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- March 31, 1973
Ms. Robin Pasquarella
- Project Officer
Region X
Department of Health, Education,
- and Welfare
Arcade PlaZza Building, M.S. 610
1321 Second Avenue
- Seattle, Washingtoa 98101
Dear Me, Pasquarella:
- RE: Contract No. OEC-X-72-0055, Day CARE STUDY, REGION X

Unco, Inc. is pleased to submit twenty copies of the Precis,
— Evaluation of Day Care Services in Region X. Unco's project
staff has found this study to be one of the most exciting
and challenging projects in which we have been involved.
The opportunity to be a part of a program which is under-
going change was particularly rewarding.

The Unco project staff would like to express the pleasure
- it had in working with the staff of DHEW Region X office.

The consideraticn and cooperation received in the conduct

of this project was invaluable.

Sincerely,

L ' .
o L‘(_L-'.l,g--~-~ % F,z ./L\
i/

Lawrence E. Knape
Director, West Coast Programs
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- SPECIAL DEDICATION TO REGION X
DAY CARE PROVIDERS

Here we are, just lock undar the forms
Statistical data, figures and norms
- Is your ethnic minority black or sky blue
What do you do when a ¢hild has the flue
Fill in the numbers, sign on the line
A few hundred pages will do just fine
What does it cost, whom do yocu pay
How many trips to the bathroom per day
Total the figures, divide by point 3
bl It's very important, just wait and see
We'll issue a document, impressive and long
We'll tell you just how you are doing it wrong
You've finished with this one? wait, don't go away
Here's another report that's due yesterday.
The children? Well, they'il just have to wait
Information is needed, so don't be late
- Your primary iob is to fill up our shelves
In the meantime, the kids can just fend for thewmselves.

Sandy Larson, Bookkeeper
Chugiak Parents & Children's Center
Chugiak, Alaska
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G ENERAL INTRODUCTION AILABLE

Thie study i8 a product of the Region X Federal Regional
Council's interest and concern about the quality of federally
supperted day care in the region. The study examines federal-

= ly supported child care available in the States of Washington,
Oregor, Idaho, and Alaeka. The quality of care, and the im-

. ract of Federal Day Care Standards are examined buth from the

- perspective of the state and local ageneies which administer
federal day care dollars and from the perspec*ive of the

. providers who muet meet federal standards.
There are secveral unique features of thie projeev. The
primary objective of the effort was to develop an action plan

- by which the Federal Regional Counmcil ean move to upgrade the

quality of day care in the region. Further, a proposed set

of federal day care standards was used ae the baseline against

which tc measure the current quality of care in a sample of

- federally supperted settings. The use of these proposed
standards provides the regior with advanee information on
pcesitle itmplementation problems should these etandards be

- adopted. Finally, the study is unique in ite focus on the
activities and mechaniems of the multi-level adminietrative
units-=federal rcegion, states, counties, and cities~--whieh

: are respenstble for admintstering currently available federal

- funds for day cure and for implementing the 18968 Federal Day

Care Requirements (FDCR).

e This rerort is divided into three volumes. Each volume either
ean be read alone, or the three volumes can be read in
sequence. A brief deseription of each volume followe:

tclume 1 i8 entitled "A Day Care Aetion Plan.” Thie volume
preserts fcur rossible strategies for federal regioncl action
in the area of day care. Eaeh of these strategies specifies
- actions which tne federal regional office can *take, and the
related actions required by state and local 7evele of govern-
ment to upgrade day care ir the context of present monetary
- eongtraints and .he New Pelerulism.

Wlume 2 78 "A Basc ine for Improving lJay (Care Services in

- Region X." This vo'ume cxamines the surrcnt level of day care
services in thc states o Regien X in relation to the proposed
197 Federal Day Care Recuirements. The volume degeribes both
the qualfty of day care —urrerntly provided and the structure

- of state adrminietering agencies ard their capacity to administer
the Jay care program within euch state.

b The inal volume ic "A Profile of Federally Supported Day Care
in Region X." This volume devel ps a profile of the character-
ictics ¢f day earc providers and federally supported day care

- settin s in Region X. The final chapter outlines the potemtial

impaet of the 1972 Federal Day Ccre Requirements on current
eonsts of providing day eare in the region.

\'4
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w ' I. MAJOR FINDINGS

- A. THE CURRENT LEVEL OF PEDERALLY SUPPORTED DAY CARE IN
REGION X

A major objective of this study was to examine the
differences between the current level of care provided
in federally supported Region X child care settings and
ue the level of care which would be required of providers
if the proposed revisions in the 1972 Federal Day Care
Requirements (FDCR) were adopted. Since rany of the
- proposed revisions are considerably different from the
1968 FDCR and often different from the individ.al state
licensing standards, it was anticipatel that there would
be many points at which providers would be “out of
compliance" with the proposad standards.

For purposes of this report, if 20% or more of the
o family day care homes or ceaters were not ip compliance
with any single requirement in the 1972 FDCK this was
identified as an area that warrents further scudy by
- those who will implement th2 new standards. Although
the 208 cutoff point was a somewhat arbitrary figure,
the administrative staff time required to upgrade
providers performance in such an area would pat a
sizable burden on an already minimal staff.

The 1972 FDCR include 17 mazor provides requ.ruments and
- 89 sub-requirements. For this report we ha : clustered

these requirements into four main areas of provider

operations which are affected by the proposed standards:

- l. Ensuring the physical safety of children.
2. Ensuring continuing develcpment of children
- and continuity with home.
3. Ensuring adequate nutrition and cniid heailth.
4. Ensuring staff accountability adequacy, and
competence.
N The following summaries present a frofile ..f those 1972
FDC Requirements with which more than 208 ~f all providers
_ samp’ed in the Region are out of compliance:
" Ensuring the Physical S..fety of Childx.n.
Of the 19 specvific crit:ria related to ensuring children's
- Physical safety, there vere six which more than 20% of the

Rl SIELTTE
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homes or centers in the R:gion did not meet. The 8ix
areas which will require most attention, reginnally,
relate to the following:

-—- The availability of fire extinguishers and
emergency lighting.

~-- The availability of fenced or otherwise safe
outdoor play areas.

-- Assessment of lead content in child zare
facility paint.

- -- Assuring the absence of hazards to small
children.
- ~- Maintaining daily attendance records end

discussing absences with parents.

- -- Assuring that caregivers have knowledge of
persons other than parents with whom the
child may leave the facility.

- The states in Region X rank as follows in terms of overall
compliance with the proposed physical safety standaxds.
(State listed first has the smallest proporticn of centers

e or homes cut of compliance on all criteria related to
physical safety, etc.)

- Centers Family Day Care Homes
Washington washington
Alaska Oregon

- Oregon Idaho
Idaho Alaska

- The 1972 FDCR criteria related to physical safety had a

higher percentage of providers in compliance than digd

any of the other major subdivisions under which the

- criteria have been grouped (e.g., ensuring the continuing
development of children.! It is this area, also, that is

covered most thoroughly by state and local codes in all

four states.

- Ensuring the Continuing Development of Children and
ontinuity with Home.

- Of the 13 specific criteria related to providing develop-
mentally appropriate activities for children in care and

continuity with their hone 1ife, there were eight stan-

dards whick n.r t3.1 20% ci the homes or centers in the

s
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Region did not meet. These cight areas relate to the

following:
- -- The existence of written caregiver plans which
outline appropriate activities for children in
- ' care of various ages.
-
-~ The availability of udequate materials and
equipment suitable for children in care.
e -- Access to safe outdoor play areas.
-- Assuring caregiver knowledge of each child's
- special needs.
-- Assuring ongoing parent involvement with the
- day care center.
-~ Assuring respect for all children's cuitural
- and ethnic background and language.
-- Assuring communication between caregivers and the
schools when school~age children are in care.
-- Assuring the existence of a policy advisory
council with at least 50% parent membership in
- facilities serving 15 or more children.

These criteria wil require attention across the Region.
- At present, only two of the eight requirements are
addressed by any ¢.f the fou states' standards. Thus,
it is not unexpected that all states have high aon-
compliance scores in at least six of the eight areas.
- Only three of the eight standards were included, in
somewhat differen: form, in the 1968 FDCR.

— The states in Reg.on X rank as follows in terms of over-
all compliance wi:h the pro..osed standards relating to
developmental activities and continuity with home.

(State listea first has the smallest proportion of centers

- or homes out Gf compliance on all criteria related to
this area, etc.)
- Centers Family Day Care Homes
Oregon washington
7 - Washington Oregon
Alaska Idaho
Idaho Alaska

ERIC B aaptd

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Ensuring Adeguate Nutrition and Child Health.

Oof the 24 specific criteria related to nutrition and
child health, eight were not met by more than 20% of the
homes or centers in the Region. These eight areas which

were weak region-wide incluile:

-- PTwo nutritious meals are served to each child
in care nine hours Or more.

-~ Food is obtained from sources complying with
local, state, and federal codes.

-- There is a written and posted evacuation plan
and evacuation drills are held at leaat once

a year.

-- Energency phone nurbers are conspicuously posted.

-- There is a first aid chart posted and at least
one caregiver is familiar with first aid tech-

nigues.

-~ There is a planned source of emercency care.

-~ In a family day ca:.e home, 2 second adult is
available to assist. in emergencies.

~-- Operators have adecuate advance arrangements for
substitutes in case of caregiver illness.

0f these eight high non-cor:pliance areas, only one was
fullv covered under the 19,8 FDCR and another two were
partially cavered. Th-ee f the eight items are par-
tially covered by one or tv0 of the states' standards.
However, in line with the r.on-compliance trend, the
majority o: the eight requ .rements are not currently
included in either state or federal standards.

mhe states in Region X rank as follows in terms of over-
all compliance with the proposed standards relating to
nutrition and child health. (State listed first has the
smaliest proportion of centers oY homes out of compli-
ance in all criteria related to this area, etc.)

Centers Family Day Care Homes
Oregon Oreygon
washirzten washington
Alaska Alaska
Idaho ldahe

c0H15
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Ensuring Staff Accountability, adequacy, and Competence.

. of the 27 specific criteria related to staff accountability.,
adequacy, and competence, 12 were not met by moxe than 20%
of the centers or homes in the Region. These 12 areas are

as follows:

-~ Required staff/child ratios in both centers and
homes.
- -- Caregivers must be 18 years old in centers.
- -- Caregiver-should be able to act against hazards.
-~ Caregivers should be able to increase their
skills through supervision and training.
~=- Operator must maintain adequate enrollment,
_attendance, and financial records.
= ~-- Operator is willing to inform the public about
center policies.
- -- parents receive counseling and information
about program goals at the time of enrollment.
- -- Written records are kept of child's legal name,

address, etc.

- -- Written records are kept of persons nemes and
addresses other than parents who can take child

from facility.

el -- Written records are kept of persons who can
assume responsibility in case parents can't be
reached in an emergency.

-- Written statements of child's health problems
and the name of the child's regular source of
health care are kept.

-- Nota-ions are made of communication with parents
about children's problems.

Four of these high, nca-compliance items were covered by

i the 1968 FDCR and the others were partially covered. Only
- one of the criteria was covered by all four state stan-
dards and two others were partially covered by all four

states.

= The states in Region X rank as follows in their overall
~r~ompliance with the proposud standards relating to staff
adequacy. (State listed f.rst has the smallest proportion

A0 p5 50016
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of centers or homes out of compliance in all criteria
related to this area.)

Centers Family Day Care Homes
Washington/Oregon washington
Idaho Oregon
Alaska Alaska
Idaho

Provider's Perspectives on the Current Level of Care.
SIS pec Ve o e ——————

In order to determine what factors--other thar existing
state and federal lay care standards--affect the level
and quality of care currently provided in Region X, over
500 provi@ers in the four states were interviewed about
their concerns. The following summarizes these concerns
and relates them to the proposed 1972 FDCR:

Center problems. The overriding problem mentioned by day
“are center directors was a lack of adequate funds to do
what they feel should be done in order to procvide high
quality care for children. Although the directors'
opinions about what constitutes high-quality care differed,
a strong concern about quality care was universal.

The lack of money to hire what they feel is an adequate
number of staff, or to be able to pay enough t5 keep
good staff members when they have them, frustrated most
directors interviewed.

Non-profit centers encounter many problims resulting
from their sharing facilities with other organizations.
Directors were discouraged by their inability to afford
facility improvements and large equipment for these
programs.

Many directors merntioned the need for good in-service

staff training and more help with developmental aspects

of care in their nrograms. Again, staff time constraints~--
related to financ.al constraints--stand in the way.

in general., center directors were very understanding about
the finansial pro:lems facing the low and middle income
cemployed parents rhose children were in their centers.

= is sensitivity .:ade the directors' own problems ove.
-neir inability t. afford a more adequate program ever
more frustrating.

-+~ dire~-:rs inturviewed whose programs all receive some
owrcentaje of the.r opere ..ng expenses from state and

0017
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federal sources, did not extend their compassion to the
state or federal bureaucracy which consistently made late
payments, held up grants, or withdrew formerly available

funds.

The unpredictability of funds=--from whatever source--is
a major stumbling block in che planning and delivery of
quality child care.

Home care problems. Family day care home providers also
mention the unpredictability and inadequacy of income as
a major problem, whether the responsibility for payment is

the state welfare department or parents’.

parent related problems also caused concern, particularly
when parents were not reliable aboutr drop-off or pick~-
up times; notifying providers when children are to be
absent; not supplying adequate clothing or diapers; etcC.
Generally the family day care providers have children of
their own and when the parents of children in care are
not reliable, this adds to the provider's burden during
rer already long day (average 11 hours). The unrelieved
11 or 12 hour day of providing child care leaves little
enough time for the provider's own errands ané family
concerns.

There is a serious need for low cost liability insurance
to be available to all home care providers. The poten-
tial for lawsuit againsi these providers is very real.
Such coverage should be mandatoxy and made available
through a low cost group plan.

The personal problems o7 parents with which home care
providers are faced suggest that there is a need for
closer relations betweern tlre caseworkers, providers, and
parents. Many problems with schedules, daily emergencies,
child custodv ba:tles, etc. must be handled by the pro-
vvider. Ther. sh:iuld be a casevorker available to the
srovider and par:nt to relieve this burden.

cften home care providers have questions about how to
handle certain behaviors. They would like to have some
help with these questioas, but there is no training or
on-the-spot assistance available to them. Few home
providers perceive :he caseworkers as a resource for the
questicns they have about child care.

In sumrary, the linkages between the state licensing
agency and hLome care providers are weak. There is little
support or assistance ;iven providers after licensing.
Areas which need state attention are state payment
systems, small business counseling for providers,
improved casework services to parents, provider griev-
ance procedures, ani provider training.

BT o018
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impact ¢f the 1972 FDCK c¢n these problems. If che 1972
day care standards were adopted, few of th problems
cxpressed by day care prov.ders wculd be relieved and
many would be increased. In centers the overriding
preklem of unpredictable ard inadequate resources to
irprove day care programmirg and retain cood staff
would bc worscned. The increased costs resulting from
the high staff-to-child ratios prescribed in the pro-
posed FDCR wculd magnify center problems of inadequate
rYesources.

The weak links between caseworkers, parents, and providers
is the problem best dealt with in the section of 1972 _
FDCR concerned with the administering agency's responsibility

fcr supportive services.

In general, the problems which face day care providers
under current standards wcild not be relieved by the
adeption of 1972 FOLCR. These proposed requirements which
invelve increased provider costs--either one-time or on

a continuing basis--would reighten the major problem
facing all providers now--the lack of available resources
at the provider level to mexe currently éesirei improve-
nents ir. day care programs.

THE ROLE OF THE FEGION X STATES IN ASSURING CQUALITY DAY
CARE

The 19€8 and 1972 FLCR place major responsikility for the
administration of federal ¢av care dollars ard irmrlementa-
tion 0of “ederal stardards vith the state administerinc
agency. The administer ing agency is not only required to
evaluate day care providers to determine their level of
compliance with federal reguirements, but also it rust
provide and’cr arrcrge for other services to supplement
and upgrade the protviders' programs where necessary.
Specifically, the administering azency is responsible fcr
the fnllowing:

. Providing ¢r azvercing training for day care
DEST ILOYS,

S o Previdloiu 0y asrangite f.r orocial servicesr o
other supnrcrt services.

tesurin- parent p.ocoticipaticen in éay caere.

[(¥7 ]
.

$. Protiding 2 periosic evaluation of ‘dav care.
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All four states have failed to implement fully the 1968
FDCR. Particular prcblems which have yet to be resolved
by the states are arranging training for providers,
arcanging social services and other support services that
are not provided by the operator, and state day care

planning and coordination.

What follows is a state-by-state profile of the state
welfare departments in Region X and the significant
strengths and weaknesses of their day care programs.

Alaska.

The State of Alaska has geographical features which

impact the qualit; of care within the state. The 'bush’
areas of Alaska prcesent particular problems. The area is
isolated from the main population centers which limits
poth the number aad type of providers available to serve
this population. This isolation also limits the amount of
attention the administering agency devotes to the ‘'bush.’
in addition to the isolation, most of the 'bush' has
relatively primitive buildings, sanitation and health, and
community resources. These factors limit the degree of
compliance that can be expected. This area represents a
section of providers for which waivers of some requirements
would be appropriate. Unless waivers are alleowed, either
there will be no day care provided or it will remain out

of compliance.

Apart from the 'r.ash'-related problems, Alaska also has
other weaknesses vhich require attention if quality of

care is to be upg:aded.

-- Day care traditicnall.y has been understaffed.
This understaffirg is reflected in the uneven
level of compliarce within the state.

-~ The state has no: developed monitoring guides
to assist the workers in uniformly enforcing
either state or “ederal requirements.

-- The state standards are inadequate in the area
of program. The state is currently modifying
their state stancards. It is not known at the
present time what form the standards will take.

-~ The assijnment o° Gay care licensing at the
local level does not maximize worker skills and
interests. The stzte often rotates day care
*icensing responsibility among available case-
workers rather taan nave specific staff assigned

P=3 a2
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to monitor and license. (Generally, this
is true only fcr family, group, and in-
hone provider licensing.) The result is
that workers are unable to increase their
expertise in day care licensing and moni-
toring.

A major problem faced by the state is the
Title IV-2 1id on social service expendi-
tures. The lic has resulted in a cutback
in the funds available for day care. The
reduction of funds is reducing an already
short supply of day care providers.

There are many positive features of the day care program
in Alaska:

idaho.

Quality day carc: has a relatively hich priority
in the State. This priority is reflected by the
adéitional staff recently assigned to day care
licensing and ronitoring.

There has be gcod informal coordination between
agencies who have responsibilities for day care.

The state agency is beginning to develop tools
to assist in tle monitoring and evaluation of
day care providers.

Most of the previders are committed to a develog-
mentally oriented approach to day care.

The Statc of Idaho is the only state in the Region which
has a veluntary state :iicensing law. This voluntary
aspect of the Idaho law has made it more difficult for
the state to enforce the mcndatory federal day care
requirements. Specific weaknesses noted in the state are:

Quaiity day car: s a low prioricy for the
statr wlefare ajency.

The state standards are jenerally quite weak.
The use c¢f rota:ing staff for day care moni

toring weakens the guality of the moritorindg
effort.

Thee political co.imete of the state is adverse

tor tre g-ewth o) developmentally oriented day

Coyren, '
r0p21
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= The main strengths of the state program are:

-— The Office ot Child Development, in the
- governor's office, is beginning to study the
overall state reeds for child services and
the available day care resourcns.

~-- The OCD is potentially a good vehicle to
implement a plannirg and coordination system
for the state.

-~ The state is involved in a national demonstra-
tion in educational TV to provide training to
- day care providers and parents.

-- Idaho has not yet expended all of the Title IV-A
funds available to it. Thus, the monetary con-
straints faced by the other three states in the
Region do not apply to Idaho.

Oregon .

The State of Oregon las Geveloped a fairly comprehensive
day care system. This strength also creates the main
problems faced by the state.

The Ticle IV-A 1lid or expenditures for social services has
had a major impact or the day care program. The various
- local 4-C's have investec heavily in the direct provision
of day care. These experditures are subject to the IV-A
1id. The state may rave to cutback day care expeniitures
- to stay witnin the tctal allowable IV~A monies. A gimilar
roblem exists with migrant day care programs.

Other problems in the stite day care program are:
-~ The number of workers assigned to family day
care licensing is insufficient to effectively
- monitor these providers.

-~ There are no specific workers assigned to
-~ certify and monitor in-home caregivers.

-- There is a leck o: statew:ide planning and
coordination of the day care program.

The stzte has ma.y strengtss on waich to build an improved
. day care program

-- There ha:. been a relatively gcod :mplementation
of the 1:68 FDCX.

ERIC ez 50022
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-- There is sufficien: staff to monitor day care
centers.

-~ The proposed stat.- :standa:ds represent a sig-
nificant .pgrading ir. pro« rammatic areas.

Washington.
= “%,¢ primary problems of tic aay care program ir the state
«f Washiniton are:

- -- Insufficient staff assigned to carry out moni-
toring functions.

-- In most offices, so specific staff are assigned
to certify and monitcr in-home care providers.

o -- The lack of any effort toward statewide planning
and coord. nation.

-- The inability of the state to make payment to
- providers in a timely manner.

rrimary strengths of the day care program in washington

are:
~-- A relatively good implementation of the 1968
FDCR.
- The most extensive development of monitoring
suides of any of the states in the Region.
-- The most comprehersive current state standards,
and the proposed stardards build on this base.
-- The rajority of jroviders attempt to provide
developmentally orierted day care.
- C.  SROSEC.:. IMPACT OF THE ..72 FDCP CON REGION X CHILD CARE
CosTSs

“ederas And tate Cost Imp.i aticas.

Fhe pot.. tia., cos: to the . .eral regional offices and tc
- the state aarinieczerinc igeadies for implementing the
preposes 1877 FLOR sponie De & majer consideration in their
adopticr. Hewewo s, ¢ven 17 ihe 1972 FDCR ar= not adopte.,

?

) .
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significant expenditures by the federal regional office
and the states are required to bring the quality of care
in the Region up to the 1968 standards. The unevenness
- of current 1968 FDCR implementation is the cause for the
increased efforts that will be required. The costs to
. the Region and states for upgrading the quality of care
- to meet the 1968 7DCR would, for the most part, parallel
the costs for implementing the 1972 FDCR. The following
. represent some estimated expenditures required of the
federal regional office and the state administering
agencies to ~ffectively implement and monitor the 1972
FDCR. Additional costs for providing training to state
staff and providers, and for arranging psychological and
- social services, will be borne by the states. The costs
for these services will vary with existing state social
service resources and training capabilities.

Major regional and state cost increases include:

- 1. Increased cost to the federal regional
office for staff and staff related expenses:
these costs are estimated at approximately
$70-75,000 annually ($45,000 in direct salary
- and $25-30,000 in support costs).

2. Increase in administrative costs to the
states to increase staff for the monitoring
functions: it is difficult to estimate
accurately the costs to the states due to the
uncertain impact of current federal actions.
= Phasing out OEO and Model Cities may result
in clos:ag day care facilities funded from
these scurces. The proposed changes in federal
- ceocial service regulations related to day care
may restlt in a decrease in the number of pro-
viders reeded for federally supported care.

Each state w:ill reed to determine the number of mandays
required to monitor the various “ypes of providers, anrd
- allocate the sta:f accordingly. If we assume that the
total number of providers remains constant and turnover
and application 1ates also remain constant, the follow-
ing are estimatec staf: costs pe- state for monitoring
- federally funded day care providers only:

Washington:

-- Day Care Cern:crs, 4 staff €8§12,500 per
vear = $£0,000

- ~-- Fami'yv ard Group Day Care Homes, 16 staff
889, 24 = $153,934

ERIC =lon B hEa
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-- In-Hot.. Care (Josumes a 60% twrnover rate),
4 statf ©59,624 = $38,496

-- Total direct staff costs tor cay tare
monitoring (exciudes supervision) = $242,480
- Oregon:

-- Day Carec Centers, 6 staff 269,000 = $54,000
(Assumes Oregos wi.l continue four visits per

= center per year);

-~ Family Lay Carc Homes, 12 staff ©$5,400 =
- $64,800

-- In-Home Care, ; staff @$5,400 = $16,200

- -= Total direct s.aff costs tor day care monitor-
ing (excludes supecrvision) = $135,000

- Idaho:

-- Day Car: Centers, 2 staff @$7,680 = $15,360
(Assurnes ldaho will continue to conduct semi -

annuali -eviews)

-- Familv Jay Care Homes, 6 staif @$7,680 =

$46,080

-- In-iiore Care, i staf® @$7,680 = §7,680

-~ Total direct scaff costs (exci:des supervisionj =
$62,120

- -~ pDay Cuie Centccs, 1 staff ©@$13,800 = $13,80¢

- ¥ il and Gz ap Day Care Homes, 4 staff
@8::%,3C0 = 75,200
~= In-tlome Care, . staff @513,800 = $13,80(

- .= Mol cirent :tza:f costs (excludes supervision)

$82,80(

- tre flguren presosted ol vhe four states represent “otil
statewide full-time sta’: ejuivalents. Geographic distri-~
ration of ..e cise oad . . require adjustments for ind
eidual werher's casel w: -.omposition. e movement

- .oward rocioralizction 3¢ ay care monitoring can result in

vy €pll-cinc fapr car ~ancing caselcais if in-heme "are

ERIC S EA
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- is included in the caseload. The cost figures presented
do not represent net increases in costs for the states
but total direct staff costs for the monitoring of

- federally funded day caxe providers. The states will
have additional costs for monitoring providers who do
not care for federally funded children.

- provider Cost Implications.

Day care centers. able 1 displays a comparison of the
- actual 1072 operatiag costs of a private profit washing~-
+n Jday care center having an average yearly enrollment
.. 45 children with the projected operating costs for
- +hat same center if the 1972 FDCR were adop“ed. The
costs represent a breakeven point for an already estab-
1ished center, and do not inclide allowances for profit

and non-cash costs.

As the table reveals, the major centexr cost category

affected by the 1972 FDCR is personnel. with the increased
- staff to child ratio, the requirement of some added paper-

work, and the staff gupport required for the parent

advisory body, staff costs--even at present low pay scales--
- are increased tremendously.

The child population of the sample center is composed ot

- 20% toddlers (age 19 to 35 months) and 80% pre~schoolers
(aged 36 through 5: morths). Usinj the 1972 FDCR compu-
tation schedule, the number of caregivers required for
this center would be as fcllows:

Caregiver
Required ¢ of child hours
- Age Group n Ratio hours/day needed
Toddlers 9 1:4 90 24
Pre~-School 36 1:7 360 51

Tota minimum required caregiver
houar s per day 75

Nuaber of eight-hour caregiver
mandays required per day 9.4

. recuirement of 9.4 caregivers for the children in tae
Su.. ke center makes an ov. rall 1:¢ staff/child ratio.
- or. sert staffing, conforming to washington State licensing
roac yirements, meets only & 1:10 staff/child ratio. Thus,
.3 472 FDCR reqrire about double the number of caregiver
hoLr - avallable ¢ children at th.s sample center and,

ERIC | el 20028
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accordingly, double the staff costs for caregivers.
Therefore, the increased 1972 FDCR caregiver/child ratio
alone adds $520.80 to the annual cost per child in this
center.

Other cost additions resulting from the 1972 FDCR include
staff support to the parent policy advisory body, clerical
time for increased record keeping, an additional meal for
children in care nine hours or more, and some additional
supplies. Assuming that the sample center already meets
all lccal codes pertaining to fire extinguishers, fencing,
etc¢. the annual cost per chi.d would increase $613.09 to

an annual cost of $1,701.57.

‘n this sonservative cosz projection for the sample center
(¢.g., assuming that professionals can be hired at $4,200
annually) there is a 56% increase in annual cost per

child under the 1972 FDCR. On a daily basis, the cost to
the operator for providing care would be raised from

$4.12 per child to $6.45. Assuming a reasonable profit
(10%), the cost to parents would be, minimally, $7.10 per
child per day. This same inflated figure may be a
conservative estimate of cost per day for those non-profit
and public centers which pay a more competitive wage to

etaff.

Irzlications of the 1972 TOCR Jost Requirements for Centers.

1. t sresent, no state in the Region is allowing
more thnan $5.00 per day per child maximum pay-
ment. Thus, the cernter would take a £2.33 loss
per da or. each ‘edcrally funded child unless
~he state -ates changed. Since the primary
FPCR cost increase is for staff, rather than
facility. no ceater type would be able to avoid
these costs.

2. Moo privaie profit providers would refuse to
ac.ept fedorallv furded children if accepting
trer meant that the annual cost of care would
be raised L0 a .evel which private pay parents
ceald 1ot affor.d.

Tee malcrily ©f tao work:ng single parents vho
responied o th: parent cuestionnaire earn less
tiimn $100 ser weoi. Thue, the required menthly
caymen: fcr one cn..d in care would take more
than cae f~Surth of their monthly salary
(+121.2C p.r moatn. .

050
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3. Witih private providers less likely to accept
federally funded children, day care would
become segrejatec by the earning level of
parents.

4. Prrivate non-profit centers and public centers
would requiie more public tunding per child to
operate. Ir the modest sample center program,
there would be a 56% increase in costs per
child under the 1972 FDCR.

5. If centers ¢f any type (private, non-profit,
public) could not afford to pay for the required
increases, they would have to close. This would
reduce the amount of available day care.

Family Day Care Costs.

In order to provide an idea of the family day care home
provider's annu..l income in each state, the following
pages display wiat that :ncome would be under a series

of cost assumptions. The providers own figures show

that the maximum earnings possible in this setting are
rarely approached. Ilowever, we can examine the projected
impact of the 1972 FDCR against the standard baseline
provided by the folluwing constructed income charts:

Assumptions Re:

i'amily Day Care Income&

-- The income is that of a "typical" provider
who carcs for an average of 4.3 children
per cay (the average number of children
for which all homes visited were licensed).

-~ All chi dren in the home are unrelated, so
the sta‘'e pays a full rate for each child.

-~ All chi dren are receiving full-day care
22 days per month.

-- The fam.ly &1y care provider is receiving
the maximum 1llowacle state payment for
each ch.ld:

1} 35,03 dai’y raa.men Alaska
b) 5.07 cai:y maximul Washington
c) 3.57 gaily maximun Oregon
d) 3.0) cai'ly raanimum Idaho
p-l
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- Constructed Gross Annual Income

for Family Day Care Providers

a) Alaska and Washington

$ 5.00 /child/day
%x4.3 children in care
5
- 2000
21.50 daily gross earnings
x 22 days/mon-=h

4300
3, aross mc thiy earnings
x 12 months
0
47300

Gross nourly carnings for an average 11 hour day*

- would Le $1.9%C.
* w *
- b) Oregon
$ 3.50 /child/cay
= x4.3 childrer. in care
1400
~ 15.05 gross daily earnings
x 22 days/montn
3
- 3010
331.10 g-oss monthly earnings
x 12 months
66220
= 33110

§397:.20 gross arnual earnings

- ® ety - contmmam 3 i v

Gross hourly carnings fcr an average 11 hour day would
be Si.:7.

el *No .1n3le - ni.d nay be 1a cure 1l hours per day, but the
provider must care LOr crne or mor:? children doring the
fuli 11 hours. Toue, her hourly rate should be based ©n
- this fiqu~e.

ERIC RNIE
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$§ 3.00 /child/day
~ x4.3 children in care
00
1200
12.00 gross daily earnings
x 22 days/month

258¢
—- 783.t0 g-oss monthly earnings
X .2 mor ths
- 2838 .
¥3405./0 grss annual earnings

_ Gross hourly ¢arnirgs for an average 1ll hour day would
be $1.17.

1f, in fact, averace home care provider income even
- approximated this i1ull-enrollment, full-day, full-year
amount, costs incurred through providing food and
utilities, insurance coverage, repairs and otaer
expenses might not seem as high as they currently do.
- The 276 family day care providers interviewed in this
study estimated their actual gross annual earnings.
In Washingtcn and Alaska--contrasting with the possible
- $5,700 income frocm caring for four unrelated children
full-day, year rouni in trose statss--more than 78% of
the providers earn!3,000cr .ess per year. In Oregon,
with & $3.50 daily naximur, 72% of the famiiy day care
providers earn $1,5)0 or less annually rather than the
figure of $3,973. Of the Idaho providers who operate
- under a $3.00 per day ceiling, 85% estimate their annual
earnings at $1.500 or less, rather than the potential
$3,406 under f1ll-earollment.

- From the provi lers annual earnings must be deducted the
following cost i:

-- Food f.r ¢k~ children in care.

-~ Utilit.es.

- -- Extra repairs and cleaning supplies.
-- Cost o~ toys, crarons bicvcles, etc.

-- Gas fo pr:vate c..: when it is used for field
trins ur t1anspor.ing children.

p-:0
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-- Telephone (if extra costs involved) .
-~ Liability insurance (if available).
-- Bad debts.

Taxes and FICA.

Although estimates of these expenses vary wideiy from
home to home, close record of 25 family day care pro-
viders' costs was kept by the Community Family Day Care
Project.* The providers in this project received gross
houxrly earnings of $1.48 for an 1l hour day (this
compares closely with our constructed hourly rates in
washington and Alaska--$1.95; Oregon--$1.37; and Idaho--
$1.17). The providers da.ly expenses were recorded for
the project for such items as food, utilities, supplies,
equipment, insurance, bad debts, rent, etc. These
expenses ware averaged ani after subtracting those
costs from the weekly earnings the average net hourly
rate for family day care »roviders was $.72 or 51%

lower than the gross hourly rate. Applying the same
cost proportion to the gross hourly rate in the states
of Region X, the net hourly family day care provider
earnings after expenses would be:

Washingtcn $.96
Oregon .70
Idaho .57
Alaska .96

Implications of the 1972 FDCR Cost Reggirements for
Family Day Care Homes. ’

The 1972 FDCR affect family day care home CoOsts less
than they do center costs, This is txue with the
exception of group settings whicn care for up to 10 or
12 children and require an additional caregiver, thereby
reducing the providers daily earnings by half.

Although proportionally more family day care homes were
out of compliance with items on the proposed 1972 FDCR
than were centers, the arcas of non-compliance were not
usually so zostly. For exanple, the main cent.er cost
jtem--personnel, vhich 1s 30 greatly affected by the
changed staff ’chi.d ratio Zor centers, is not greatly
affected in the h-.me care =ituation. As long as no

*tuls, June Solni:, Oper .e oor...See the Peo le,
(Pasadena, Califo-ria: Pusi11¢ Jaks College, . )
g. 73.
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more than one child under three years cld is in care per
home, the 1972 standards would not affect the current
permissible ratios in Oregon, Idaho, and Alaska (1:6).
In Washington, potential.y more providers would be
affected. They probably would decide to reduce the

number of children in their care if they actually had

children up to the current 1:10 ratio permissible for
children 2-12 years old.

In addition, since home care situations do not have to
support special purpose day care facil..ty expenses;

meet institutional fire narshal inspect.ions; cover
employer's share of employee benefits; provide extensive
special equipment (e.g., small tables and chairs, large
outdoor equipment, etc.) etc., providing care in a home
setting involves fewer f.xed overhead costs, thereby
reducing the total cost of care under any standards.

Many of the areas with which family day care providers
were out of compliance w.th the 1972 FDCR déid not involve
purchasing anything to meet the standard e.g., record
keeping, improved planning for emergencies, and pre-
paration of a written daily plan. In crder to comply
with these requirements, providers' time would be
required. In an already long, 11 hour, caregiving day,
these extra time recuireaents could be too burdensome;
and would reduce net hou:ly income even further.

Several additional costs would be added for many pro-
viders. These include:

-~ Fire extirgiishecs.
-- Mnre consum:ble supplies.

~~ An additional meil or snack.

The foliowing points sumaarize the implications of the
1972 FDCR fer family day care homes:

1. Some family da: core providers would have to
reduce the numt °r of children in their care
in order to meet the 1972 FDCR. Since the
pernitted numbe r of children s based on age,
those provider: interested in earniny the full
amcunt nossible may decide not to accept children
veurger *nan trree. 1t is th:s aqge group that
roduces the number of children al.owed; yet, no
increased compensation is made for their care.

. -
-)‘.& -
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- 2. It initial expenses related to physical
safety, such as the purchase of a fire
extinguisher, first aid kit, liability
insurance, and, in some instances,
fencing, were added only to providers who
care for federally funded children, some
providers may cheose not to accept them.

3. The cost to parents and providers to
- implement the 1972 FDCR in family day
care home settings is considerably less

than it would be in centers.

- 4. The additional provider time required for
record keeping and preparing written
activity schedules would reduce the net

hourly income of these providers.

©
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- IXI. PROPOSED REGIONAL OFFICE STRATEGIES

Presently, there is considerable controversy as to the
objectives of day care. It has been regarded as a com-
prehensive, developmental service for children and also
as a more custodial, limited service which frees parents
- for work. These competing views have created confusion
throughout governmental levels and agencies associated
with day care, as well as among day care providers. The
- view of day care as a comprehensive, primary service is
reflected in the Federal Day Care Requirements, while
the states view child care as a service whicn supports
other major priorities such as manpower training and
employment. It is undeniabie that the availability of
day care is strongly associated with objectives that are
of current national interest, such as reducing federal
- expenditures for welfare and/or increasing the "employ-
ability” of previously unsk:lled individuals. Because
of this strong association, it is critical to reach a
- consensus on the purposes of day care and to strengthen
both the vertical coordination among levels of government
and the horizontal integrat.on of efforts among the many
branches and agencies of government whose activities
relate to child welfare and manpowver suppoxt.

The history of weak state and local commitment to day
- care quality standards cevelopment and to local planning
for day care services, illustrates the need for federal
involvement in child care, hoth financial aid and
federal standards which ensure a minimum level cf gquality.
In fact, the four states in Region X have upgraded their
own state standards since t:e adoption of the 1968
Federa)l Day Care Requirements. However, there remains a
- wide variance in the relativ: adequacy of stata standards

and an uneven implementatior. of the federal standards in

Region X.

The mere existence of the 1¢6& and 1972 FDCR does not
posit a strong federal prescnce in the day care field.
In fact, FDCR implementatior has paralleled the traditional
federal role in social services: the state plan merely
undergoes a federal pro forng_monitoring--compliance
review and FDCP monitoring relates only to fiscal account-
- ability. Of little concern are the capabilities of local
government to implement programs, the unequal distribution
of resources, or state and local performance incentives.
- It can be argued for many ra2asons, that the FDCR exist
mainly on paper, with state licansing requirements serving
as the effective standards for state monitoring of quality
day care. In many respects, bo:-h the state and federal
government Jace similar orcolems irn enforcing FDCR.
Neither has effective moaitoring or information systems to

Q P-_3 .
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enforce FDCR or effective systems to plan the allocation
of resources. Both manage day care in response to crises
rather than based on rational planning.

Somewhere along the line...either at the federal, state,
or local level...someone is going to have to moenitor the
use of resources, establish and enforce reasonable stan-
dards of guality and safety, and implement day care as it
should be through improved integratich and coordination.

The movement by the federal government toward broader
block grant programs will provide new resources and
responsibility to both governors and local chief execu-
tives over many social service activities. These initia-
tives, coupled with more integrated social gervices
delivery programs, will test state and local capabilities
to deal with social programs, including day care. This
decentralization requires that the federal government
work with the local goverrmental units to help them
successfully assume these increased responsibilities for
planning and delivering quality gervices.

Options and Strategies for Federal Involvement in Day
Care.

This section briefly desc.'ibes four potential federal
regional strategies for improving the quality of day
care. Each of the four s:rategies will require action
by state and local agenci.:s, as well as the Federal
Region. The strategies wure develnped based on the
findings presented in Volume II of the final report.
The most striking feature of the findings was in the
area nf administration and coordination of federally-
funded day care. The regulatory aspect of day care
program administration--monitoring~-was significantly
understaff.-d. Efforts to meet other administrative
responsibilities such as the development of training
programs, upgrading program quality, etc., were relatively
ineffectual where they dic exist.

mhi.re are several terms thiat require definition to
ensure consistent interpr :tation.

-- Strategy. An ove "all policy designed to
accomplish a desi ‘e¢ outcome.

-- Assumpri.on. The >reconditions necessary to
inplement the strataogy.

-~ Tactics. Sre zpo i.1¢ actions required tc
:mpIemnnt the strategy.

(R TR
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The advantages and disadvantages

- -~ Implications.
of any qfven strategy.

- -~ Participant Grougs. Those governmental units
or groups of individuals who will interact in
the implementation of a strategy.

‘ p-25 |
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FOUR STRATEGIES BEST COPY RVAILABLE

STRATEGY I
The Federal Strong Arm Strategy

A Federal-State social services development planning and
coordination process--to improve the use and evaluation
of day care services and to assure their guality provi-
sion. Concurrently, the federal regional office would
begin a performance or quality audit, in addition to the
financial audits of day care services in the four states
to assure compliance with federal standards.

STRATEGY II
The Federal Deierence Strategy

A Federal-State social services development planning and
coordination process~--to improve the use and evaluation
of day care services and to assure their quality provi-
cion. Initially a strong federal presence in performance
and fiscal auditing to assure compliance with federal
<tandards. As states increase their capabilities to
assure quality day care, the feieral role diminishes.

STRATEGY IIX
The Fedcral Hands-Off Strategy

A federal withdrawal from day care except to provide funds
for low incume families in need of day care services.
Minimum qualiity of day care will be determined at the state
and local levels or by the markecplace. The fedexal role
would be confined to fiscal aué.-ing of the use of federal
funds.

STRATEGY IV

The Federal Encouragement Strategy

tie toderal regional office would encourage states to develop
vlarning and allocation syster. foxr day care. The federal
regional office would develop wual.ity day care guidelines for
centes. The states would (ccept these guidelines totally,
14 rare, or rejest them. The focad point for decision making
recardin; planniag and level of guality of day care gservices
would be at the state ‘ovel.

040
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Primary Assumptions Underlying the Four Strategies.

Assumption $1

There will be a continuation of Federal Day Care
Standards.

This condition is required for Strategy Iorll
to be implemented.

Assumption #2

There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care
Standards.

This condition is required for Strategy III or IV to
be implemented.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FOUR STRATEGIES
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STRATEGY I

The Federal Strong Arm Stxategy

A Federal~State social services development planning and
coordination process~-t0o .mprove the use and evaluation of
day care services and to assure their quality provision.
Concurrently, the federal regional office would begin a per-
‘ormance or guality audit, in addition to the financial
audits of day care services in the four states to assure
compliance with federal sctandards.

STRATEGY II

The Federal Defexence Strategy

A Federal-State social services development plannirg and
coordination process--to improve the use and evaluation of
day care services and to assure their 7uality provision.
Initially a strcng tederal presence in performance and
fiscal auditing to assure compliance with federal stan-
dards. As states increase their capabilities to assure
quality day care, the federal role diminishes.

* % * *

STRATEGY III

The Federal Hands-Off Strategy

A federal withdrawal from day care except to provide funds
for low income families in necd of day care services.
Minimum quaiity of day csre wil. Dde determined at the state
and local levels or by tle marketplace. The federal role
would be confined to fiscal auditing of the use of federal
funds.

STRATEGY IV

Trhe Federal Encouragement Strategy

The federal regional :»ffice would encourage states to
sovelop a planning anl allocatior system for day care.
e tederal regional office woulé develop quality day
sar :videlines for tihe states. The states would accept
noee maidelines totally. ir part, or reject them. The
ccal point :or decis.on maring regarding planning and
.ol of quaiity of day care services would be at the

A ..‘."\10
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- Relationships of the Four Strategies to BEach Other.
Common Features of Strategies I and II

- Planning
Federal Region works to assure vertical coordination of day care
- from the local level to the federal regional level and horizon-
- tal integration of day care with all other social services.
. Standard Setting
-~ Standard setting is at the federal level with ccmpliance

monitoring at the state level. State reporting requirements
to Federal Region on compliance activities.

Participant Groups

Federal regional office, state social gservice agencies, local

- units of goverment, local providers and parents.
Direction of Input
= Federal regional initiatives' f£low down to states and local

levels. Local and state input flow upward in response to
federal initiatives. '

Funding
Continue cur-rent sources of funding. Possible expansion of fund-
- ing to include special revenue sharing and/or HUD planning grants.
L 2 R B
Common Features of Strategies III and IV
Planning

The option to plan or not p.an lies with the state.

Standard Setting

The primary focus of standard sotting is at the state level.
Local units of government may decide to establish local stan-
dards which complement or exceed state standards.

- Participant Groups

State social service acencies will determine who will parti-
cipate. Federal regional office and local office input will

- be at the discretion of the states. Federal regional office
will continue tc monitor for fiscal accountability of federal
funds.

Funding

Funding will continue from current sources, i.e., Federal
Title IV-A with state matching. (Local matching will be

determined on the basis of the final form of the new DHEW
social serv.ce regulations.)

S P-2% 10943
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STRATEGY 1

The Federal Strong Arm Strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and coor-
dination process--to improve the use and evaluation of day care
services and to assure their quality provision. Coacurrently,
the federal regional office would begin a performance Or
quality audit, in addition to the financial audit of day care
services to assure compliance with federal standards.

Assumgtion
There will be a continuation of federal standards.

Q
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Federal Regional Office Tactics for Strateqy 1I.

- 1. The federal regional office would increase
its monitoring and performance evaluations
of state administering agency activities
related to day care and FDCR implementation.
This would involve assigning three federal
regional staff to monitor state administering
- agency activities and to provide technical
assistance to the states as appropriate.

2. The staff assigned to monitor state activities

- will need to develop formal and specific FDCR
monitoring guidelines both for day care provider

monitoring and monitoring of state activities.

3. The staff will work with the state and local
agencies in the Region responsible for planning
- and delivering social services. Provide assis-
tance in the development of a planning and
coordination process to ensure that quality day
care issues are considered in the overall

- planning process for social services.

©
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STRATEGY I

The Federal Strong Arm Strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and coor-
dination process--to improve the use and evaluation of day care
services and to assure their quality provision. Concurrently,
the federal regional office would begin a performance or
quality audit, in addition to the financial audit of day care
services to assure compliance with federal standards.

Assumgtion
There will be a continuation of federal standards.
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State Tactics for Strategy ..

1.

10.

11.

12.

Determine the total number of mandays required
to monitor day care, and assign additional
staff to monitoring as needed.

Develop, in coordination with the federal
regional office, a FDCR monitoring guide to
evaluate the quality of care provided by state
day care operators.

Develop and provide in-service training for
each staff member assigned to day care monitor-
ing to increase state competency.

Conduct a state-wide inventory of community
resources available to provide the support
services required under the 1972 FDCR.

Familiarize all day care operators who care for
federally funded children with the new federal
requirements.

conduct a study of the costs of providing care
under the 1972 FDCR and adjust the payment
schedule to reflect the increased costs.

Develop a set of standarcized forms for federally-
supported day care operators to use for record
keepirg purposes.

Write and implement a grievance procedure for
parents of children in federally-supported
sCttings.

Devclop an interview guide for providers to use
when interviewing parents at time of enrollment.

Offer all day care providers a low cost liability
insurunce at the time of licensing.

Develop the needed support systems to gather and
process the information required for a guarterly
action report to Federal Region X.

Modify current organizational structure and
assign day care monitoring workers to regional
(or local) offices.

'n cooperation with local agencies and the
fed-ral regional office, design a social service

i ninc and coordination process.



STRATEGY I

The Federal Strong Arm Strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and coor-
dination process--to improve tne use and evaluation of day care
services and to assure their quality provision. Concurrently,
the federal regional office would begin a performance Or
quality audit, in addition to the financial audit of day care
services to assure compliance with federal standards.

Assumption

Phere will be a continuation of federal standards.
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Ltocal Tactics for Strategy 1.

1. Obtain legislation, if needed, giving local
and areawide governments the power to deal
with day care planning and coordination.

2. wWork with the federal regional office and the
- gtates in the design of a social service
planning and coordination process.

3. Improve local information and referral sources
related to day care and examine local service

linkages.

4. Revitalize or rethink appropriate coordinative
- roles for the local 4-C groups.

ERIC
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STRATEGY I

The Federal Strong Arm Strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and coor-
dinaticn process--to improve the use and evaluation of day care
services and to assure their quality provision. Concurrently,
the federal regional office would begin a performance orx
quality audit, in adiition to the financial audit of day care
services to assure compliance with federal standards.

Assumption
There will be & continuatior of federal standards.
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Impli- ations of Strategy Z-

Potential disadvantages of the strategy arue:

1.

2.

An increased cost to the federal regional office
for staff and gtaff-related expenses.

An increase in the per day, per child cost at
the provider level if 1972 FDCR are adopted

and enforced.

A significant increase in administrative costs
to the states to increase staff for the moni-

toring functions.

Increase in indirect costs for training pro-
viders and state staffs.

Increased compliance efforts could decrease
the supply of day care available to federally

funded children.

This strategy does not reward increased state
capacities in monitoring and planning.

advantages of the strateg::

1.

provides the federal regional office a mechanism
to effectively monitor state activities. The
monitoring system is based on standardized

performance inédicators.

Ensures that the quality of care is av least
equal to the 1972 FDCR.

provides both the states and the federal regional
office with an action plan that is continually
updated to meet changing conditions.

A planning process is initiated that will inte-
grate quality day care with the other social
service planning efforts.

A mechanism is developed to provide continuity
between local, state, and federal efforts in

social service celivery.
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STRATEGY I

The Federal Scrony Arm Strategy

A federal-state cocial services development planning and cocr-
dination process--to improve the use and evaluation of day care
services and to assure their quality provision. Concurrently,
the federal regional office would begin 1 performance or
quality audit, in addition to the financial audit of day care
services to assure compliance with federal standaxds.

Assumpticn

There will be a continuation of Zederal standards.
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The Federal Strong Arm Strategy is a two-part strategy
designed to enable the federal regional office and the
- states to upgrade the quality of care in Region X. The
focus is on what was found to be the weakest link in
the current delivery system~-administration and coordir-~-
tion. The strategy requires an increased effort on the
- part of the federal regional offices in the area of
performance auditing of state activities in the adminis-
tration of day care programs. This performance auditing
is in addition to the fiscal auditing currently underway.
The states are required to increase staff in both a
guantitative and qualitative sense to more effectively
monitor day care providers. The second part of the
- strategy requires the design and implementation of a
social service development planning process. This process
will move quality day care issues from the periphery of
- social service planning and delivery to become an inte-
grated entity with all other social services which day

care supports.

©
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STRATEGY 11

A Federal Deference Strategy

A federal~state social services development planning and
coordination process to improve the use and evaluation of
day care resources and to assure their quality provision.
Initially a strong feleral presence in performance and
fiscal auditing to assure compliance with federal standards.
As states increase their capabilities to assure quality day
care, the federal role diminishes.

Assumption

There will be a continuation of rederal standards
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Federal Regional Office Tactics for Strategy II1.

1.

The federal regional office would increase its
monitoring and performance evaluations of state
administering agency activities related to day
care and FDCR implementation. This would involve
assigning three federal regional staff to moni-
tor state administering agency activities and to
provide technical assistance to the states as
appropriate.

The staff assigned to monitor statz activities
will need to develop formal and specific FDCR
monitoring guidelines both for day care provider
monitoring and monitoring state activities.

The staff will work with the state and local
agencies in the Region responsible for planning
and delivering social services. Provide assist-
ance in the development of a planning and
coordination process to ensure that quality

day care issues are considered in the overall
planning process for social services.

The application of a deference policy requires
that performance criteria be developed. These
indicate the various points at whickL federal
deference to state activities can begin to be
applied. To most effectively implement a
deference strategy, it is recommended that a
tactic of gradual deference be used by the
regional office. Gradual deference requires,
first, the identification of the indicators that
need to be met by the states for total federal
deference. Then, as states meet Or exceed one
or more criteric in the deference package,
federal monitoring of that component would be

phased out. .

The suggested deference indicators are:

1. That 95% of all types of federally-supported
day care providers in a state comply with any
one section of the 1972 FDCR. (An example:
The section entitled Ensuring Safety of
Buildings and Premises.)

2. Adequate performance of state agencies is
demonstrated in the following areas:

A. The assiqgnment of sufficient qualified
ctaff to mo-.itor the day care providers
under the jarisdiction of the qdministering
agency.
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STRATEGY II

A Federal Deference Strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and
coordination process <O improve the use and evaluation of
day care resources and to assure their quility provision.
Initially a strong federal presence in performance and
fiscal auditing to assure compliance with federal standards.
As states increase thair capabilities to assure quality day
care, the federal role diminishes.

Assungtion
There will be a continuation oI federal standards
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B. The administuring agency has arranged
required health services for the children
in care and has a functional plan for obtain-

- ing new health statements.

C. The agency has developed a written parent
- grievance procedure.

D. The agency has a working plan for arrang-=
ing psychological and social services for
children in care.

E. The agency hus developed plans for pro-

- viding training for day care providers.
~ F. The agency has an advisory group composed
- of at least 50% parents and i.is group is
functioning.
- 5., Application of deference can algo be used when

states upgrade thelr state standards to meet or
exceed the 1972 FDCR. The state standards

- would take precedence over federal standards
when the state standards meet or exceed federal

standards.

Q
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STRATEGY II

A Federal Deference Strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and
coordination process to improve the use and evaluation of
day care resources and to assure their quality provision.
Initially a strong federal presence in performance and
fiscal auditing to assure compliance with federal standards.
As states increase their capabilities to assure quality day
care, the federal role diminishes.

Assumption

There will be a continuation of federal standards



State Tactics for Strategy II. BEST Cop Y AVAILABLE

1. Determine the total number of mandays required
to monitor day care, and assign additional
staff to monitoring as needed.

. 2. Develop, in coordination with the federal
regional office, a FDCR monitoring guide to
- evaluate the quality of care provided by state

day care operators.

- 3. Develop and provide in-service training for
each staff member assigned to day care monitor-
ing to increase state competency.

4. Conduct a state-wide inventory of community
resources available to provide the support
services required under the 1972 FDCR.

5. Familiarize all day care operators who care for
federally funded children with the new federal
- reguirements.

6. Conduct a study of the costs of providing care
under the 1972 FDCR and adjust the payment
schedule to reflect the increased costs.

7. Develop a set of standardized forms for federally-
= supported day care operators to use for record
keeping purposes.

- 8. Write and implement a grievance procedure for
parents of children in federally-supported
settings.

9, Develop an interview guide for providers to use
when interviewing parents at time of enrollment.

= 10. Offer all day care providers a low cost liability
insurance at the time of licensing.

- 11. Develop the needed support systems to gather and
process the information required for a Quarterly
action report to Federal Region X.

12. Modify current organizational structure and
assign day care monitoring workers to regional
. (or local) offices.

13. In cooperation with local agencies and the
. federal regional office, design a social service
- planning and coordination process.

ERIC P-39 30059
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STRATEGY Il
A Federal Deference Strategy

A federal-state social servicas davelopment planning and
coordination nre~c33 .0 1mprove +%> use and evaluation of
day care resonrres and tn aseve their quality precvision.
Initially & strong federal presence in performance and
£iscal auditing to assure compliance with federal standards.
As states increase their capabilities to assure quality day
care, the federal role diminishes.

Assumgtion
There will be a continuation of federal standards
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Local Tactics for Strategy II.
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1. Obtain legislation, if needed, giving local
o and areawide governments the power to deal
with day care planning and coordination.

2. Work with the felderal regional office and the
states in the desiyn of a social service
planning and coordination process.

3. Improve local information and referral sources
- ' related to day care and examine local service
linkages.
L YW N Y Y R
AR ¢ -t
4. Revitalize or rethink appropriate coordinative
roles for the local 4-C groups.
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STRATEGY II

A Federal Deference Stratedy

A federal-state sccial services development planning and
coordination process to improve the use and evaluation of
day care resources and to assure their quality provision.
Initially a strong federal presence in performance and
fiscal auditing to assure corpliance with federal standards.
As states increase their capabilities to assure quality day
care, the federal role diminishes.

Assunption

There will be & continuzation of federal standards
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- Implications of Strategy II. BEST COPY AvAILABLE

Potential disadvantages of the gstrategy are:

1. An increased cost to the federal regional office
for staf+< and staff~-related expenses.

2. An incre2ase in the per day, per child cost at
the provider level if 1972 FDCR are adopted

- and enforced.

3. A significant increase in administrative costs
to the states to increase staff for the moni-~

toring functions.

4. Increase in indirect costs for training pro-

- viders and state staffs.
5. Increased compliance efforts could decrease the
- supply of day care available to federally funded
children.

6. This strategy does not reward increased state
capacities in monitoring and planning.

- Advantages of the strategy:
1. Provides the federal regional office a mechanism
- to effectively mcnitor state activities. The

monitoring system is based on performance.

- 2. Fnsures that the quality of care is at least
egual to the 1972 FDCR.

3. Provides both the states and the federal regional
- of f:~e with an action plan that is continually
updated to meet changing conditions.

- 4. Federal efforts to improve quality of care are
focused on those states where quality of care is
lowest. :

5. Enables the federal regional office to lessen
their presence when the states' capabilities

are increased.

6. Provides incentives to the state for improving
capabilities for the administration of day care

T - programs.

7. A mechanism for eliminating the dual licensing
system is provided.
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STRATEGY II

A Federal Deference strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and
coordination process to improve the use and evaluation of
day care resources and to assure their quality provision.
Initially a strong federal presence in performance and
fiscal auditing to assure compliance with federal standards.
As states increase their capabilities to assure quality day
care, the federal role dim.nishes.

Assumgtion
There will be a continuation of federal standa:ds
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= 8. A planning process is initiated that will
integrate quality day care with the other
social service planning efforts.

9. A mechanism is developed to provide continuity
between local, state, and federal efforts in

social service delivery.

fOAED
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STRATEGY II
A Federal Deference Strategy

A federal-state social services development planning and
coordination process to improve the use and evaluation of
day care resources and to assure their quality provision.
Initially a strong federal presence in performance and
fiscal auditing to assure compliance with federal standards.
As states increase their capabilities to assure quality day
care, the federal role diminishes.

Assuvmption

There will be a continuation of federal standards
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Summary: Strategy II.

BEST COPY Avayiagyg

The Federal Deference Strategy is designed both to
accomplish an upgrading of the quality of day care in
Region X and to provide incentives to the states for
improved performance. This strategy requires an initial
increased effort by the federal regional office in
performance auditing of the states' administration of the
- day care program. The federal role diminishes as state
capacities and capabilities increase. A mechanism is
provided to eliminate the federal day care requirements
as state standards more closely reflect the objectives

of the FDCR.

- The second part of the strategy requires the design and
implementation of a social service development planning
process. This process will move quality day care issues
from the periphery of social service planning and

- deiivery to become an integrated entity with all other
social services which day caie supports.
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STRATEGY IXl

The Federal Hands~-Off Strategy

A federal withdrawal from day care except to provide funds
for low income families in need of day care services.
Quality of day care will be determined at the state or
local level or by the tolerance of the market place.

Assumption

There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care
Standards.
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- Federal Regional Office Tactics for Strategy TII.
o This strategy is based on the concept that the existence

and quality of day care is a matter of state and local

responsibility. It rejects the view that matters of

developmental services for children and support gervices

related to employment are appropriately the responsibility

of the federal government. This strategy assumes that

child care is not a matter of fundamental national

= interest, nor is it related to the national general
welfare. Therefore, there is no need for federal quality
standards, guidelines, or requirements for the use of

- federal funds for day care services. Rather, standards
should vary with state and local circumstances.

1f this strategy were followed, Federal Day Care Require-~
ments would be abolished. A responsibility for assuring
the quality of federally funded day care services would
rest with the states and localities. Federal funds for
= day care would still be available, but their use would
be up to the state or local government. Any lack of
local capabilities to program day care monies or any
- problems related to the uneven distribution of services
or uneven service quality are not matters warranting
federal intervention. The federal government has no
responsibil’ty for state and local program mix, stan-
dards, or impact of the funds allocated for day care.
Federal concern is limited to fiscal accountability, not

programmatic issues.
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STRATEGY IIX

The Federal Hands-0ff Strategy

A federal withdrawal frem day care except to provide funds
for low income families in need of day care services.
Quality of day care will be determined at the state or
local level or by the tolerance of the market place.

Assumption
There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care
Standards.
i4da
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State Tactics for Strategy III.

Under a Federal Hands-Off Policy, it would be each
state's option as to what role, level of commitment,
and quality standards would apply to day care. The
- level of monitoring effort and existence of sanctions
for non-compliance with state standards would also be

a matter of state discreticn.

- Under such a federal policy, several options are avail-
able to states.
- 1. The state could assume increased responsibility

for development and monitoring standards for
quality day care, and for improving day care's
position among state social services.

mhe state could maintain a status quo position.

- 5. 7he state could reduce the scope of current
state standards.

1L, state could withdraw from day care
iicensing.
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STRATEGY IXI

The Federal Hands-Off Strategy

A federal withdrawal from day care except to provide funds
for low income families in need of day care services.
Quality of day care will be determined at the state Or
local level or by the tolerance of the market place.

Assumption
There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care
Standards.
| Hég
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- Local Tactics for Strategy III.  prer popy RYAILABLE

The local levels of government have several options
available under this strategy, depending in part, on
- the role assumed by the states.

1. Develop improved local standards and integrate
services.

2. Maintain the status quo.

- 3. Develop local planning capabilities for social
services.

o -‘,' '.‘ ” 7 3
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STRATEGY III

The Federal Hands-Off Strateay

A federal withdrawal from day care except to provide funds
for low income families in need of day care services.
Quality of day care will be determined at the state or
local level or by the tolerance of the market place.

Assuaption

There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care
Standards.
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Implications of strategy I BEST COPY AVAILABLE

The abolishment of federal standards would represent a
major shift in federal policy. The potential disadvan-
- tages of this strategy include:

1. Quality of day care in the states could be
- lowered in the absence of federal standards.

2. The potential for the federal government to
- assure minimum quality care for all federally
funded children would be removed.

3. As federal emphasis (through standards)
- decreases, quality day care could become an
even lower priority item at the federal,
state, and local levels, with fewer resources

- allocated.

4. low standards may encourage the entry of
providers who have limited abilities to meet

~ the needs of children.

= The potential advantages of the strategy are:

1. There are no additional costs for the federal
- regional office.

2. Possible decrease in the cost of day care at
the provider level, as minimum standards become

less demanding.

3. JProbable reduction in costs to the states
- because of reduced staff needs for monitoring.

4. Reduced indirect costs if no training is given
e to day care providers.

5. A possible increase in the subply of day care.

©
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STRATEGY III

The Federal Eands-Off Strategy

A federal withdrawal from day care except to provide funds
for low income families in need of day care services.
Quality of day care will be determined at the state or
local level or by the tolerance of the market place.

Assumption
There will not be a cortinuation of Federal Day Care
Standards.
P- "‘6('.
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Summary: Strategy III.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

The Federal Hands-0ff Policy removes the federal govern-
ment from any involvement in day care except the purchase
of day c-re services. The quality of care avaiiable will
be determined by the actions of state and local govern-
- ments which decide what day care standards they will
require providers to meet. The probable consequence of
this strategy would be lower quality care available to
consumers in many states and a more uneven distribution

hl of quality care opportunities.
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STRATEGY IV

The Federal Encouragement Strategy

The federal regional office would encourage states to develop
planning and allocation systers for day care. The federal
regional office would develop guidelines for the states for
quality day care standards. The states would be able to
accept these guidelines tctally or in part, or reject them.
The states would be the fccal point for decision making
regarding planning and levels of quality of day care gservices.

Assumption

There will not be a contiruation or Federal Day Care Require-
ments.
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- Federal Regional Office Tactics for Strategy IV.

This study indicstes that states, while varying widely
-~ on their licensing regulations, generally all have

mounted minimal efforts to improve day care services

programming or to provide an overall planning~resource

- allocation framework in which day care, as a support
service, is related to other gservices. The emphasis on
. a planning framework is particularly appropriate with the
- emergence of general and special revenue sharing. It
may be incumbent on the states to develop a framework

so that WIN resources, manpower special revenue sharing,
the 4-C mechanisms, etc., are all linked and mutually
- supporting, particularly with a corresponding cutback
in the total amount of federal aid for day care services.
The wide dispersion of existing federal monies for day
care further indicates a need for some overall) frame-
work within which functional programming can be under-
taken for day care.

- Fven in the absence of federal standards, the govern-
ment should encourage states and localities to maximize
the impact of federal dollars expended. A mechanism for

- ensuring maximum impact is the development of an inte-
grated state planning/allocation process. The federal
encouragemerit role could include:

1. Federal support, encouragement, and technical
assistance to local, regional, and state
governments to develop social planning capa-

= bilities.
2. Encourage states to adopt model day care
- licensing and provide technical assistance

in implementation.

3. Make available information gathered from
evaluations of previous government pilot and
demonstration on social service delivery
(clearinghouse function). .

4. The federal regional office would continue
the current fiscal audit of day care in the
- four states.

©
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STRATEGY IV
The Federal Encouragement Strategy

The federal regional office would encourage states to develop
planning and allocation systems for day care. The federal
regional office would develop guidelines for the states for
quality day care standards. The states would be able to
accept these guidelines totally or im part, or reject them.
The states would be +he focal point for decision making
regarding planning anc levels of quality of day care gservices.

Assumption

There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care Require-
ments.
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- State Tactics for Strategy IV.

1. States should begin immediately to design a
- social service process to ensure the construc-
tive phasing of general and special revenue
sharing with existing social services policy
processes, categorical aid, and other planning-

- coordination systems.
2. The states would review their current standards
- to determine if the model licensing law is
appropriate.
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STRATEGY IV
The Federal Encouragement Strategy

The federal regional office would encourage states to develop
planning and allocation systems for day care. The federal
recional office would develop guidelines for the states f{or
quality day care standards. The states would be able to
accept these guidelines totally or in part, or reject them.
The states would be the focal point for decision making
regarding planning and levels of Quality of day care services.

Assu@gtion

There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care Require-~
ments.
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Local Tactics for Strateay IV.

1. It is suggested that staff support for the
- 4~C committee be lodged in the COG or
regional planning body.

2. Metropolitan governments would@ 40 more to
further the integration of social services
by establishing broader and more ercompassing
Offices of Human Resources rather than estab-
- lishing an Office of Child Care alone.

3. Engage in state-local cooperative efforts to
develop a social service planning process.

4. Metropolitan and local areas (local 4-C's)
should encourage linkages among local
providers, such as day care systems, and
information and referral services for coor-
dinating locally available day care

- resources.

©
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STRATEGY IV
The Federal Encouracgement Strategy

The federal regional office would encourage states to develop
planning and allocation systems for day care. The federal
regional office would develop guidelines for the states for
quality day care standards. The states would be able to
accept these guidelines totally or in part, or reject them.
The states would be the focal point for decision making
regarding planning and levels of quality of day care services.

Assumption
There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care Require-
ments.
- 5%
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Implications of Strategy 1IV.

Disadvantages of the strategy are:

1.

2.

1he quality of day care is not increased in
the short-run.

Federal monitoring is reduced to fiscal
accountanility, rather than performance
monitoring.

General federal goals and objectives for
day care services may not be achieved unless
states voluntarily accept suggested ideas.

As quality day care becomes a lower priority
item at the federal level, lower levels of
resources may be allocated.

The advantages of the strategy are:

1.

2.

There are minimal auditional costs for the
federal regional office.

Possible decr@ase in cost of day care at the
provider level.

Probable reduction in cost of day care to the
states bhecause of reduced staff needs for
monitoring, in the short-run.

keduzed indirect costs ir no training is given
to day care providers.

states are free to determine their own priorities
and fit cday care into overall priorities.

States are able to use the resources of the
federal regional office in the manner in which
they choose.

State capakilities for social service delivery
are enhanced in the long-run if they choose to
adopt model day care licensing and a social
service development planning process.

Cost efficiencies resulting from coordinated

planning and programming would save the states
anct localities morey in the lcng run.
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STRATEGY 1V
The Federal Encouragement Strategy

The federal regional office would encourage states to develop
planning and allocation systems for day care. The fedcral
regional office would develop guidelines for the states for
quality day care standards. The states would be able to
accept these guidelines totally or in part, or reject them.
The states would be the focal point for decision making
regarding planning and levels of quality of day care services.

Assumption

There will not be a continuation of Federal Day Care Reguire-
ments.

Ps5ta

ERIC 20056

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Summary: Strategy IV. BEST COPY AVAILABLE

The Federal Encouragament Strategy changes the federal
role to one similar to its role prior to adoption of

- the 1968 FDCR. This role is the development of guide-
lines for day care licensing for states to adopt at
their discretion. The states would determiae the

- quality of care which would be required in the state.
States would also have the option to implement a
social service development process with the assistance

- of the federal regioa. The impact of this strategy on
the quality of care would probably be to maintain it
at the current level with a possible upgrading of
quality over time.
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CONCLUSIONS--FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The strategies yfresented in this section cover the two
major federal pclicy positions on day care standards
which are likely to be assumed in the near future.
These positions are: the adoption of the 1972 federal
standards in some form or the abolishment of federal

day care requirements.*

It is Unco's viewpoint that, at the present time, there
needs to be a continuation of federal day care require~-
ments. State requirements are not yet fully comprehen-
give enough to assure the quality of care that the
federal requirements specify. Further, without federal
requirements to provide the states with a baseline fcr
assessing quality care, it is probable that state
attention to providing adequate guality standards would
be irregular. From & financial viewpoint, there is an
appeal to the reduced cost features of strategies III
and IV. Hcwever, the probability that the impact of
these strategies would be a iower level of care wastes
prior investments in upgrading care and outweighs the
potential cost savings inherent in these two strategies.

™™o strategies are recormended to the regional office

should fsderal standards be continued. It is recommended
that Strategy 1I be adopted by the federal regional

office. This strategy, while having a high initial cos%,
does provide a continuing mechanism for the federal
regional office to take action to assure a level of
quality care within the region. At the same time, it

builds on current state and local capabilities in the
ficld of diy care, and provides incentives to the states

to increas: the.r capacities. The impact of this
gstrategy will bu:

-~ An effective monitoring network within the
Region.

-~ I inforration system which is continually
updated on which to base decisions.

-~ A planning=-allocation svstem which integrates
day care with all other social services, ind
providee coordination from the local level to
the federal level.

#1¢t should be r~ted that e: ther Strategy I or II can b2
implemented eve if the oniy action taken py the federal
governme:t 17 LO continue the 1968 requirements.
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~- A decreasing demand for federal regional office
support and resources as state capabilities
strengthen.

There are problems which need to be resolved before the
1972 FDCR can be inplemented. The states in this Region
have not made budgetary allowances for staff, training,
etc., required to successfully implement the new stan-
dards. The other levels of government involved (federal
and local) will have similar problems. To alleviate

these problems, a pilot program is necessary. It is
recommended that the Federal Regional Council (FRC) use
the 1972 FDC Requirements as the basis for a pilot program
to test the effectiveness of the FRC in carrying out its
responsibilities under Executive Order 11647. Specifically,
the functions of:

-=- Integrated program and funding plans.

-~ Supervision of interagency program coordination
mechanisns.

-~ Administrative procedures to facilitate day-
to-day interagency and intergovernmental
cooperation.

Day care is an excellent basis from which to begin because
it represents the epitume of the kinds of changes in
federal/state roles reguired under the New Federalism.
There exists a set of federal standards. Numerous
federal, state, and local agencies are involved in
delivering day care. The FRC provides a vehicle for
assessing the relationshi» between federal standards

and specifications, and state licensing regqulations, as
well as mechanisms for federal/state/local cooperation.

A pilot program built upon the base data developed in
this study would require the following tasks to be
performed:

-~ Have Fegion X designated as a pilot Region to
implement the 1972 #DCR. (Pilot would last
two years.)

-~ Notify the four states of the Region of the
proposed implementation strategy and the
pilot program.

-= The FRC should recuest transfer of funds to
carry out the deronstration program. These
funds could cover the increased costs to the
states, local goverments, and the regional

37
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office for the initial implementation. The
funds could be used to cover additional staff
costs, training of staff and providers, and
arranging support services. The estimated
cost for these functions is $500 - $600,000

per year.

~~- The FRC designates an interagency staff body
to carry out the federal functions in the
implementation ©f the strategy. This staff
shoald report directly to the FRC regarding

progress made in the program.

The primary purpose of this pilot is to demonstrate the
ability of the states with sufficient financial incentives
to carry out an effective enforcerment program to assure
quality day care. The secondary purpose of the pilot is
to determine if a coordinated planning process can be
designed and implemented to maximize the effectiveness

of social service delivery systems.

Proposed Implementation Timetable of the Pilot Program.

Once approval of the pilot is received, the following
timetable is recommended:

A. First Quarter of Pilot Program, Federal Actions:

1. 1In conjunction with the states, complete
the monitoring guide by the end of the first

guarter.

2. 2srovide any needed training to state staff
on the use of the monitoring guide.

3. Provide any other technical assistance the
states riay need to implement the monitoring
activities.

4. Establish the information clearinghouse and
initiate dissemination of information.

5. Begin nreliminary design of the plannina-
allccat.on systen in cooperation with state
and locul units of government.

State Actions:

1. Assist the federal regional office in the
developrnent of a monitoring guide.

090
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2. 1dentify staff needed to monitor day care
providers, recruit, and train staff as needed.
Deploy staff to regional office.

3. Notify providers of new requirements and
conduct regional orientation meetings.

4. Develop plan tc complete monitoring of
one-fourth of all providers in the second

¢ quarter.

- 5. Design information system to support
monitoring effects.

- 6. Begin design of a planning and allocation
process in cooperation with federal and local

levels of government.
Local Actions:

1. Assist federal-state staff in preliminary
= design of a planning and allocation process.

B. Second Quarter of Tilot Program, Federal Actions:

1. Complete design of planning and allocation
process.

2. Provide any technical assistance requested.

3. Submit six-mon:h progress report to central
- office.

State Actions:

1. Complete monitoring of one-fourth of day
care providers and develop plan to correct noted
deficiencies.

2. Identify initial training needs of
providers, develop training plan, and
provide appropriate training.

- 3. Submit quarterly action plan tu
federal regional office.

' 4. Complete desiga of planning-allocation
process in coopercticn with federal-state

, staff. Make any crgarnizational changes
required by the pianning process.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Local Actions:

1. Complete design of planning-allocation
process in cooperation with federal-local
staff. Make any orcanizational changes
required to implement the planning preccess.

Third Quarter of Pilot Program, Federal Actions:

1. Complete first performance audit of admin-
istering agencies.

2. Assist state and local government in the
implementation of the planning-allocation
process.

State Actions:

1. Complete quarterly action plan (an additional
one-fourth of providers should be monitored).

2. Implement the planning-allocation process.

3. Submit quarterly action report with new
action plan.

4. Update training plan.

5. Begin review of state standards with goals
of adopting model day care licensing.

Local Actions:

1. Implement the planning-allocation process.

Fourth Quarter of Pilot Program, Federal Actions:

1. Complete second performance audit.

2. Submit one year progress report to central
office.

State Actions:

1. Same as third quarter.

local Actions:

1. Same as third quarter.

Fifth Cuarter o7 Pilot Prooram, Federal Action::

1. Complete third performance audit of admi: .-
istering uagencies.

g
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Same as third quarter.

Local Actions:

- Same as third quarter
. F. Sixth Quarter of Pilot Program, Federal Actions:

- 1. Complete fourth quarter performance
audit of administering agencies.

- 2. Begin the application and defereace as
appropriate.

-— 3. Submit 18 month progress report to central
office with recommendations regarding feasibility
of implementation in the other federal regional

- offices.

State Actions:

-— 1. Same as third quarter.

2. Complete review of state standards and

- adopt model licensing laws, if possible.
Local Actions:

- 1. Same as third qguarter.

G. Seventh Quarter of Pilot Program, Federal Actions:
1. Complete performance audits where required.
- 2. Continue application of deference.
State Actions:
- 1. Same as third guarter.
Local Actions:
1. Same as third quarter.
0 - H. Eighth Quarter of Pilot Program, Federal Actions:
1. Same as seventh quarter.
¢ 2. End of incentive grants.
Q . : '
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3. ubmit finai roport to central office with
£inal recommendations for nationwide implementa=~

tion.

State Actions:

1., Same as third quarter.

2. State financial assumption after end of
incentive grants.

Local Actions:

1. Same as third quarter.

Throughout the life of the pilot program, adjustments it

modifications will be mada2, based on the experiences
gained. The states will nave to submit a budget t& t..«
governor which includes assumption of the financial
joad being covered by the incentive grants. With the
necessary system in pliace, each level of government wilt
have the ability to continue the strateqy. Because c?
the continual updating of plans, the system reflects
the current state of day care within the Region.
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