this writing, was .«

paLlng guldcllnec for the Jmplemuntatlon of UR 1.
Thiz group was not considering- rontlngency policies in- "the
,pvwnt some» other bl]lpassed Co- R |

»

GUIDELINES . e,

The Federal Interagency Day €are, Requirements

wete iskued in 1968 as approved, by the Department

of \HLN

rof Labor, ipursuant to Scctlon|322 (i) of the Economic
Opdo;tunlty Act of 1964.

i
'
i
i

The Federal Panel on Lar1y Childhood had the rcsponSLDlll—

% Lor rov151nu standards and lssu1ng lntcrprLLatlons.

\
: The reguirements set
1o 411 federally funded child carg programs.

‘-oxth in that dogumont aupllgd
ACCOrdlﬁgly,

Vermqnt FAP ChildeCare Planners cagsulted the RquLremoan
in proparlng the_ operatlons_plan ' ' R

of the proposed revised guid
comments .

\In way, 1971 Child cang Plannors reccivcd a'copy.
slines for their review and
The Federal Panel on Early Childhoed roc;xv;d

N

the new version on October 27 1971.

- s ’

nt

the Office 6f Economic Opportunity and the Depdftant

Tho revised' Requirements centained a federal model codp
for day care with optldﬂgl standards for voluntary llconang
by stiate and local agenc1es. :

En Vermont, thc new Offlce cf Chlld ste‘opmcnt issued

Interim Program Guidelines and Operating. Procedures for-'FAP

Day Care in August, 1971.
by the FAP Child. Care\Planners and followed the operations plan.

These guidelines .were prepared

They were chlefly concerned with ellg;blllty and financial -
.procedures and did nqgt deal with service delivery.problems: :

CURRENT STATUS

Vermont's Chlld Care Operatlons Plan was subnlttew to

HEW in October,. 1970, for rfeview by the Federal Interagumcy
committee. Written comments and guestions from Washlngton
were responded to by Kathy PFutrell. Following a series.of
written memoranda between Mary Jane Cronin and Iutrell
a briefing was héld in Washington on January 11, 1971.

\Df. Cronin's full report is reproduced, belbw, as an

excelldnt summary .of the status of the project at that time:

A_bfiefing on FAP Child Care Planning
was presented to DHEW and ORO staff
members on Januaxy 11, 1971.  The report
' on planning was presented by Katnv Futrell
. | ¢
, o ) :

N2>

o
-
¥
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of ihe Vermont FAP Pl&nnina Task Force:

The operational plan and related Fitle 1V-A

child care activities was presented by
Dan iHolland, CHicf of Child Deveclopment,

Programs in state. OEO and Chairman of :the
State 4~C Committee. Their remarks werc
supplemented by Tom Davis, State Director
of OEO.

5 .

Vermont has placed all of its child care

proyramsg under the state 4-C Committcee

in OEO except for WIN child care and the
fiscal reporting for Title IV-A. The
licensing of day care facilities was N
transferred to OEO dlthough legal problems
have arisen on this which it is expected

will be resolved by action of therState  «

Legislature. ., There is approximately

$1 million of Title IV~A chilyl care
in-place or planned in.Verment which
the additional $1 million of FAP (OEO)
test money will bylld on,and supplement.

The latter funds are being uscd to Y
simulate -the FAP child care system.
While rio decisions have been reathed '

on FAP child* care matters, thC)Ofije

of Child_ Developnient has deveyoped .

some guideclinés for administeying the
system which ar@ the basic elfment in

the Vermont.plan. "Following fthese
kuldelln@ , the State 4-C Committee

acts as the prime grantee rcsponsxble

for devploplngwana—dmp&ementlng a plan
‘for providing child care services for
past, present and potentlal FAP recipients.
Seven regional 4-C Committees will ,be
prime grantecs. for their @rea draw-

ing up a plan for expending the monecy

cand approving requests: for funding

of sponsors who submit proposals
Laseo on RFP' s. o .

In the Burlington—Mqrrisville arcas
where DOL ‘and SR§ ‘have FAP related
deronstrations ongoing, the Social
Service Agency,is working with the
DES and .DVR on recipient contact and
is arranging for services. . At the
present time the' Social wWeldare
Department is not prepared to perform
this fumction in the other areas-and
and so the 4-C will provide client
and’ interagengy operational contact.

g :




e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e

The Rutland 4-C has prepared a plan

‘fnr spending $225,000 of the FAP child

care monly.  This funding slevel was

st by 'the State 4-C on thy basis of .
data Irom the bascline survey and .
other sources. The arca plan will

be reviewed by the Executive Committce

of the State ¥-C (DES chcsc a0t to bn
represented on this committec) and-

if approved is “Toudy for implementation
bLeginning January. 20th.  The plan calls’
for developing services for pre—schanl

and school agp children in proportion

to the numbers of such children

identified as neciding scrvices in the
Laseline survey. The Northeast Kingdow
should have a plan in-{or approval by

the end of qanuary; . . J_.-

Planning is lesg far along in othe:
areas for a number of reasons such
as difficulties in putting together
a coordinating conmittec, lack of
planning capability, la<k of, a hase
on which to expand, etc.

A statewide prpject to use WIN ~ o
trainées for t%aining as child carc
workers hasgbeen developed. The
persops will beé* suspended feom WIN and

receive the profoscd traihing through .
the New Careers program. A membor '

of the planning staff is coordinating
sclection, curriculum, cmployment and
other aspects among the supporting
agencies (DES-DSW-DEO) .

_In'conversatioﬁs outside of the
briefing¢the following things werc

aygreed upon or .clarified by the Vermont .
rgprescentatives andeDHEW staff
(Cronin, Granato, *and Siegel):

17 A more detailed budget and
narrative will be developed’ B
~ "which presents the operational
plan more clearly. It will
show scparately administration
(training, planning, fco
collection, etc.) costs,
project grants such as the
funding needed for the pro-
gram to upgrade ‘in-home day
care or possibly a special
- project ta develop projdcts

1
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using school facilities, L
and vendor/voucher payments.

The rationale for allocating o
funds to particular .,

geoyraphic areas, types of

care or types of activities

will be spelled out. Data

used or formulas developed

‘will be detailed. - - .

Policy decisions which have.

been- made 'in developing the

4-C system will be described.

For example, procedures usid

for selecting or clecting

the consumer-public’ representa-
-tives provide steps to be

taken where an area fails to B
develop a coordinating com~

nittee or agreed upon plan, ctc.
The. fee schedulé proposed in
the dperational plan will De
the ofie used (not clear if it

~ will replace the more lenient '~ .

Title IV-A-schedule for non-

<~ FAP child care) unless DHEW

7.

proposes an alternative dhe

for testing in the near
"future. A paper by Mathematica
6n testing fee schedulesi should
be available within a week.

.5. Problems of future funding of

the FAP child-care were.
discussed and alternative -.
-possibilities are being
explored within OEO and DHEW.
It was recommended 'that the -

DES and DSW formdlly give

approval to.the area plans so
that the needs ‘and related
activities of these Depdrtments
are. given.essential consideration.

. $ . . .
In one .or more areas fees will be !
collected by the Prime Grantee
rather than the center. s

\ f
. !

After that briefing, several months of continuin

activity resulted in a verbal approval of the Operat%bns Plan.

3.
.

/«
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LICD 1nVest1gatlon revealed, that a 1dtter of appxoval :
* . % had been Hrafted in April or May of 1971, but therec was no e
. ' . ' evidencg to date (October 22, 1971) that written approval ’
’ ' : of the 8

) peratiqns Plan was ever sent by wQsthgLon or
- ' . . rcuolvud by Vermont.

. : N vcrthele%s, verbal approval was dnpdxentlv received e
. ~ and, the Operations -‘Plan bogan to take form ds the FAP Chle . .
Care System in the bpling of 1971. . .
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P “'Chapterd T . i ) K . '
Day Care Services

B

&
.
\ .
LICD's investigation of operating activities during the ©
planning process was limited to those clements which directly

i related to p]annlng, with one exception. s described in our . ) '

. ’ . work plan, we .visited nine pilot day care ;atos . 3 :
y to pretest the interview instrument we planned to use when

) evaluating the oper tlng system for our final report in
R Volume IT.

. . Thc site visifts plOVlded many insights and some -important
- o clues to the link /between planning and operating activities. A
N * . ' Additionally, th helped: provide some perspective for the :
’ - multitude of c\pnctatlong imposed on the chlld care planners
by tike federal dovernment. . ’
: : </
o < . o emm-Desphte-hdfavy emphasis on Lho dﬂlocatlon and control of i
T ‘ . financial résglrces, the FAP child care $ystem's end product
! was to be seryices. It may be that one source of the planning
" versus opeldplons conflict in Vermont stemmed from misplaced . g Yo
emphasis on/the part of the planners whose respongibility for
‘mecting FAIY fisancial. requlrcmpnts overshadowed the reason .- \
for the child care system: "the provision of uuallty ; child
o o care for FAP ellglblc fammlles " ’ "
. . , £,
. - . Whén Title 1V of ‘the Social Securlty Act was qmcncod in
=~ 1956, the intent was' to enablesstates to fufnish’ financial
assistance for serwices to strengtnen the families of necedy
“child¥én. The 1962 amendment added rehabilitation to ensure
achlevcment of the legislative intent.

Yet,_nowhere in the Vermont pretest did we find a Q)\;,é’
. i "reference to the underlying requirements in Title IV, despite
) . its tremendous importance as a financial 1espu;:e to the FAP
. : . child care system. .
; . » - ° .~
< . — - The .point 1§ made here to place in pef§becLLvo(tb
. / planning foundations for this pretest in which most ‘of the
: -planning efforts were directed -toward a mchey management
ke system which viewed services as a by-product..

. It was w1th1n~thls frame of referencg that the planning " K
. process dealt with the design of a child care delivery system. ~ ’
L2 : ’ Rather tham starting with families and théir 'ngeds, the . .
. pretest planners (including Mathcmatlca) assumed needs based s . S //
¢ on data manipulation and avallable federal funds. ‘
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PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The FAP chi%ﬁ care system operated primarily through |
regional community coordinated child care committees which'”
received twchhical assistance and guidance from the state 4-C
‘Copmifgee and the statf of the Day Care Operations Unit in~
the OffIwWe of Chlld Development..(See Appendix A-4, and
Figure Z, pp- 149=-158.) ' % - . T

J :

: Theqﬂ-VOluntecx gommunlty organlzatxons hdve become
éha subcofitractors for the state's pufilc day care efforts.
(TLLlC Iv-A and FAP). They were- orgd ized under the
auspices..of -the ‘State 4-C Commitfeé tovhelp mect the
cxppctatlons contained in the federal contract documents.
Both the HEW- -Vermont contract and the OEO-HEW agreement
use identical. language (below) to make general staLemc its
regaldlng program deVQlopman rcqulrements

N
Dtvelopment and“imnlemenuatlop ‘of technlques '
to quickly genér#te interest ih lotal day
care programs and to provide actual a551st—

A ‘ance in the fbrmation and opcratlon of

rograms. One method,. already used on a

 mited hasis, will be further evalua ced- -~

-that of establlshlng a network of program
developers who 'are capable of providing
public .education efforts regarding needs
for expanded day care services and of

A+ organizing local interest to the po#nt of .

: ‘action.’ 1t is anticipated that as .the

“demand. for day care:services at the local

"level 1ncreases, ‘other technlques requir-
1ng less "selling" effort ‘can be effeclive,
i.e., a’'grant program, a central clearing-~.  .*' *
hous& :or information regarding the use of),

. } FAP'cHild care monies and recommended = -

- -admlnlstraulve procedures. .

~ 2
When the day care plogram is fully- °
‘operational {(within twelve to eighteen
months) responsibility for .the day care - .-
operations will be . transferred:from SOEO
“tc an appropriate agency, agreed by the
. state.and DHE&. The day care opérational .
L. staff will provide the developmental,
“administrative and support services$ for .
botk the Title IV funds and the requested -
‘child care and seed grant funds under tnls
fcuntract

-

: - L

o’
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. : . The OEQ-HEW agreement,- however, contains addry al- -
0. ;equircmcnys;;concérned with children's needs=and'operating‘
' problems:: .- . ‘ N ,
. o> ’ e - < T e . ¢ :
< . .
- N - Thus, the problem is to plan, demonstrdte,
. evaluate fand develop a'model FAP child care

~—
.
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N - o
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‘care operations staff will define program

“tion.of limited d.

_Deqéldpﬁénﬁ'qfaféchpiques to geherate day :
care ‘services in areastwhere' community- e

system whiclt will bé cognizant of and ¢

w.regponsive .to the needs of childrfen of FAD.
= . : o .e

Through: actual operation of child care = .
programs in the state, techniques shall be .

- explored for the rapid deVelopmeng and

expansion of chil

‘ care facilities, '

With the FAP agy care planning staff;‘day

priprities and pri rities for the distribu--
the ‘state. - %f

’/ care resources within
P Ll - i
o . . .

. .
g

Apparénflyfudwilliné't6 ré§;§ict all FAP day care
A development to.the 4-C mechanism, HEW also required:,

4 .

o

.cqofdjﬁated'child‘care.progréms are

difficalt, if not impossible, to develop.

, Included, will be consideration of -tefipo- ' T
rary day care . programs, contracts with : .

<
outside-suppliers, and imhovative trans-

portation systems for moving children to
aseag where programs are available
(conditiéns under which communi ty-

', coordinated programs are unlikely to. .be

successful will be Cleaxly'defined)q'ﬂ .

P - and the same expectatipn‘laﬁkr _ppea%ed,.élﬁost verbatim,'in
e Mathematica's contract. - - : : : : : :

sy

LI - 2 - " ER

r : "‘ B .o N
. . . Operaﬁiongaand planning interests_ ¢onverged in the area
: o . ,of resource identification and inventory..-
e . evidence that any ‘attempt was made to coordinate resource

But thére i's_.no

t in order to’mést the following -HEW requirements:
T X PR . .

(1) éefinition of present. systems of child
are in 'Vér nt detailing type, loca-
tion and numb®§.0f services, and those
, institutions res) nsible for geperatiqgv*
and' operating serwées., Ll

. S ‘ ) S,
inventory *Gf day
care efforts (shecif\ing types Sf care, ¢ ..

§

" -—,
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groups served, identification of gaps
in services--programmatically and .»
geographically) and the bascline survey
of potential dermnd covercd by the day
care planning phase described above,
target arcdas for immediate conccntra-
tion of cffort and “fecific program
needs will bQ_fLMl[WOd and cxpanded.
Lorg range goals will be .set. With ’
. . the FAP day care planning staff, day
care operations staff will deflnc
program priorities and priorities for
} the distribution of limited day cafu
resources within the state.

We have discussed Mathematica's Baseline survey in
Chapter 1. Organization and Management. Howeover, prior to
that wogk, members of the State 4-C Ad licc Comhittce in 1969
estimatéd day care needs based on their own experiences.

Chaired by Dan tlolland, the Ad Hoé‘tommitteé';opresontcd
broad interests and thought they knew what the nceds werc.

.imoy felt they needed 2,00Q-pre-school slots immediately,

and would eventually need J,000. There were 30 mcmbers on
théafull committee: 10 public representatives, 10 private
csentatives and 10 elected parents from Head Start PAC
groyps, all appointed by the Governcr. @I this group, 8 -
Thmbers (6 state, 1 CAA, 1 poor pafent) served as the
dmlnlstratlve "steering" commlttc;} . . . '

Added to other probleis, plansers felt that they had
no lead time to prepare’ because of deadlines which didn't
allow for start-up time, and that they had too little time
to do rational datd collection which requires, .first of all,
a system based on careful -correlation of relevant fuc*ors

< .

It would appear that widespread community involvement
in the planning; process was requ1red but little time was
allowed for it~ Resources weré tou be identified and
inventoried, either on a highly pre-selected basis
(Mathematica) “or very ;oose?y throudh program developers
working 1ndependently of one another in aSSLgncd territories.

When meetlngs.we:e held with program operators and other
community people, they were "told" about decisions and hdd the
guidelines”’ explalned" to them. In August, 1971, Head Start
and 4-C Directors met with state planners to prov1de some:
'input on guidelines, but there is no evidenc® that community

.peoplé were systematically consulted in resource planning.

]

-
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", ALTERNATIVE MODELS ‘

v One of the\hQLO irportant aspects of the.child care
pretest involved the development and testing of ar%crnatlvo
madels. .

te.

..ﬁoth HEW and OEO used identical paragraphs to describe
c*pﬁchL1ons in thlS “avea:

L. e dgs1gn and conduct, of programs whlch
demonstriate new ways to - provide child care
services in thevstate Such demonstratlons
may includ¢ (1)”the development of satellite
day carc homes staffed by FAP mothers around
a nuclear center where educational materials
and staff services arc available; (2) the v
innovative usc of existing ETV programming
for children 'ir homes and centers across the
state or the development of ETV programs and
accompanying-educational materials for
children; and (3) an innovative trangportation
sysiem for rural Thild care programs.

. - But, once again,;.0EO attempted. to. clarify the Lo
altc1nat1ve models reguirement My adding this statement:

It is env1sloned that the product of this.

effort will be a system of practlcal alter-
natives which n be exércised in a conimu-
nity--given a s of defined situational
factors--and which, when implemented, will
quickly result in the provision of ~adequate .
and sufficient child care serviges in that
community.

. v

vermont planners on both staffs, Planning and Operqtiohs,

helped to successfully develop several types of day care
models during t planning process. '

pDevelopmenf of the following collection of eight alternative

models is partictularly impressive when one cohsiders the

pressures of time and the bUllt in constraints faced by staff

of the pretest:

in the E and D FAP Manpower Project (funded by DOL) in the
pBurlington-Morrisville area. This proyect lso referred
o as the Chittendon-Lamoille County Project has day care
rovided by vendors who receive payments dir ctly from

the stdte.

P

1. In-home day care services for. famili es pa1t1c1pat1ng

\

.
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When discussing--the E\a D project with LICD, Ddan . l
fiolland remembéred that he hadn't wanted the state to fumd 7~
.« . day care homes which didn't meet llCOnSng standards. When
hlS staff investigated 27 homes and only one of them met
. staxdards, he felt that if the FAP mothers chose those
‘ homds, they skould be given -the money to svend as they ’
wanted. This eliminated direct payment oy tne.stave to
vendors he, considered substandard.
. . / .
‘ \ppdlLHLJU, this tarly eyperience helped contribute
o to the ‘custodiale ve. devplopmental schism.

. ’ Nevertheless, the E & project was expanded in
Ty 72 to include all fourteen counties statewide.
. ~ 2. The Rutland 4~C ConMlittee reccived a direcct grant
March 1, 1971, to test out financial management at the local
_ level. The objcctlvo here was to test a locally controlled

- ' " financial system with the 4-C Committece responsible for
- banking -ts’monej, dOtOLmlnlnq OllqlblllLy, appyoving

payments_and making dlsburscgcnts 1/
- . .
’ . : Rutl]and was seleccted for tN§s test because planners

“knew" "the community and L\pected fairly prompt raction.

e et e e e —Phes Rut Land—dirpotegrant- wae—mxlttun~*01ntly by -FAP- -

Planning. ard Day Care sta¥fs. -with an effective date of |
March 1, 1971, $11(,000 was approved as the first payment
on February 29. Total amout of “the grant was ;~7J 000

of which $25,000 was to te used for "seéd" money (i. e.,
facilities rehabilitation and tensvation).

. \ Despite the rush to test this model, RGtland 4-C
b : { Director Betty Ferraro reported that no money was recleased for
this project until April 22, -1971, almost two months later.

& . is an alLernative model, the Rutland 4-C direct
grant is testing only a°f Mnapcial system. Its contract®

. contains tie identical requlrtﬂents and constraints found 1n
the other .ontracts.

r

3.7 »Planning for the UVM (University of Vermont) ngﬁl
began in January, 1971, by Dan Holland and Julia Lepeshkin,
!/ o a UVM instructor who was jipterested and actively working with ~
the Day Care Unit. .
—“‘"N - :

1/ All other 4- C'systems transmitted requests for ree reim-
- bursement to:the Day Care Unit, then later distraibuted
the checks to operating sites. '

I\ ' . : . . ..

EHQJ!:‘ . | o : L - _ .

. o
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. : ‘Oover a period of several months, a university - based |
- - Ngsign was developed for a model day care center and funding
nedsgiations began. Lyman Stookey and George Carcagng wrote o
’ ‘ the first draft proposal which, we were told, was unaccegtable . . e
because OCD/HEW didn't want to fund another model day care i : o
/ Lo

wantcd home care enrlchmcnt to upgrade:
: N !

program, but instead,

D
existing services hhlch were mostly in homes.
Kathy Futle 1 put together-a new proposa al

b ' In Augus&
which the statc (o]ei)] submltted to Washington.

’ Inn October, at this hrltlnq,
be some confusion about this projelt's status.
18 opening date and

i

!
advanced some money for an October
hired Peter Garen as Director. But the -proposal was still {
pending in Washington, and we could find no written approval ix

therg, seemcd to

1971
UVM Ra

2

P
of the progect
: L .
. ~ The UVM modeil--stirred- contloversy in two areas. /
{T First, several private day care-operators serving the poten- :
tial UVM territory for mawy years felt threatened and unable ]
‘ o
N
/

-to compete with a large institution which probablv would
.recéive. first referrals of FAP and IV-A children in its off-
campus Winooski locatLOn Additionally, at least one such
center rCCClVlng child health services from UVM expectcdﬂto N
Tbe FEfused Service when UVM “day care children‘'would HEQﬁ S ’/ 5 . .

prlorlty
) . Second; there was somc fear of-the quality of UVM

child care service and of experlmentatlon with the children by /

UVM Departments of Psychology, Languages ‘and Home Economics,

co-sponsors of the project.
=
many'questions appear to, remain

As of October, 1971, ]
raising the lafger question: ‘what was planfied?
ratlng details were vague and being

ad not been met. Enrollment
seemed to be wide-

PR . unanswered,
Curriculum =z.ad o@%

C o negotdated. Lic g;
procedures were bedg debated and there
spread disagreement on the expectations of this model.
N .
two high schools had day care

ng standards

4. By the fall bf 1971,

” " programs.
A Bu111ng£on high school and an East Montpelier high
schiool each had enrollments of 25-30- child¥en. Both had FaP, P

IV-A and private funds, were licensed and related to thelr
Each 'school wanted a day caré center to

" local 4-C compittees.’
serve childre® of the high school students and for the special
learning experiiences such centers could provide. . ) i . .

~ Vermont's reglonal vocational high 'schools were
considering day \care centers, too, during school hours for the

|

,
\o- -
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benefit of students. Day care for school age chi'ldren during
the school year.was in early deveIOpmenLal atages in October
of 1971, -

. 5. There was some, effort at the Jocal level to incor--
porate. Head Start.programs or concepts in several commUnities
In some cases, Hedd Startc began to merge with day care,

in others the ¢stablished Head Start programs set the day
xare style. )

6. Consumer Contro}lled Communitv Child Care (5-C)
developed 1n southern Vermont and bl___yt)mber, 1971, was.
operating three_centers under Director Joyce Strom, in
Springfield, Bellows Falls and Windsor.

This project appeared to be growing at a fast pace,.
had long%aiting lists with plans to open more centers as
quickly as resources were available. Mrs. Strom also directs
three lead Start sites, whcih have begun to merge with the
others. To’our Knowlddge, this 5-C Committee was the first
of its kind in vermont and will be studied more intensively
during Our evaluatlon of Operatlons . - )

. N X .
7 housing day carge model in

7. The Green Acreb pub11
Barre opened in August, 1971, with a director who had been

a'staff of parents and seventeen children,
‘infants, all compacted into.one large room. If any planning
had been doné for this model, ‘it .was not in evidence when
LICD evaluators dropped in for our pllOt site visit in late
August, 1971.

including .several

. 2
L . ' ’

It is worth noting here that Green Acres was -
de‘lberatcly selected by DIICD for"a site visit during the:
planning process because it had beéen recently opened. (We
hope to,do folldw-up visits to the pilot sites during the
operatlo s phase of our work. ) :

’
.

L 8. Private day caré group homes and centers began to
enroll Title IV-A and FAP funded children during the planning
period. The Jntroduct%on of state licensing in 1967 had .
started a'movement té upgrade, standards: of child care and :
thiis movement gained momentum durlng the pretest planning
process as private day care became &n alternative médel.

Summary

In summéry, each-of the altetnatiye models. seémed to have
developed independently, without an overall plan, 1In itself,
thé; unstructured approach to alternatives may have provided tige

e

'”ﬂ“**m“hlredwone—wcek~carllcr,<p1actically~n6 -equipment--or—supplies, —--- -’
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mogt‘innovative day care.
. . A o : s
.The missing ingredient, however, was a_wblan to - hal

characterifze, compare and asswmss these models. TFor without
such an evaluation d651gn, the 'ﬂvelcpment of alternatives
had little value to ‘a* prtteqt whiy*h sought to devclop
relecable models. I

SEHWCESTOSTAFF : T

- .

In ‘the béVelOment of day ‘care services,* the HLW Vermont
contragt required:

(10)befinition and. evaluation of tLChnquCS for
rapid resource development at the local level
including the development of personnel to
ptovide child care services. Alternatives
which will be explored include: (1) job "
tyaining prcgrams (i. e., New Careers possi-
Piléties for FAP recipients and other non-
professionals in the child care field) which
might be coordlnated with employmcnt training

. componepts of FAP and the ongoing WIN and . soR

"MDTA programs; and {2) follow—up tralnlng
and definition of continuoug staff services,

whichrnight’ & Tiecéssary in the operation
of child care prcgrams. The introduction of ///
- child development. into home care should be a-
major consideration in both training programs
forspersonnel. f ) N

Ma!hema!lca Inc.

The” paragraph above was inserted verbatim 1n the Mathe—
matica contract. Howeveér, that company's.staff received no
requésts from the Vermont planners to provide assistance in
the area of job training programs andinone of their report®
contaln any reference to it. ;

B . !
l
Appartntly, Mathematlca s major contribution to ‘the child

care planning staff evolved intoc thrée tasks: .

§ o

¢ 1., the scrécning. and Baseline surveys;

.2. wonsultation and advice in the. uevclopncnt of fee,

schedules? and . .

‘ . 3. design and development of the vouchcr experlment
Our investigat; n revcaléia o

of the Opcrat1ons Plan;
b. .that M thcmatlca s fee schedule 1nput was "extremely

a. that the bastllnL data was retelved after the writing
valuab te FAP Planhing, and

i

! . . .
R '

{. r\ . N ) -
| \ C .
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‘. that the voucher experiment was not tested
- ‘because cstimates of cost indicated it would
' be too cxpensive. ,
Day Care Unit staff described the Mathematica child carc
informaticn-as "hard to read . . . . not“summarized . . . . .
of no value in delitering day care."

New Caleers L : ' : c

. oM. special project was developed by Mike Wriston of
the Fa¥ planning staff in cooperation with WIN staff, a
one year training program fOr four FAP mothers to become
day care aides under a joint funding arrangement. _ Typical

. of the pretest, however, most of the planning revolved -

around funding questions. We found no system to evaluate
the net effect of the program on trainees, children or
employers. h

9

The Thiokol-Centract .

fhe first draft of the Vermont FAP pretest proposal
‘contained $50,000 for the FAP planning staff to use for
research and innovation. Assumlﬂg that most Vermont
day care would probably continue to be provided through
homesugggvhome grown small centers, at least for a substantial
period of the
possibilities of gettlng developmental day care into home
sites.

\

However, in the final proposal, the.$50,000 was placed
in the budget of the Day..Care Unit which decided to hlre
a consulﬁlng flrm for technlcal a551stance

Lt N

After'verbally requestlng proposals from fifteen
different companies, most of whom submitted position papers,
the Executive . Commlttee e State "4-C Committee selected
four finalists, inte¥viewgd their represertatives in |
Boston and selected -Thioko ;jChemical Corporation on
. Y

After rev191ng the orlalnal contract to obtain DHEW
approval, SOEO and the Thiokol Corporatlon signed a contract
on November 24, 1970, effective November 30, 1970, The
contract was subsequently amended, @s required by DHEW,
on February 10, 1971. (See Appendlx A-4.

TthkOl agreed to provide profe551onal scrv1ces in

' .three areas: . i

1. plannlng of day care facllltles,

2.  staff ‘training; and

3 development of evaluathn procedures for the day care’
unit. L, .

retest, FAP planners wanted™ to"CXplore “the =7~
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bQCaugo of the special importance of cvaluation to a
protc§j4»wo have included our analvsis of Thiokol's
evatuation work in Chapter 6 (pp. 137-148).

Thd‘follbwinq contract excerpts describe Vermont's.
exp@ctations with respect tO‘quilities,andwtraining:

Ao FACILIVILS : ’ -

Proyide proccduresraAd guidelines in

- @ccordance with state and federal

requirements to: .

1.  Locate potential day care facilitiecs.

2. Mhssess Tacility suitability, )

3 Estimate facility rehabilitation
cokts that conform to State of
vdrmort and Federal. Interaggncy -

. day care minimum Iicensing

. rpquiremémts.

Thisjwill include the services.of ‘a.
" facility enginecr on site on ‘an "as
needed" basis to survey selected sites . .
witHin the five (5) STATE-designated
s e CAP rareas, Whith Will not exceed a

/

O

ERIC
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totad of five (5) separate locations.
. The facility engireer will assist when
possible 4-C groups,. either local day
. carc center sta.fs, and local ‘Head Start
program directors.

B.  STAFF TRAINING

. ~. , .

A comprehensive staff training and

\ develepment ‘program for selected members

. of the Vermont Day Care Operations Unit
staff will be provided. Selection of
the staff to be trained will be made by
the STATE. : '

‘ The comprchersive staff training and
) development program will include a
¥ training session for ‘the staff of the
Vermort Day Care Operations Unit, M
T utilizing the trdining packagec to be
N developed by the CONTRACTOR. Also a
limited number of operating level staff
workshops or training sessions will be
conducted by the staff of the Vermont
Day Carc Operations Unit, with the

~

o

PN
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assistance of the CONTRACTOR for five : )
(5) to eight (8) sessions. These . . L
training sessions or workshops will.be | ‘
. located geographically throughout the )
State of Vermont to allow maximum
cxposure of the staff of the Vermont ¢
: . . . Day Care Operationg Unit to th€ expertise ST
¢ : . . of the CONTRACTOR within the period of . v T
perfqrmgnce of the contract. . . . . oo . ’
D.  REPORTS T : .
R 14 . A
B F ve (5) copies of the rl%hl report of ¢
. activities completed by the CONTRACTOR
will be furnished to the STATE within
thirty (30) days following contract o
completion. ’
B Washington FAP staff raised several important guestions ’ cf 3
. in writing regarding the training/technical assistance dspects :
- of the work, but' LICD 1nvestlgators could flnd no evidence . .
, of follow-up by HEW. ] ) . K .
As for the "actual Thiokol work and 1ts value to rhlld T
______care _planning, these were. OupuflndlngS‘mew"—l~ Do s S e
v "‘.‘,r
1. A Thiokol engineer was a551gnedxt0 the Day Care.Unit’ W
; .. for 13 weeks. As of'9/16/71 no written 'summary of his work ‘ 7
% : had beéen received and no evaluation Was made. Also.there.was .
no follow-up tp determine whether or not this work was helpful *
) to the sitesfe facilities. _ )
2. Thioko prepared a 300 page, lS-part training manual
and conducted 10-day training seminar in Morntpelier for .
o ; State Day Care Staff, FAP Plannlng ‘Staff and Head Sfart
Regional Dlrectors. ) ‘ . ,
) As part of the preparatlon for this work, Thidkol . . : : L.
' obtained input. from people all over Vermont. Thelr six week )
contract was extended for an additional sixty days to .
accommodaﬁe the- new tlme dimension caused by thlS field ¢
\ . research. a}
One hundrel fift?véﬁﬁiés of the manual weré printed .
and distributed as follows: . 3
¢
Each CAA '
- All relevant state agencies
Regional 4-C's . .
) o ' Head Start directors ..
Wi . . . Relevant private agencies '
2 - Public day care operators
o ' i
— —— *
" o4 -
Y . . [ . . . :
-..\ ‘ 4 * . i R ) : . a
\)' h ‘. N (",‘ v
ERIC. : . S
EEmE N o . . ' T, P
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‘ 4-C'related day care operators
/ . Other operators who reqhested copies

“and Tralnlng

Subsequently, requestv for coolas comlng from out of staté'

were referred. to Thldkol -

I The Day Care Unit used the manual to traln day care
operatqrs and we learned that Head Start angd Day Care staff
used it,alorg with other resources, for Technlcal Asslstanc

ewy, B -
i ’

< LI

Desplto,thls wide- spread use of the ‘Thiockol tralnlng

manual, LICD analysis found it to be unsuitable for amateurs

It is a well-done but highly technical work designed chiefly
for experienced, trainers. The manual includes ‘a ready guide
for day care operations which leaves the impression that the
manual 'is mostly for trajner., but with an air &f "while

we're at it, let's throw in something for centér directors."

Except for the initial ten-day 'seminar conducted by

“Thiokol, the’manual does not seem to be part of a concerted

training effort for the development of Day Care Center
personnel by a corps of‘Competent trainers.

i
““The most valuable part of the Tralner s Guide deals

‘with assess1ng training needs. There is a fine, dctarﬂed

explanation (in.bpth written and graphic forms) of a-systems
approach to tralninq. -And though it requires a great deal
of prior experience for the trainer--one of the reasons we
concluded that the manual was meant for use by experlenced
tralners——t is assessment model is excellent.

Y

_'The-tralner lnformatlon notes offer one possible danger,’

however--that the manual could be handed "to; .SOmé inexperi-
enced person with the notion that readlng the notes will

.result in an instant trainer. Great harm could result from

that--not .the author's fault--because the training: program,
lihited as it is in technique, has a complexity which
*equ1res skilled trainers. ’ ’

One other criticism by Mike Wriston concerns what the
manual doesn't include: * .

>

31

. . . all budget and management
"issues, almost all substantive ‘
organlzatlonal and. responsibility
TN .- issues, and the more specific questions ’
\ of transportation and staffing patterns
\ (i.e., child care as a career,- particularly
\ for low income people) . . . a lack of °
\ innovation or substantive dlscuss1on
“ in the (more complex) arcas of

7

ot
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Developing Daily Activities and
tieitlth Programs.

o ° ' . /

to select

— SERVICES TO CHILDREN

The hEN—Vermong contract states

. besign of referral procedures between day
care and other FAP components: Of #
particular concern will be referrals

for supportive servicgs for children. \

This cxpcctétion was translated into the Mathematica
contract as:

(6} Determine how the Medicaid ecligibility
function for these persons eligible for
state supplements or AABD will be
administered.

(7) Déve10p precedures for the referral{}

of recipients between the various. Y.
agencies and . . . local day 'care - :?
agency .

Based on our very small pilot 51te sample, and
interviews with state and local staffs, there diff not appear.
to be any system for using the Mathematica papers tc help
provide ancillary services to FAP day caré chlldrcn during
the planning process.

There continued to be substantial disagreement about '
defining and prov1d1ng quality chlld care and its re;atlonshlp
to upportlve ¢erv1eeq. :

c-

SERVICES TO FAMILIES
HEW réqpiped:

A}

(6)' \Examinatioh and identification of the
relationship between job or .industrial
development in a community and the ease in
development of child care services.
Once again, Mathematica was expected to provide seriig‘
Baseline data include statistical information relating
employmefht to child care services but, to our, knowledge, no
system was devised to link the two components .
planning process.. =

during th .

A

was one related policy which permitted a FAP parent
any. day care facility, even certain uynlicensed

Therd
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homes. WhileQppfaring to be an option to facilitate ’ :

parental employment or training, the approval (for FAP children
only) of unllcensed spaces may have created more problems than it

solved., . . = 7
N N . . ’ ) . /_, . , .
s - CURRENT STATUS ’ .
By October, 1971, the.ghprqtions plan began to come to
° life. Regional 4-C cominittees were expected to receive

. $10,000 ecach in November, 1971, for "@dmihistrative planning.
The new Office of Child Development was systemafically

. ‘ . taking shape under the direction of Joan Babbott.
However, one important area of investigation remained
unclear at this tlme. )

3

Durlng our lnvestlgatlon of the- plannlng process, we
were unable to learn whether, if or to- what extent :
Community Action Agencies were invelved in the FAP child care
pretest planning process. B .

John Wilson's letter of 'June 18, 1970.-
to John Montgomery clearly stipulated that the following
. o two COndlthnb were added to the OEO HEW Agreement:

i : R .
-~ , " (a) HEW will insure that the requirements )
' . ~of Section 232 (d} of thé Economic -
H Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended
- (42 U.S.C. 2825) are met., This Section

states that: . '

"No pilot or demonStration
. . project under this segtion :
} N ) ) shall be commenced in any - © o -
i : B city, county, or other major -

. . political subdivision, unless .

: a plan setting forth such - ’ \
proposed pilot or demonstration
project has been submltted to
- the approprlat5 communlty ‘action
) agency, or, if there is no such .
. : ) : ) " . . aygency, to the local governing
’ officials of the political
subdivision"”

If the plan is disapproved by the -

appropriate community agency or political a]'

division, the proposed project shall: .
t, e commenced unless the plan had °

beon)recon51dered by the Dlrector of.

«?

.EHQJ!:i - . : n. | o .Hl, o | i. N : . .

PRI A rimext provided by ERic -
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OEO and has been:.fcund to bé fully
consistent with the ovisions and in- -
furtherance of the plrposes of Title II -
- of the EOA. !
(b) It;is understood that those responsi- . e
© bilities which the attached documents ° e
indicate.will be performed by OEO will,

» .= in fact, be performed by the Staté !

Lconomic Opportunity Offide. 1Zny .
additional staff required Ly the Vermont e
State Economic ,Opportunity Office to-
~carry on this project will be paid for .
but of the funds being trunsferred under '
this Agreement. o . /ﬂ%

“

The 1 0
ht eLter then c ncludcd e
When you have concurred with the stlpulatlons
in this letter .and the attached documents, ‘ s
we would appreciate your signature below %end P

thesifreturn of this letter to me at the Offlce
of Economic Opportunlty.

‘S;ncerely,
% e . o
. John Ollver w;lspn S i . ;s“
: -Dlrector
5 Office of Plannlng, Researoh and Evaluation

Approved by - o L yfor DHEW
R . .
Title : %

Date

While “searching ‘for evidence of compliance, we learned,
that Vermont FAP Planiing Staff was unaware of these
coqdltlons, as. they were not included in Vermont's working
documents or.the HEW-Vermorit contract (see Appendix A-l).

Inquiries tb the Day Care Unit staff cohflrmed our
findings that there had been no systematic ngn -off by’
Community Action Agencxes. <

-
+
P

At this wrltlng, we could find no evidence that 'HEW -

" (John Montgomery) signed and returned to OEO . (John Wilson)

the supplementary letter.

‘The implications are obvxous. if‘ in‘fact, HEW did not
agree to the additional -terms ‘and/ors if HEW dld not include
those terms in its contract with Vermont, FAP planners in

DVermént can- hardly be held accountahle for compliance.




‘part agency ‘in the state.

P Ghapter5 ', v

. Money

K

The Verxmont FAP pxetest followed the traditional pattern
of feoerally funded programs (see Figure'1). Lach of the fede:
agencies involved required wrltten proposals fromelts counter-
These proposals were taidored to

fit the existing federal guidelines and regulations. -

-least one case,
for one component,

‘federal officials actually wrote the proposall
a proposal which was criticized as ufireal-"
istic‘and'later,modified, th a linited way, by state officials.

Despite a tradition of shying away from federal program
funds, Verxmont's shift infthe ather directicn dufing the
past few years is-sharply reflected in agency nomenclature:
the State "Office of Economic Qpportunity," the new “Office-
of Child D

elopment " the "FAP" Plannlnc Staff.

OoCD in HEW

dlrects what to"do .about it,

e

‘Farther indication of this. phen0m=non became apparent
‘as we disccvered in the vertical working relatnonshlps,»
strong identificaticn betweén counterpart ag-nc1es in Vermont
and Washlngton

FAP to FAP and Day Care Unit (SOEQO) with .

.

\ P

~The réal 51gn1f1cance of tRis finding lies’ w1th ‘its
‘effect on. plannlng and dec151on—mak1ng
" - ing source not only determines the problem or issue, but also
how to do it and controls the

respurces, state/awd -local planning’ becomes merely an

: Lxerc1§e 1n compliance. " oo

In the case-of the Vermont pretest
plan anc coordinate, butwits woyk concerned’ financial manage—
The degdigns of the &hild care com-
..ponent and the operatlons plan are so heavily - 1nvolvea with’
money that the reason fdr. the expehditures appears to be
‘ it should be hoted that both the HEW-
vermont contract\and the, CEO- HEW Agreement requ1red this

ment almost excluslvely

- However,

t A . 2

HEW/VERMONT CONTRACT .

For when the fund-

_the FAP staff; was .to

Degvelopment cf alternative schedules con-

trolling the share of day care cost to
becborne by families .at any given in-
'come clevel. Schedules tested should.
include at least one which introcduces
an o the decision of a.parent who

is dt“best a- ootentlal&y Qowuwege
earner or who has a large numbeyr of .
dependent mhlldren, full conslderatlon
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,‘?"";, LYy PROGRAM COMPONENT FUNDING OF VERMONT FAP PRETEST FY 1970-71%
. ‘, o " 2 a «® ) . .‘
< AR — - _ e,
’ TOTAL HEW CONTRACT BUDGET . .
FAP Planning and - : .- *
; 5 Baseline Survey (1110) S 507,330
e ‘ OEO: Child Care Conrponent 1,034,330 ¢
S 1110: Childe Care o xom‘n; 2695070 '
kg .
. . ‘ . . ;1 TOTAL 1,809,330 (
. . ’ ! o
. N )
T I . .. STATEWIDE GHILD CARE suzvxu_ SYSTEN o :
-~ e '
- / . : & e
” . — ) . i ,._._i e e
OEO————> HEW/SRS |. . urw/‘;ns (21310777 ' HEW/S RS .
$1,034,330 .$269,670; juu.ld Care) Title 1V (up
P ' i i ]
" : : ‘:‘, ' ;. )
~ t ! 1
. ‘ ) \':r .
v . v o
) ) . Execorive: - ¢ !
N :'/ offIcC
- . X . - e
E i, Staue Legislature
. ) 1§125,600 Title 1v-&
\ ﬁ _(Ma tehing)
1 \ - A
: . - o
- ° N . - ' N ) AP 'I’lanm?n; (Child Carc)
, | *SOEC Day Care ynit T f—— - $65,786 (1110}
(OCD as of* 8/22/71) R
- ¢ Q. o
$ 112,500 Title IVgServices ; .
12,500 Title 1Iv- Adnlnxstxatxon ’
- 203,890 - (1110) . . _
_ _ $1,034,330 - (OEQ) j ‘ ’
. 1 . . . S
) . . ' T ; _
> : : 4-Cc 35112, Soof_OLher Operations
\ ‘ Y o "Local Match)
N . A B . Title IV-A,
it - . M -
> . . 1 SociaTl services Vocational Rehabilitation Laonleyment/Training
[MEw/srs - 1115 5 | \ . [[HEW/SRS - RSA S |
. - .y
. B : i o .
T ‘ : (*Stsw ' [FSovr ] - e
, . R ‘ » X \ ) ) - "
L. ) . . BURLINGTON-MORRISVILLE' E&D PROJECT |~ . “
« ° -
- . * Und S . -
' . . ) . S“ t_ar],a recfn:ganxzamon of Vermont Executive Agencxes, FAP Planning steff, Dopar tment
. o Ooc;i Welfare, Department of Vocational Pehabilitation ‘and the State Office of Fconor
’,4@ PP Lumty became components' of the Agency of Human Services on January 10, 1971 .
) B N t
[MC . : . L R ] - .“. -
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cf, the cost of child carc which the 3 ,c ..
e degisiofl «wsavork. involvess At the N 1 : -
satic time the schedules should not . -
. - impose cxcessive disincentives to , . S
sianificant lalior force potential ox ) . S
\\ e datbtachment. Schedules to be tested : ¢
\ 'xshould also reflect differences in 4
the quality of care previded so as A,
N tsTencourage utilization of less - ' . . -
' expensive forms-of day care thu ) ’
hoth hlnlﬂl{lug Federal cost and ] . ) )
providing a natural raticaing . . .
mechanism for scarce resuvurces.
schedules to be tested shall be ( . -
| i . N jointly agreed to by the State and : T
: ! the DHEW Project Officer. co

23 .

(d) Desiun and evaluation of various .- .
ch;]d care paymeit systemsg and
_adind ldLlVC prOCCdUlC for

thulr ln{leﬂnLdtl Alterfiatives q i

for example, v1¢l lnclude : . . -

{a} vouchers‘to inflividuals, . .

(b} income exclusion, anp' )

{c) direct contracts with the ) . . v - ‘
¢ day care providers. The possibility ) . -

of designing payment g@ystenis which

would encouraye, thil ‘i mohetary ‘ / - N

\ ' revards, quali#fy services and . ., o e
o traised personnel will also ke

. cxplored.  Systems to be tested
: shall be! jointly agreed to by .
» the State and the DHEW ¥Project . : .
. officer. »

. .
B (d) wWith the cperations staff )} the e
- devclopmonb of procedures for ) R
joint, funding cf day care programs : : . -
(Title IV and FAP) until ' such time
as national leyr%laticn is passed .
wizdch will place responsibility - 3 '
day care funding with one |
agency,

{(4) Related to“the joint funding policy, '

procedures must be designed to : ‘
ingure that equal serviges -are I -
provided children in any one
center or home. For «xample, since )
. FAP monies provide ¥or ®edical and - : -
" dental services and Title IV monies ’ .
¢o not ln\”CLNOnt, the proklem of .
integrating these funds at the ’

-

Q - ‘ . : : . ) ‘ . (
ERIC SRR o T

: -

- .
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P operational level must be resoXved.
L3 . . 3 ’ -
) ) {3) Definition of a State policy rg-
.'> garding the distribution and

coordination o0gr100% Federal contract
monies for day care (FAP) with ! -
existing Federal monies reguiring

. local cash and in-kind commitments

(TlLlC IV) This policy and pro-
cedures fer its usc will be of //
. ~— particular coneern in the short range
g

operational phasec of Vermont's
day care program.

. OEOC AGREEMENT .

»

The QEO-HEW Agrcement repeated thd last. two paragraphs
verbatim, and also included the followng two paradraphs
(slightly*modified}) which had been written into the original

. Vermont proposal

A total of $834,33D is provided for the .
purchase of child care scrvices over a
‘ten-month period (less than a *full :
vear's funding) is required in order N
to allgw time for the day care unit to
become operaticnal. At an annual
cost of $1,600 per child for full time
} L care, these funds would purchase 437
. - full time, day care spaces ‘and 501 before
: <ad after school spaces. In addition to-
the funds provided by OEO, Title IV monids
: " in the State will be used to purchase
* day care Services for 625 children at’ *-
.. - an annudl cost of $l 248 per chiid
e . ) and before and aitéx scheol or part-
’ time services for 200 children at
$600 per c¢hild. The day care operational
{ staff will provide tiie developmental, RS
. . administrative and support services »
b : ~for both the Title IV funds and the
requested child care and seed grant
funds under this contract.

-

a

Experience has shown that oné of the
) - greatest barriers’ to establishing a- .
\ . center or home that meets the liccnsing
; ' standards of the Deoaerent of SociaP

[N

v % i «Welfare is the lack of "seed money" to
! - - meet the costs of renovating the avallable
i ‘ facilifies and tc purchase necessary
‘ : eguipment. This agreement thus prondcs
: $150,000 in "seed money" to meet the
T
Q : . : o
. . . . .
ERIC N
o - '
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start up costs of new child care facilities.
The costs were estimated on the basis of an
300 peY“center for fifty (50) ’ .

: . average of $2,
‘ . new centers, and $500 per home for fifty (50)
new child carec homes. i
o i

The following paragraph in the eriginal vermont proposal
*was restated in the OEO-HEW Agreement verbatim. 2

A plan for expending the day care
operationﬁl funds wilil be jointdy
agreed to’by Federal and State agencies
before operations commence.
Y . [

burlng the plannlnq,process, there¢ scemed to be some |
confusion over-using "seed- money" to rehnabilitate existing
centers. and homeés which wele. 'newly" accepting IV~-A and
FAP children, - ’ g

@
v

terms. of tho Memor@ndum of Agreement OLO

- Under the
transferred $1,034,332 to HEW, buageted as follows:
1. Provision for qénsultant Services ‘ .
: Research angl Innovation S 50,000 ¢
2. Provision fdr Sced Grants : -
50 Centel X $2,500 125,000 !
50 Homes X §500 ) ] 25,000 \
3. . child Care Services ' o
437 children in full time care . .
X §1,336% 583,832
501 children in before and L :
‘ after school care X $500% 250,500 . ¢
' TOTAL $1,034,332 -
* 10 months funding . . .

A

MATHEMATICA INC. T

<

W1th a systems focus clearly on regulatlng monies, itsg
contract é&mphasized the expectatlon that the Mathematica input
would help produce an economlcally sound planning scheme for
‘'FAP admlnlstratlon, i. e., one'based on the theory of economic
that, ~given adequate and sufficient income or supplements-

man:
in-kind, subSequent activities would automatically meet
human needs . . )
The Mathematica .contract stated:
%
{19) With the operational staff, develop {f
o0 procedures for joint funding of . .
. » ~day care programs (Title IV and t
FAP) until such time as national: )
legislation is passed which will
: 1
L3
. i - .

s/
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place responsibility for day care
funding with one agency.

. - 1 -
Develop alternative schedules
controlling theé share of duy care
cost to be borne by families
at any given income level.

~ Schedules tested should inslude

at least one which-introduces .
into the decision of a parent: -
who is at best a potentially

low wage earner or who has a

large number of dependent, ghildren
full consideration ot the cost

of ghiild care .which 'the decision
to,zork'involves. " At the same
time the schedules should not
impose excessive disincentdves N\
to maintenance and expansion of
work effort for those persons

with significant labor force
potential or attachment.

Schedules to be tested should

also reflect differences in the

‘quality of care provided so as -

°

to encourage utilization of less -
expensive forws of day care -thus .
both minimizing federal cost

and providing a natural rationing
mechanism for scarce resources. -
Schedules to be tested shall be

. L

jointly agreed to by the State

4-and the DHEW Project Officer.

Design and evaluate various chiid

care payment systems apd admin-
istrative procedures for their
implementation. Alternatives, for
example, will include: (a) vouchers
to ingividuals, () income exclusion,
and (c) direct contracts with tne
day care providers. ' The possibility

"of designing . payment systems which -

would encourage, th¥ough monetary
rewards, quality servicec and
trained ‘personnel will also ve
explored. Systems to Le tested 4
shall be jointly agreed totpy the
State and the.DHEW Project Gfficer.

g

A

9

?

.yt
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FINANCIAL PLANNING '

Most of the planning for day care centered around fee
schedules, payment plans and fiscal controls. Costs of
day caré wére arrived at using guperficial formulas easily
manipulated mathematically and only somewhat relevant to -
actual costs of day care op@idtlons in Vermont. ,

Plunning began witlr dollars.and a limited design for’
child care services, rather than with actual day care
costs and a realistic buugct to agcompllsh agreed upon
objectives

FEE SCHEDULES I

The original FAP bill included a $30.00 weekly per child
fee and that figure was used initially in Vermont.

~ "Chittendon 4-C received payment at ‘that” ré&te for the
carly E & D day care service until a decision was madé that
FAP fees conform to Title IV-A, which pays $24.00 per wecek.

" Une recson given for using -the . lower $24.00 figure was
that the local matching "...was too hard to get.” .
- .

) In 1969, Bennington Day Care,.a privatec operation

run by Dan Holland, charged. an $18.00 fee which gcovered
staff, renft and utilities costs only. The children received
social serviges™from tHe United Counseling Service, medical
care from Medicadid or private doctors, and food was donated
.from the local high school cooking clas Transportation was
provided by parents, and supplies and equxpmgnt hexc begyed
and donated There was no dental care. -

Bénnington, which opened !n .Maxch, ‘969 was ready tqQ !
cluse its doors in August, five months later, unable to
mect opcrating costs,,when Dan Holland met Preston Brucerat
a meeting in Washington and learned of tne 4-C and Title 1V-A
nlogxams and their pOthtlal for Vchont .

5

HETTUnd and others wanted to raise Lhe Iv-A guldcane5~
hoping that the $30.00 FAP fee schedule would
Instead, FAP was adjusted downwaxd to $24.00.
became the first day gpre. center to receive
1n September, 1969.
/l

Later, the r\P staff arrived at a chllmlnaVI figure of
£21,19, using a Fate model developed for the operations plan.
This figure assumed that medical costs would be met by
Medicaid and there would be add-ons for unmet costs, Such as’
renovation.

Bennlngto
Title IV=A' fundj
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There was some concern at the local level® that private

homes receiving $24.00 might not want to use part of that

later to pay for ancillary scrvices when such costs may be

reguired by the State. .

COMMUNWYCOORWNA:H)CH&DCARE(4Q

With few exceptions, Lhc roglona] 4~-C committees in
Vermont subcontracted with the state to provide FAP and
Title IV-A day care services: This role of operating
agency ‘differed from the original 4-C concept in which
groups of volunteers were to e responsible only as catalysts,
community organizers and policy makers,

. v

In 1970; the Vermont State 4-C Committee drafted guide~-»

.'lines and regulations for tie regional 4- C«comu1LLoos which

included these statements ¢n N{nancing:

Thg Regiocnal 4-C sh&il.m.

dishurcement
Tating efficiency,. ...

Oversee and coord\nate :the
of funds to promota

B. Definition cof Grantee: The grantee
is the Regiongg Communlty,Coordlnated
Child Care (4-C) Cofami Le in those.
B areas where a regionalah ¢ Committee
is incorporated and presently under
service contract with the State
Office of Economic Opportunity.
. The grant period would be for one
yvear, based on the assumption that
\ the federal funds would be available’
for that period of time. However,
in the event that federal funds
were not forthcoming, the grant
wguld be cancelled on a thirty
dhy notice. .

3. gThe Regional 4-C will establish
o ‘an adequate dccounting system approved
by State OEO with adequate internal
controls to safeguard assets .
check the acduracy and xellablllty
of accounting data and promote
efficiency of bperations.

4. " In addition, an aﬂndalnindependent
audit-of the fiscal records will .
B be required. !
. . " \
‘ . Q
. &

. te
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5. A schedule of payments to be made

to the Committee. e
6. The contrast may be terminated if -

Federal_&ynds were, not forthcoming ~

Q for the full period of the contract, .
/ failure to <ulfill the obligations '
of the contra¢t in a timely and
proper manner, or ineffective or
improper ‘use of the funds provided.
o .

Title IV requires 12 1/2% local matching, other than a
fee. Parents can donate because f&es cannot be used for
local share. Site mecney goes montbiy with billing forms
to the local.4-C or to a local umbrella group, and is“then
transmitted to the state which matches w1th 12 1/2% more.
The final 75% is federal matchlng ) .

. ¢ k] oo

FAP uses the same procedure/ b:y/sends only billindg forms

RS

Under preséurés of pretest timing, Vermont -4:C com-
mittees were usually in existence only 2 to 8 weeks before
receiving their first contract. (See-Figure 2,Chronology

Chart, p.l49 for contract information.)

Apparently, np ovdratihigyinlstratf“e plan was establlsh—
ed for contracting with lo organlzatlons.'

At the state level, a separate contract was written with
each subcontractor for each type of funding (seed grant,
direct grant, FAP,san1ces, FAP planning, Title IV-A planning,
Title IV-A services) rather than a single contract. with
multiple clauses,. (The categorical funding syndrome.)

At the regional 4-C level, volunteers attempted to.cope
with administrative, legal, financial and opetational
responsibilities, all of which frequently fell to one or.
two. leaders, who did the best they could-on their own.

.

So it appears that one volunteer bookkeeper in egach
4-C became the receiving end '0f all the Gophisticated
financial planning w1thout adequate time or technical.
a551=tance to preparé for the 1mportant rCSpOnSlblllty

F CURRENT STATUS

All thingsconsidered, Vermont moved quickly to start a
statewide federal prdgram from scratgh, particularly since )
traditional categorical.funding procedmres were used. Given )l
the pretest nature of the project, however, more detailed
planning might have been directed toward sorting out fiscal -
policy, budgeting, financial manage@ent dnd accounting.

It may be that much of the confusion over money stemed from
a blurring of these very different thouga closely related
functions. -

<
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Evaluation : )

In describing and evaluating the process and &he
significant factors which impacted on the planning for the
Vermont Model FAP Child Care System, LICD considered the
project's internal evaluation system one af the moct critical
factoys to asscss. This judgment was bascd on several premiscs.

First, cvaluatlon is an 1ntcgzal,coscntlal conponcnt
¢f planning and action in any- ficld of human endeavor; second,
cvaluation is absclutely,indispensable in the planning and
1mp lemehtation of new, innavative or oxpcrlncntal programs;
amng third,»the «development of an evaluation- system cequires
Lority meha51q, effort and expertise throughout the ]Lfc
a program--esrccially an e:x pcr}rental pretest such as th BN
Vernont PAD Child care Systém.

Thuese premises proceed from'a working definjtion of
evaluation as a management tool which gathers daéu regarding
pracess and product of a program in order to affect decision-
making.. In othcr' words, evalualion attempts to measure how.

cfficiently and. effectively an organizational system moves s
_cwald its end results and how wall it actually does accompllsh \
thusc results. .

L . T

. .
.

Considarinq the state of the art of -evaluation, particu-
Tarly in relatien to social action programs, the development
0f an effective cvaluationisystem is undeniably difficult.
yet, in the awarencesa of that difficu;xy-lies the. urgency
for majer attentisn to thé task.

A

&

N

3 the (nternal cvaluarlon of the
-wzi.;Lcrns of what was expectoi
arn:m; LroCcess. . ’

» -

EXPECTATICNS - o .

The iy
neyotiated-helwee
1970, * Aumeng the Jour component rop~

the contract
on July 1,
ssumed by the

yl&n for lay

frvt wed primary point o
n DHLW and the Sta

Statce of - wore the developne
carc under FAD and the cxpansgian of

throughout the State. T N
with respect to evaluaticen, the contract specifics that: "
- ¢ ., .
. : ..
—— — N
B ; .
. v,
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The contractor shall develop internal
evaluation procedures and conduct an on-
. going cvaluation of the demonstration .
project. In addition, it is understood
that HEW wild subsequently gonduct an
independent evaluation of “he Vermont
project through contract with an outside
‘organization. Specification of the
objectives of the day care demonstration,
the design of the evaYudtion study and .
its relationship to evaluation of man-
power and services demonstrat’~n will -
be developed by HEW, OEO and DuL. . . . !

Under a section of the contract entitled Specific
Child Care Planning Tasks, it is stated that, among other
things, the contractor will be.responsible for::

the tlesign and evaluation of various
child care payment systems ‘and administra-=
tive procedures tor their implementa-
tion .

the definition and evaluation of

v ) ™ techniques for rapid resource developmnent '
at the local level includ.ng tHe devel- "
opment of personnel to previde child care
sexvices. v
* B

Under the section of the contract entltled Specific

Tasks To Be Performed in the Expansion of Child Care . ’

Services and Facilities | Throughout the Statc, it 1is

stated that the contractor will be resp0n51blc for:

The development of internal -gvaluation

procedures’ for assessing the effectiveness :
of the operating programs and the state- K
wide "'staff itself. .

.Additional evaluation“expectations were impesed by OEO

in its agreement with LiEW on June 18, 1970, which spec1fled
" .)\

Although the co tractor will develop
internal evaluation procedures and conduact
an ongoing evaluation of the demonstration
project it is understood that HEW will
subseqguently conduct an independent evalu-
ation Of the Vermont project through con-
tract with anether organization. Speci-
fication of the objective of the day care
demonstrations, the desiyn of the evaluation
study and its relationship to evaluation
of manpower ‘and services demanstrationg '
will be developed by HKEW, OLO, and DOL.

-
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Another source of cvaluation e pectations is found in D
the agreement between DHEW and LICD under which LICD became
the “outside organization" selected co conduct an independent
cvaluaation of the progect A Key statement in that agreemont
is: .

Evaluation of qualltv of care provided will

be' the responsibility of the Vermont Task

‘Force under the existing contract. The

evaluation team {i.e., LICD) will wosk with

the vermont Task Force to défine guality

child care-in terms of program character-
istics and to'prepare forms, questionnaires

and personal visit $chedules needed to ' .
assess guality in operating programs. ‘

In short, in order to expect an outside contractdr to :
provide technical assistance -in the development of program
quality indicators (a facet of gvaluation) there is ‘an -
expectation \that the Vermont Task Force 1is deve]Op;na such’ ot
indicators. ! ) f

Finally, in addition to comtracjual reguirements
regarding ecvaluation, "LICD must include in its assessment
of the planning process the assumptions discussed in the
eginning of this chapter regarding the role of evaluation
in ‘any sound planning exercise, i.e., that evaluation is an
incegral essential component of plannlng which requires
emphasrs, efforL|anﬁ’experglse in order to. be effective.

\ e J— -

' < ' [FINDINGS ' o ' y

In terms of the foderalﬁstate contract between DHEW
and the State of Vermont, the words and references to -

- evaluation specified in the contract boil down to one clear

ecxpectation: the development of internal evaluation
procedures for the planning and operation of the FAP Child .~
Care_System. LICB's investigation of Vermont's 1internal

-evaluation system shows the follow1ng

Mathematlca, Inc. receivéd a subcontract from the State
of Vermont to assume major responsibility in the planning
process, specifically in regardito the gathering of the
data essential to planning. Vorume VI of the Mathematica
Report, Evaluation and Experimentation in Child Care, ccatains
the Vermont -Child Care Operations Plan as Chapter II1I. " The . _
report includes a chapter on "Measuring Guality Ain Child Care"-
which treats  "The Context of Quality" and "TOplCS for
Measuremént . Another chapter is. entitled “The Evaluation
of Child Carc Operations in Vermont:" this addresses "General
Considerations in Plans for Eva}uationlof Child Care,"
. B ) Y

.
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?Evaluabxng Child Care Services in Cdnnection with Income
Maintenance Programs," “Measurcs of Geoals or Outputs

of Child Carc Programs," and "Objective Measures of Inputs
in a child Care Program.'

Th¢ vVermont Operations Plan includes one reference to

~evaluatjoniwhich. states -$imply that the Plannlnq Unit is

respons

bli for evaluation. .

3

Thiokol henﬁéalCorporaHon .o

Ofp Novamber 1,-1970, the State OEO Day care Operations
Unit ehtered into a $50,000 contract with Thiokol Corporation
for plofessxknal services reldting to Facilikies, Staff ’
i'rainjng anuluvaluatlon Regardlng evaluation, the contract
speciffied the following: o

\

A . )
% C. | EVALUATION (Procedures) e

Development of an operational guality

+ evaluation procedure that will assure
efficient and effective program operation.
Theée procedures will aid in the. ongoing
internal evaluation or quality control
of day care programs at thé operating

" level. .

L] . . <

The Thiockol contract was completed in~Ma£ch‘of_l971 and

“their work apparently included some form of fulfillment of
‘the specification regarding evaluation: Our attempts
‘obtain the prodvct of their efforts havé been unsuccéssful
since there scems to be only one copy of the document

in the Vermont Child care office and no desire to make
additional copies. <(Correspondence, in December 1970, “from

IiLW to Vermont contained a significant comment on the ThJokol
ovaluatlon responsxbll:tles

4 B
. The contract requires Thiokol to
develop evaluatipn procedures for the day’
care operatlons wdit. The Working rhan
mentions discussion of "means of developing
. : an on-going meaningful in-house evaluation !
-~ system which will involve internal monitoring )
and control” With the State OEO day carg *

operations staff. ©No further mentidn of this e
N ‘ task is made in -terms of (a) what the system

is to measure (b) when it.will he developed
and {c) how or when S50EO staff w:ll be tralned
to use it. :

&
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o In order to compilete its contractudl responsxblllty to

provide the State of Vermont with aSsistance in the 'deveélor-
ment of program quality lndlcatoxs, LICD attempted ‘to identify
the status of this evaluation-responsibility in the state.

At tiis poxnt in time, there is a.draft workinag document -
known as 'Program Descriptions”" which hal been developed over
the course of seven of eight months by a ¢hild .
care planner in the®FAP Planning Office. The document is a
fairly comprehensive delineation of necessary/desirable
components of day care which- includes an evaluatory schieme.
AccorULng to ltS arcbltect, planner Michael J. .Wriston, it is
missing twg.aTeas: prlce tags attached to the tomponents and -
a system of welghtlng componcnts and subcomponents in terms

~of their relative lmportance Wriston saw three purposes

to the document: .- ' s
1. to act as a manual-or,guideline to day
dare- boards, 4-C commlttees and others who
don't really know or understand what day
‘care is all abnut or what components it
should include. .,

2. to coordinate the perspectives/jargon/
) dpproaches, etc.-.of day care evaluators,
g . trainers and others, into a umfled frame Co-
f of reference.

3. to identify clearly what compon(nts
could/should be found:in .day care and to
what extent they are not.
s -
‘The' draft of the Program Descrlptlons is dated July 28,_
1971, when it was.circulated for review and comment. ’
)
In response to our request for a copy . of the Thlokol
evaluation wngck, IICD received a letter’ from Mr. Wriston

‘early in October egardlng the status of the evaluatory
" Schema 1n Vermont child cayxe. .lie reported that,_ln‘torms

of the "program descriptions” turning into a "Ffull- fledged”
evaluaLory instrument’, not much ‘progress had been made. From

. a mailing to five Head Start directors., three OCD training

specialists, the Lirectcr of OCD, the Director of Planning
for the Agency of Human Services and the five consultants
driginally involved in the for{ulatJon of the "descriptions,”
Wriston received only one substantive critique. As he saw
the situation then, " )
ihe  'best bet' at'present considering’the fact that the 0OCD

~and Thiokol evaLuatory instruments are unsatisfactory;"

\
At thi's p01nt, we again asked to see a copy of’ *he’
Thiokol work in order to ‘analyze it and were told that

. ar

a refinement of the descriptions is

-

.
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Thickol had prepared the,evaluation-piece: "in isolation®
back in Arizona. They had Lrodgit one copy cf the report
“to Montpgelicr and spent’ "about five minutes on it" during’
. their final oral presentation. Tom Davis and Dan Holland®
; received toue wook, which apparently whs never used, even
] alfter it was found by Joan Babbott in a closet after she
| became OCD director. - - -0
§ - gince we had ndt yet seer a copy of the work in time
i .to assess it for this report, we requested a Summary with
| tonments and received the following informgtion in a letter
v . from Mike wWriston. -
! . ] -
| . : N v
j ' .- 7he Thiokol. evaluation instrument States ,
| . ~ that its:purpose is to make possible the’
7 -determination of: (13  the-effectiveness
Gf the day care center's management; (2) N
L ¥t tue impact of day care services on p-vents’
o and communities; {3) the cffectiveness of .

day care center ~taff; and (4) the progxess,

R of the child. s -
T e )
) _ To meet determination #1 they have a \:? :
at ' Management Evaluation Form" which I foupd
to be pretty good, ‘and which was center a
LT <on identifying some managément issues
., andﬂdemandinngritte: specifications of

licies, procedures, roles, responsi-
bilities, etc. - d

2 S

Y

T cet determination # 2 they have a -

‘Parent Interview Form" which I found,

~interesting and useful in some ways {e.qa.,

how do you like the day care. your kids -

are getting? -what changes have you noficed?

complaints? suggestions?) but too svbjective

and limited to really begin to measure "the Ry
} .- impact of-day carg, services on paients’ ahd

commynities."~. ‘ :

To meet determination #3 they have a staff
ro . -+ evaluation form, which uses :*1 o 5. scale !
) " (alrost never, sometimes, "ofcen, frequently,
always) to generally assess stiff in terms
of ude of: creativity, inductive approach,
" ‘reinfgorcement techniques, informal play., i
_ ‘effective parent involvement and degrée of
W .+~ conperation. "As above,' I find this = L
interesting and somewhat uséful but<-like .
‘ - -"all" of the Thickol material--its streéngth
. . seems to be its systematic approach and

‘ . [ S

: ' \ . ;..; ) - L )
. o \: S : .'
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its suggyested problem-solving techiaues;
and 1ts real weakress any substantive,
comprehensive knowleage of child
developnent. - -

To meet determination #4, they have "item-

vocls” for 2-year-pld's, 3-year-cld's,.
d-ycar-old's and S5-year-old' voeach of
three arcas: Soci%nal Devegas-' L+ Mental

DeVelopment, Fhysical Devhlopment. fThe
item:pools consist of *10- J0 colored 1ndex
cards in each "areca" for<Cach age. For
instance, one of tihe 4-ycar-old's Meontal
Developrent 4dndex cards reads: “"Can count
to ten." One of the 2-ycar-old's ihysical
Development index cards reads: “Turns
pages one by onc." One of the 3-year-
old's Goal Development index cards reads:
“Is coopcrative ." Again, the idea, the
structure, the technigue is good hut the, .
child develcpment knowledye is spotty, not
comprehensive {(although quite goed ,in
places). Another related obscrvation here
is that the Social Dgvelopment items secm
to come down pretty hard an the side of
conformity (as in good nanners, obedicnce,
etc.) .o )

Alscggo meet determination #4 they include
a "Chilgl beg;ess Assessment Form' on

which the evaluatdr can write down the items
(as above), evaluate performance (Acceptable,

Partially Acceptable, Unacceptable) and
suggest -a Reeommended Action.

To footnote my plaintive cry agove, this
reporter cannet assess what sort of (child
development) expertise Thiokol had to . draw
upén at home base but Will comment that
what we got in Vermont was pretty disap-
pointing; which may help to explain why
little or none of the Thiokol materials
seems to take the-vVermont experience or
situation into account.

It is impossible for us to judge the value of Thiokol's

document.

13

We know that it was judged "unsatisfactory" by
gy staff people at the state level.

o
owgever,

What is unclear,
is when the judgment was made--at the same time it

was

—ta
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submitted? At the time‘LICD asked for the document?

Tf it was wmaue at time 1t vhas submitted, what is the
'CprHSlblllty of the contractor in seeing to a prover
and ¢aL1 factory fulfillment of t1 terms of a contract?

Mr. Wriston repcatedly roferred to his “Program,Duscriy—
tions” as a draft working document and obvicusly made «fforts
te move it beyond that status py soliciting the help of others
1n the field. It scems unfortunate that such help wasn't
forthcoming bgcau e the document has scrious problems aside
from the abscerce of cost and weighting factors.

N
i

First of all, we do not believe that the same document
can serve all of” Lho purposes outlined for it. Guidelines
foﬁ«sc ting up new day care and guidelines for currently
runnlng day-care operations cannot be usefully combined

.in one evaluatory instrument. As a guidelines document , it -

scoems gdeguate and possibly overdone in the comprehensiveness
of its considerations.. ilowever, while standards are provided
in specific teras for some considerations f{e. g., amount of
space necessary for various activities) the docvment on the
whole suffers from lack of specificity or :standard setting by
using Yaquc and unmeasurable terms, (e.g., in regard to
cqpuipment, "is there Lnough7”).

As un.ovwluatory instrument it is dCflCLPnt since "the
scale which is used (provisignal, amcceptable, satisfactory,

commendable) 1s not clear. 'For cxample, what is the distinction.
1 '

botween acceptable and satisfactory? What are the criteria for

, the apnllcaLLon of each item on the scale In addltlon, the

scales don't always apply to the descrlthons of items to be
considered. TFor example, under the hcading of Safety, the
item "Fire Marshall” is followed by the rating'scale. Is the
cvaluator being asked to rate the fire marshal, his work or
his findings? ) B
R

As the only piece of work in-hand regarding program
gquality indicators, the document has promise:: However, it
needs more developmental expertise to' be made useful. Bofore\
that happens, however, a decision must be made about the - A
dogument's potential and authority must be cxercised to place’
rQSpOﬂSlblllLy and accountability for internal .evaluation 2
upon the shoulders oL a few more people besideés hard-wdrking
Mike Wriston. . ) N

Maménmuéa/nd . e

~1f the Vermont staff was relying upon Mathematica, Inc.,
to provide guidance in deéveloping an cvaluation system, 'the

-
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product of thelr work showsy svch tart™ to be completely ©
misplaced or misca lchlxtnd In addressing itself to "leasuring

vuality in Child Care” and to "The ivaluation of Child Carc
Lperations in Vermont," HMathcmatica dees a much, better job of
stating the problems involved in ovaluation titan it does in
suugchlnq any nLLhods of’ doallng ‘with those problems. 7The
entire discussion of evaluation is devoted to general
privciples and of what we call well-known things to lock at,
neasure, monitor or record in an evaluation system. Theroe
arc no specific howrto's offered. The following cxcarpts
from the report are illustrative:
.
The discussion of goa.is of child care
. pxograms can be usefully divided into the

four types of bencfactors fron the program:
the children served, the parcats of the
children, the personncl hired to staff the
pregram, and thewcommunity as a whole. Wo
attemgt will be made to place any dollar -
figure on the measures of benefits. The
first task is ,to measure the benefits.
directly in ‘their own terms, and this
task is hard cnough.

A.  children
The main direct beneficiaries of child

. : care programs should pe the children them-
"~ sclves. We showWd hope that they, might
develop physically, mentally and socially,
and, not the least of objectives, that they
srmuld cnjoy themselves. It should be noted,
however, that not all of these benefits are
casily measured and that some of tha benefits
(for example, health bencf:ts, such as
nutrition) will not necessarlly show up+#in

a short period of time as may be involved in

the evaluation. &ther bcneflts, such as some
measures of cognitive improvement may show

up in a short period of 1 me but may also be |
subject to a “fade- ouL" over a long duratlon.

There is a considerable body of matexlal
on tests for tognitive, psychologigal, and
social development of young children in
settings such as Head Start programs Not
all of these tests have been validated, and
not all would apply to the child Jare programs

' opr rating in Vermont. Nevertheless, a small
. investment! in a search of. the existing test
instruménts should prove fruitful for getting

v

Q2
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a Yyrasp on cvaluating this impgrtant,
. objective. . . . :

There is a standard sct of question-
. naires that-attempt to measure the parent's
- - o views of their children's rca®™®ion and
" . responses to the program. The children can
E be asked variations of the guestions on
whether they, like the program,. what they
like about the program, dislike, etg.

Finally, some careful interpretation .
of behavioral response to the program
(absentecism, drop-outs, digruptions,"’
illnesses, and so on) may yield uscful
indicato that, at minimum, may serve as

' ¢ guides Of Cheécks on other measures . ..

* In most or all cases of testing ox~
other measyring cfforts, there are thgee
types of comparisons that may be made!
before and after mecasurcs, .measures among
¢hild care programs and measures between
child care programs and situations -in which
there is no program. As in all types of .
evaluation discussed in this section, the
purpcse will be to relate the measures of
performancdfto messures of program input

: : (or to the different types of programs.)
' “The questions posed are: do the programs

* have any ‘effect on these types of perform-
ance objectives? What types of program
. _variations affect what types cf perform-
B ance and fos what type of child? . 9'
. N ! CURRENT STATUS .

v L In‘a reporyt to HEW on January 22, 1971, the Verront
Flanning Staff dascribed internal evaluation procedures as
consisting of formallwritten reports and oral briefings to
MV, and weekly staff coordination and review sessions. There
is also a reference to Operations Staff and Thiokol "materials."
nevertheless, we found no evidence of a planned intérnal ' \
cvaluation system in any stage of dévelopment.

8 ’ . ' P P
The Vermont. flodel FAP Child Carc Project was 16 ;thhs
. old in Octebery, 1971. As of August, 1971, there were 424
. o : FAP- children enrolled. in day care. hs of October, 1971, there
\ wore 27 s#aff people at the state level directly involved in
b the planming and operation of the project, and approximately
45 federal staff from 10 agencies and interagchcy Fommittees~
.
Q " ’ ‘ o o S
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directly involvod in the project. We found the multiplicity
of perceptions regarding the progresg of>the Vermont Model
sometimes codnflicting, often developed from a limited vantage :
point of vested interest, and almost alwaws based on "awvailable"
wiformation collected ranoomly ) : .
i i s .
, From our 1nvovtlgat;on and review of centracts, -agrecments,
hemoranda, correspondence, working documents, and (pUbl]C and .
personal) files, it is evident that much of tfe data which
ought to contribute to evaluation of the project probably cxistss
albeit scattered and incomplete. It -scems clear that the

matic internal evaluation process required for decis sion-
ng relative to the child care component and to the devel-
cpment of national policy got last somewhore botween the
cracks which aave afflicted the project and are discusscd
¢lsewhere in this report: e.g., organizacional structurec of
the pfoject; time pressurcs? conflicts in relationships between
planﬁipg and -operating units; the naturc of federal monitoring, -
AT '

. Thus, we found that evaluation, despite the pretest nature
‘of the project, suffered "benign negdect” in the development of
an innovative and experimental progxam hlth serdeous national

umullcatlons. . -

. 10t .
This LICD contract t# evaluate the Vermgnt Model FAP

Child Carc System is a Hegitimate part of thl overall neced to

evaluate significant pyograms but it should|be complementar:

and supplementary to gh internal evaluationlsystem. We do

not believe that it i enough for the federhl government to

charge a centractor wihh responsibfﬁigy for the development

of internal.evaluation procedurcg by, simply adding the word
evaluate" everytime the words "design" and Mdevelop” are

usced in specifying tasks to be accomplished The significance -

2f the process is 1ost‘f1 Uyz"a,b,c“ jarge:l (love, honor and RS

r

obey; shake, rattle.an oXl; snap, CLachlu nd pop; design,
dévelop and evaluate!l) Con91dL11nq the" undevdloped state of

the art of evaluation and the scarcity of "know=how" insthe -y,
field, it would be wise for anyonc,requesting jntelnqﬁ

“evaluation of a project to provide more specific and®Lerhaps

cven more modest expoctations of cvaluation and then, tv negotiate
&n agreed-upon. sct of criteria which would spell out proyress

Ly objectives. Whatever oxpectations and criteria are ixndllh
developed niust then become check-peints, conditions or hurdles
built into the monitoring process at regular and significant
JnLcrvals.

i -
£y -

1f the cvaluation' data‘td support a decision about to be

made 1s missing oxnid tne plan for gathering data about the

Cffacts of that decision is not specificd:  STOP and do it

should be -the attitude of any program manager, monitor: or ®
- -

;o P
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. ’
overseer. Until such “hardxiosed" approaches are taken which
signify a commitment rather llan a tribute to the notion of

evaluation, the engineecrs of jocial action programs will
continue to be protected from the ‘discipline and accnyntability
long overdue in.programs which‘gffect the lives.and well-being
of people. A natural conecomitany of spiritual commitment to
cvaluatiogf;&_hhg\material allocalion of money and talent in
proportien &q the™supectations of dyaluation. For without. an
. accurate €§;2ssment of program effectivencss, there can be
" no valid program decisio?s. A

:

“ )

. Figure 2

.. Planning Chronalogy Chart

b
4

[
The planning chronology chart that follows includes events, X
activities and decisions which appeared to influence, dlrectﬂx
or indirectly, the Vermont FAP child care pretest. The chart ¢
was developed to answer some of the questions asked repeatedly
_during our investigation of the planning pfqpess. ~ R

-
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