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FOREWORD
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< ‘ . . ’

In 1970 the Southern Regional Education Boarq’undertook the role of
'coordlneflng and developing the evaluqinon and-training compdnents

of the Southeastern Day Care Project. YThis was a collaborative ef fort
of the William H. Donner Foundation, the eight Southeastern state child
wetfare agencies, the regional offices of the Social and Rehabilitation
Sefvice and the Office of Chi'ld Development, ghong with SREB. I was a
three-year-demonstration project ta.belp the States develop their guide-
lines and procedures for state supported child day care for families
that are recipients of Aid to Families with Dependént Children.

- 4
This is an overall report of that project including i¥s activities
and ‘its results. The Southeastern Day Care Project produced several
other publications WhICh provided much greater deTall regardlng many
aspects of the project.

-

We are grateful for the financial support of the Donner Foundation
and the Social and Rehabilitation Service. We particularly wish to thank
tfe many persons from the states who assisted in this project as well as,~
staff from the Social and Rehabilitation Service and the Office of Child
Development in the Reglon IV office of the Department of Health, Education,

’

and Wel fare. . .

- »

We are also especially indebted to the persons who worked on the staff
of this project over Mije three-and-a-half yeags of its existence. The
- names of these peRsohs dre .listed in the Appendix.

Y
.

Harold L. McPheeters, M.D.
Director, Commission on Mental
Illness and Retardation
' Southern Regional Education Board
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. coordination, training and evaluation wert supported by individual contracts

‘the project.

PART 1 N

THE SOUTHEASTERN DAY CARE PROJECT: PHILOSOPHTES AND OBJECTIVES Y
~‘ N \ - .

“Project Originis '\\ . ' -

-. . . ) 7 - . | . ,
"In 1969 the Wildiam H. Donner Foundation chose a propitious time to begin
nstration project in how-to provide quality day care, because in
1960 a3, number of factors were coincidin® which created @ rich climate for
su¢h a prdject. ° .

.

First was the concern of the ‘Donner Foundation's staff and board about
the problems of fiinding quality day care for children. They took their con-
cern to Mr. Jule Sugarman, then acting directér of the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation, ‘who along with others in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, was aware of plans Yor a rapid expansion of publi®ly funded day
care for poor families and of the need for the C‘rafes"ro be ready With ex-
perlence) polacnes .and procedures when the expansion came.

L3
.

It was also about this T:me that privaté money was beginning to-‘be
used as mafching funds to get federal funds under the 1969 provision of
Title 1V-A of the Social Security Act. The Donner’ feundationfunds could
be well used as matching‘monéy to conduct demonstration projects that would
help the states get the needed experience in-providing day care for famllles N
‘served- by Aid To Fami lies wisth Dependenf Children (AFDC).

It also happend that at that time, the Southeastern states! (Region IV
of the DHEW) had had little experience in using public funds for day care,
and they needed an opportunity to-develop policies and procedures in antici-
pation of the coming expansion of publicly funded day care programs. After
discussions with the.child weTfége directors of the Region IV states, this

reglon was chosen as the place tg carry out a three-year demonstration.pro-
gram in day care.

The Donner Foundaflon gave funds equally To each of the eight state
wal fare departments, who put up this money as the local share for 75 percent ’
matching funds from the Title IV-A program. A coordinating agency was needed
to administer and coordqnafe The project, and Donner asked the Southern
Regional Education Board (SREB)Z to assume this role. SREB's efforts in

with each of the state wel'fare departments. - Thus, planning was begun for

the -jointly funded Southeastern Day Care Project (SDCP). -
e ;
IThe eight Sbutheastern .states are Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, ‘
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and- Tennessee.
. .; . . .

. “ .
2-’l’he Southern Reglonal Educatlon Board is an 1nte;state compact of 14

* Southern ‘state3 concerned mainly with facilitating higher education through

regional action. The Mental Health Program of] the SREB has & special interest
in human service programs such as day care, and agreed to be coordinator of

The eight states participating in the SDCP are also member
states of the SREB compact. ) . . . , .

4 . >




:,1; "Projeat Design and Objectives
« ‘ . : - .
C A Southeastérn -Day Care Project, Consortium was formed and asked to
+ ,develop detailed plans, philosophies and objectives for.the project. The
" Consortium was made up of ;represeéntatives of the regional Gffices of child
devetopmgnt, the Social and Rehapi litation Service {which administers

Title IV-A funds), and representatives from each state's welfare commis- ,
¢ sioner (usually the director of the state!s division of children's ser—
vices). Project staff members from SREB also attended: the meetings of
,the Consortium. ° . ' . — . N
\/ K [ . .
The major, objectives of the, project were: N
, '\ I.~ To provide demonstrations of quality child day care in the states '
~ ! . : ’ ’ v ¢

2. To pfbvide the states wijﬁ experience in developing and operating
pubtic programs:for day care under the Title IV-A program

s
“ #

To develop training mecpanisms for day care personnel - %

\

AN

i

o [ 4

4. -To develop evaluation procedures for day care progrgks -

5. To disseminate the findings to other states and ‘ipterested perébns.

- -

States' Plans - :

- The state project proposals were submitted as Section 115 grants which
required that projects be innovative demonstrations that might be replicated
in other parts of the states. Thus, there was an expettation that the pro-

. jects would be creative and that they would provide experiences for the
states in the development of additional day care programs. Each state de-
Qngped ifs program in accordance with what it saw to be its own needs:

Alabama: Alabama contracted with the U iversity of Alabama at .’
Tuscaloosa to experiment with group day care ants.’ There was a need
for such a service, and the state had new licensing standards for infant.
cere which needed to be tested. The program was®used for academic feach-
ing and research as well as for providing direct infant day care services.

.

Georgia: Georgia 'had already decided that the state would not directly
operate day care programs, and cemtracted with a private-for-profit organi-
zation, Famfly Learning Centers, Inc., to provide a'comprehensive day care
program for a specific inner-city area of Atlanta: . “

- Kentucky: Kehfucky felt that its greatest need was to educate people
throughout the state about day care and to improve existing day care through
fraining. The state also stressed educating local social service workers

* ‘about the potential of day care not only as a service for working mothers
but as a citild welfare resource. Their program consksted of a mobile
demonstratMn van and a team of educators who traveled throughout the state..




Mississippi Mississippi develcped a sfate-operated day care
program for infants and preschoolers at Columbus, Mississippi. This was
expected to be a demonstration for the rest of the state.

» i)

North Carolina: North Carolina had a somewhat different need from
the other states. The state already had demonsfraf«on programs and money
[for the purchase or dire¢t operation of day care for children for whom
the state had responsibility, but facilities that met the standards for
purchase were not available. Thereforé the state decided to develop a
concentrated ‘delivery system in two counties, one urban (Cumberland)
and one ryral (Union), as demonstrations for other counties,.with a par-
ticular focus on a training program which would assist other counties
in the org@nlzailon and delivery of services. The state had hoped to
use project funds in i the two demonstration counties to make grants to
selected facilities, but under the contractual arrangemenfs, this was
not possible IngTead, the two counties were permitted to use the funds
to purchas equipmenf furnishings, enrichment materials and supplies for
these facilities in_exchange for 50 percent of. the facilities' Spaces
being madé avallable to the state for purchase. !

. -

A‘comprehensive system was to include a variety of nonproflf “facili-
ties such as day care ‘centers, small group homes, family day care homes,
and individual child care arrangements. Efforts would be made to serve
infants to l4-year-olds, and also children with special needs. Each
county was to develop a training site, and out of these experiences a
training program would be developed for statewide use. - .

- South Carolina: South Carolina ‘took over an existing program that
had been inadequately funded by a local group in a public housing project
in Columbia. A year and a half later the project expanded to encompass
another existing grogram which was located first in a deprived housing
area and later in a private housing project. The program provided group
and family day care services and social work and homemaker services fo
families in the local housing projects.

’

Tennessee: Tennessee developed a demonstration day care program
in cooperation with the Belmont United Methodist Church in NashVIlle
which made space and utilities available. Since the goal was fo serve
all day care needs of the families, the program provided centér care for
prescﬁool and school age children, with.satellite family day, care homes
for children under three years of age.

Philosophy of the Project’

In the early stages of the project, a search of the literafure and
discussions with day care ‘experts revealed that there are many different
approaches and philosophies of day care. Some see day care as a custodial
or babysitting service, and others see it as an opporTunITy to compénsafe
for cognitive deficits in the children of the poor. There is also con*
siderable difference in the ways in which the role of the' family in day

& CoEN K
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care is seen. The major emphasis ia day care seems to be on the two-to-
“five-year-old child, with very little being done for infants and school *
age children. There is considerable emphasi on group day care, but very
little systematic effort to, look at family day care.

After many meéetings and staff discussions with specialists in child
devélopment, the state directors of child welfare services, ana prospective
famity users of day care, the. fol lowing philosophies and objectives of the
South&astern Day Care Project were established:

v Day care might be provided ‘through centers, family homes, or

) after-school centers. It might serve children frop infancy ,
through 13 years of age. It.mignt be provided by state operated
programs or by private groups or agencies through a contract :
arrangement. Regardless of the method of delivery, day care in

all of the projects was encouraged to have +he following objettives:

I. Day care is concerned with the child's total growth and develop-
ment. 1t should promote physical development,.help the child to
develop social competence in relating to adults and peers, en-
courage emotional growth and control, and provide opportunity

- for the cognitive learnings which are so crucial during the
early years. All of these aspects of the child's development °
o . need to be carefully planned for and periodical ly assessed.

2

2. Day care attempts to make children more attractive and appeal ing
to their families and friends by developing their social skills
(manners, consideration for others, cooperation), their psycho-
logical skills (expressiveness, self-sufficiency, maleness or
femaleness), their physical skills (running, climbing) and their
learning skills (words, ideas, colors,numbers, problem-solving).

~ 35.. Day care is a basic support to the family. It should.enhance and -
expand the parent's relationship to the child; it should not sub-
’ stitute, compete with, or disparage the role of parents. This
philosophy is to be understood and shared with all members of
: the staff. Staff training sensitizes individuals to the dangers
of unconsciously undermining the parental role and prowides
positive techniques for enhancing it.

4. Day care attempts to make families more effective by assisting
and encouraging them: a) to correct any significant physical
problems in their children; b) to provide\a gocd balanced diet;

- c) to take advantage of preventive health measures, and d) to
reinforce the devélopment of social skil-ls, physical skills and
+ learning skills while the child is at home.. Staff consults with

and helps parents to correct behavior problems and inappropriate .
habits in their children. Day care also hélps find resources in
the community for meeting other needs and problems familijes
. face (e.d., housing, money, employment, health, education, mari-

tal problems) an helps families make use ‘of, these resources.

-




+ 5. Day care programs involve families in maklng decisions to as'
great a dégree as possiblé in regard tothours of 0pere*40n,
intake policy, educational objectives, healfh and -social ‘ser-
vices, fees charged,/s*affnng, etc.

+

6. Day care programs, are communit resourceé and as such try to
keep alert and sensitive to qé%&unify needs and problems.
7. Day care programs make usebof @&isfing resources in the com-
"y munity and become, themselves, a part of the community's range
of services to children and families.

Other characteristics seeQ_as desirable’in the provision of day care

were: N i g .

I. Wherever possible, a day care program meets all’of the day care

. needs of a family so that parents do not have to relate to . .
several different agencies.

) -

2. Day care-is neighborhood orien eéfehd, if possible, is within . “
walking dis+ance of the majority of families‘;

3. Wherever possnble children -are not segregated according to
racial or socioeconomic groupings. ) 2

~

4. Staffs are representative of the children served, and where
possible, paren+s and other nelghborhood pe0p|e are given-an
Opporfunlfy for’ employmenf in the day care ‘programs. Men as

well as women are included as staff members.
' !

1

The extent to which these characteristics were incorporated into the
SOCP was limited by practical considerations such as the availability of
space,” licensing regulations (especially as they related*to family day
care homes), and the federal eligibility regulations, which became increas-
ingly sfringent-as the project progressed ‘ .
Within this overall’ philosaephy,, it was necessary To se* specific
objectives against which programs could be evaluated. The dbjectives
féll into threg general groupings:
|. Objectives for children: including items related to physical
growth, social interactions with other children and adults,
personal ity characteristics, cognitive development, the develop-
ment of self-help and hygiene skills.

2. Objectives for.families: including childrearing practices and
total family functioning. '

v

3, Objectives for communities:' as they relate to the day care pro-
grams and as they provide services to the centers Bnd the families
involved. -

-

«
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Thesg objectives are described in greater detail in a' publication
" entitled The Southeastern Day Care Project: Its Philasophy and Objectives,
and 'in Day care Is..., both published by the SDCP and,available from the

Southern-Regional Education Board, |30 Sixfb/é}reef,AN.W.L_ATIanTaQ - ‘
Georgia 30313. ~° . L . .

*

Eva.luatibn -

. —

| w& After defining the philosophy and objecfives of the SDCP, staff and | ‘
nsultants made decisions about ~how the project was to be.evaluated, and

developed procedyFes for evaluating the extent to which the objectives were
met. *° ’

*
»

Inﬁésseséing childreh's progress, especially in the cognii?vefarea,
standardized tests have been most commonliy used. |, These involve a comn- .
siderable expense'for tha purchase of the test instruments and for specially
Trainqd personnel to administer and score them. Wh;le the project had ade= )
quate ‘fuhds to do this, SDCP felt that most existing tests are mot really -
standardized for the particular gro¥p of children it was serving. Therefore,
it chose to develop & behavioral rating scale made up.of.items in the area
of cognitive, motor, social and emotienal development, and self-hejp skills.
Each of these items had béen p?eviously standardized for the various ade
groups. This kind of behaviorat sGale had a number of advantages: it did
- not reguire that young children be subjected to testing situations with '
strangers; it could be done by staff who are regularly with the children
- and.whorare very familiar with their stages of development. It also pro- .
vided immediate feedback to.the staff for planning. for individual children,
for developing curricula that would promote know ledge and, skills— in which
a number of the children were weak—and identified areas where additional
‘in-service training was needed for ‘the staff. This'rating scale is discussed |,
in detail in an SDCP publication entitled Evaluating Children's Progress: A —. .
Rating -Scale for Chijdren in Day Gare. Methods used by SDCP staff in.analyz—
‘ing the data are described in two additional SDGP bulletins, "Southeastern

Day Care-Project Rating Forms, " ,and "Infant Progress on Devélopmental '
Objectives." |

-
[y

. '

Additional data on the children and data on fhe objectives for families
were drawn from the social histories, application forms and health records.

b -

g . - .'. . . ’ ) B ) ’ . . ~
Cost of Day Care oo 7
. P . v

Cost is anb?her area’ in which there is relatively little hand data, and )
much of what is available is not comparable. There is usually no way of kngw-
"ing whether the cost figures include rent or whether spac® is donated; whether
the program in questien operates six hours or is open 12 hours a day; it is
not known whether start-up costs have been included or just regular operat-
ing'cosTs. A cos§ analysis system was developed which categorizes - expendi-
tures sand suggests classifications for different kinds of supplies, equipment,
etc. This is described in an SDCP bulletin, "A Cost Analysis System for Day
Care” Proggams.” = Lo ' . : : :
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*Communi ty I.hv‘o"l vement

" ported in much greatér detail in the comprehenS|ve

4

. .

careful records of
meetings, visitors
report presents, some .
SOCP. These are re-
publication, Evaluation
Firdings of the.Southeastern Day Care PrOJect, which was published by SREB’
(in |974 .

. Community®involvement was measured by keeping
confaofs, communlfy meetings, attendance at parent
¢ 0 the tenters gnd'reférral logs. -Part |} of this
-of The overall findings and recommendations of-the

»
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' : PART 11 .
TSSUES IN DAY CARE: FINDINGS OF THE SOUTHEASTERN ‘DAY CARE PROJECT

A

»
.This section summarizes the eva{ualion findings regarding the children and '
families served in thé demonsYration day care programs of the SDCP and thé
costs and adminisf¥rative issues that were consudered by @he evaluallon ‘team.

“

-
.

“Who Was Served . : | ,

Ouring, the #hree years of the PrOJecl (l970~|975) 659 children, repre- -
senting 424 fami(ies, were enroll&d in the day care programs .in seven states,
(Kentucky had a mobile deémonstration unit with no children actualiy enrolled
" n SDCP programs.s) Three-fourihs were preschoolers in center pEegrams fand
|2 percent were preschoolers in family day care homes. Tﬁe fesl were school .
age children, primarily cared for,in cefite. programs.

. Each program except Florida served ihfants and Yoddlers. ' In soﬁe';>§=___—/’f 1

grams these young children wege cared for in cenlers, ’n others they were
cared for in.family day care homes. North Carollna also served some infbnts
in.small group  homes.and in lndivldual child care\arradgemenls

/

) Pl ’

Since this®was a Tl*le IV-A prOJecl most of, the families served wére
. low income. Over half, as a matter of fact, were familfes Fiving in poverty%
and 46, percenl were welfare recipients. . Many of the fami lies. were headed
by women. - . . . ' . .
- \ . [}
Although the project sought to’'promote an ethnic and socioedonomic'mixt
among the chifdren served, it was difficult to do so under ellglblllly con-'
straints. 'Where- éllgkblllfy was defined on a neighborhood basis, the’ enrollees
were almost all black. (Seventy-seven percent Qf all children served were
black.) The stricter 1973 federal regulations on ellglblllly eliminated
some -of the mix the programs had ‘been able to achleve sin the earller stages

of the prBJecl

s

Some famllles paid fees based on income, ranglng from a few dollars to « .
$20 per week. Nominal fees were‘considered appropr¥%ate by several programs. ¢
Fee policies were more readlly accepted whgn parents or advisory committees
had an lnpuf into preparing Them, including some control over when they might
be waived. E . .

‘ -

Ch_ildrens' Progress on Developmental Objectiyes' ‘ .

’ - -

The development of the children in the SDCP centers was monitored by
regular ratings on forms planned for this purpoge. The items of the scale
were selected by thé SDCP staff. from known standards of normal developmenl
for children. The success or failure. of an item was consndered important °
to a child's development, but it was not turned into a score or label Thal

might be nfisinterpreted. . 4 . J

P

' The ratings were u;égT;é measure each child's frogress Toward meeting
the SDCP obJecllves of healthy and normal child developmenl Staff rated

. -
- «

. “ b » .
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the children at planrned intervals’ to eyaluafe progress and to provide child
.care staff with information about edch child's" progress. This. lnformaflon
served- as & basis for plannndg programs for |nd|V|dua| .children, and as a
basis for overal, CUFFICu|Jm development., L .

. 4 ”, —

Each rating form “covered the cognu ive, social, emotional, motor and
hygiene/sal f-help areas. *Deveiophent in each was assessed by observ:ng The
child's behavior on a series .of developmental tasks. For examp le;, in the
cognitive area, an item, for a four-to-five-yean-old was "Oraws human fugure

with head, body, arms and legs." A 5ocial item for*the same age-group was*

"Seeks & child to play with." - Examples of motor and, Hygiene/self-help tasks
werg "Hops on one foot, then the other, in continuous movement frfom place to
place, " and "Will try ngw foods when served " For tne younger ages, the

items wiere appropriately jeared 1o the age being raTed

Shortly after adrmission to the program each child was rafed on r?e form
appropriate 7o his age. A toftal of 450 preschoolers were rated upon entr
Inctuded were |12 two-year-oldsy 150 three-year-olds, and 188 four- and flve-
year-olds. Fhree hundred and f)}*y four children were in the- progf’m Ionv
enough to have at least two ratings. Of these chlldren 35 were two years
old &t- The Tlme of their tast rating; 63 were three, and 256 were feour or
flve ‘

Oufcomes on the ratings showed that the children performed-well “in the
mo}or self-help and social-emotignal areas. The outcomes in these areas .
for all three age groups showed fast rates of development. For two-year-olds,
these areas showed large gains from first to last-rating. For example, almost .

" twice as many Two -year-olds succeeted on all motor items at the las# rating

as had on the first. By contrast, three- and four- and five- -year-olds often
had succeeded sO well on theiy initial ratings that only moderafe change was

possible by the time of the .lgst rating.
. R |

/ The jé/;}ndings suggest th *hese children showed fast early develop-

menT in fhe motor, self-help and emotional areas. These areas may

need less specnflc |nTerven+ron by day care programs L~ . .

-

0 / ‘

The coganqve area does not show This same pattern of early deve lopment.
The ,items in this section were less apt to be achieved ‘at, flrsT rating and
therefore served as useful discriminators throughout The-perlod of enrol Iment.
At the time of Fast rating, outcomes in the cognitive ar&a were s++ll very

= much spread:across the span from litt]e to great success

v

/

_ . TABLE I /
. PERFORMANQE IN COGNITIVE AREA AT LAST RATING ‘
*+ -~ Children rated 0-4 jtems 5-8 items 9 items 10 items
Two-year-olds ' 34 : 3% 50% 24% 24%
’ Children rated 0-3 items 4-5 items - 6-7 items 9 items
Three-year-olds 62 13 " - 5% 36% - 374 -~
. Children 0-10" 11-13 14-16' 1718  19. 20
Vo ' rated items items iteps items « items items .
four-and five- » = 356, yag 163 2% 3% . 3% . 7%,
yearTolds oLt , , .

' ‘ S '
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The gﬁpéfer diffjiculty whibm cbgnifive items presented to “hese .
children rejative to ofnef areas has sevefal implications. It may indi- "
cate that the coonnflvé Items were rmore precisély stated than the items in

. The other areas. The less precise wordlng of the noncognlfaye items may
have permitted greaTer leeway for the rater and thus there was greater
" likelifood that success céuld/be achjeved on an item. For.example, a rater
may. have felt more secure in rating ”yes” to "Child relates positively
to adults—asks for belp, asks for approval,” but is not overly dependent," *
.than in rating 'yes™ to "Knows adﬁress——can give street and nupber correc#ly
N If wording nad been equally exact on items of all areas, perhaps success
rates would have been mdre equal in all areas, too!
AN On the ofher hand, cognnflvé/skills may have been more sensittve than
social-emotional, motor or self-heip skills in identifying differences .
\\ among these children. |f whis is true, the difference in results in the~
“cognitive area may vbe indicative of a fairly wide range of development or
maturity among .he‘children*in The SOCP.  The items chosen-for each area,
inciuding the cogni T!ve ones nncorporafe basic standard objectives expected
in Rormal child devetbpmenf patterns.” Thus, a child's failure To master
These ba$IC skalls ‘must be taken sertously. >
- * ° The children were rated aT‘Thé time of their, enroliment in the program
_and at tle end of *he project to assess their development over time. The
cognitive objectives were deflnlfely not me} for 14 percent of the foury
and five-year-olds, and were not met to the desi éﬁ extent for an addit.iongl
|6 percent of this age group. While the average age of the group.may fall
within the period cqvered By the rating forms, These are still large per-
centages. This varyihg success rate may be a warnlng signal of |mpend|ng
learning problems a The chlldren enter school

L 4

Day care was wel
motor and self-help areas. | cognuflve growth, though,* the day care pro-
gram seemed wnable to keep all the preschoolers progressing accordlqg to
the standards expected for the apprOprlaTe ages. The SDCP_experience does
not provide engouragement that |nTerven+|on in the cognitive area can over-
come socia) and economic deprlvaflons sufficiently to have most poverty area
children achieve the desired norms. +'Although there <is no daubt that day care
" helped some of the children in the programs to be better prepared for cogni-
tive achievement than if they had not been enrolled, there is no assurance

© that day care is able to.eliminate the gap that some chlldren ‘wilt brTng
wlTh them to began Thelr school careers. S L .
P4 i . 4 R . / . - . o ) .
] ' . . ‘
“ « Infant Progress | -~ . '
H A ““ . . .
. Six of the day care programs éared for infant's as well as for older
. ‘s preschoblers.* In Nlabama, the center program initially served ondy infants.
Lo IngCeorgia, §evera| infants were cared for, in a family.day care home, and’
- ldter in the center. In Tennessee and South Garolina, infants were cared
.for in family day care homes. Mississippi and North Carolina served infants
in the center along with older preschoolers’. e

The original statement of the SDCP objective for infants was "Thaf/
the developmenT of lnfanTs should not be: negdflvely af#ecfed by day care,

’ . .y I N . PR R
Y. "3 »
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that these infants be able +o devetop within acceptea ranges for motor
(fine and gross), language and personal social skills." The objechJb
was later refined to include all the major areas of child development.
The $DCP.deve10ped rating forms consisting of basic items that describe ¥
normal child growth and development patterns. The form for rating in-
fanks was developed by combining activitjes set out ard tested on fradi-
+ tional infant development in§#rumenfs. T
) ’ - R , :}” . N
The rating form contained 54 tabks gréuped in 10 age periods. The .. .
periods covered the months’ from bifth to,two and ong-palf years. The form
was comp leted by observing the ¢ assessing what his usual‘capability
is at each time sequence: Ther ore, £dd instances of sucecess or ‘failure
should not color the picture of/ deveyopment. Ratings were.scheduled regu-
larly, beginning soon after enrolimgnht and then at six-week intervals.
Frequent rerating is importapgt sinde develdpment is rapid in the first two

years. .
. -

ment Of many infants was asdessed during the three

years' of SDCP operation,/ Sevehty-three children had two or more ratings, so

progress could be evalyated gver a period of time. These childrer were cared
forwin six SDCP centeys or family day care homes. In considering the chil-
dren's growth, Th% cpurse of development as well as performance at the last
yating must be asse ;ed. Children whose development sems slow at first or
- » children whose dev£lopment is adequate at the first rating, but tnen' tapers

off during enrol]l ty may have deve€lopmental problems.

The course of develg

» o

7 . - . st '
© Of the 73 childrqn‘rafed‘}ZZ completed all items for their age period i
each point they were rated. An additional 30 children missed some items
at the first rating, but by the |ast rafings, all these children. were com-
pleting all items. Thus, these children, though perhaps having initial.prob-
lems, had made satisfactory progress. t
A .

Fl LY

-

Outcomés for +hexreﬁain3ng 2] children were less positive. Nine children
completed all expected tasks when first rated, buf were somewhat behind by #the
last rating. The remaining 12 children at no time comQAﬁfed all items for
their ages. A methodological problem in evaFﬁaTing the ratings, thouwgh, .
introdices some leeway in assessing the children's progress. (A child may be
rated on a group af,items when he is still within the age period rather than
at the older limit of it. He may miss %ome of those items> but is not ex-
pected.to achieve them until he has reached the top of the age bracket. In
this case, judgment must be reserved as to whether his progress is adequate.
After eliminating children whose ratings occur before they®reach the top of
the age bracket, only 15 of those 2! children seemed behind. So, in all, 20.
percent of the infants-can be said to be at least one month behind in develop-

t 1
- ment. . -

-

3Insfrumenfs used were Bayley Scales of Infant Developmént, Denyer ‘.
Developmental |Screening Test, Gesell Developmental 5cheqU1es, and Vine-
land Social Maturity Scale.

dor a fuller descripfion of iﬁfan#‘devglopmenf and the methods of .
analysis,,see "Infant Progres% on Developmental Objectives," SOCP bulletin

No. 9. . )
¥
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was sustained a5 The children turned twe years oid.
tyrned two wnile tney, were snrolled. Tne average age of these

their first two-year rating was montns. ., The chil?ﬁ§§$Qﬁ;3 /

to, comprefe fwo-/ear items until vhe end of the period, yet At Thenr earlles.

The cognu*nve section. This-performance is similar to #hat found on The
first ratings of cnildren who fvere already two years £ld at enrollment. Thus,
for The bulk of children, inftAnt day cire does.not geem to impede cognitive

develcpment as some observers have feared.
AP

.
.

But tne outctmes on fhe nnfan. ratings are\qot ‘completely reassuring .
as fo, the effect day care may have on infant ,deveYqpment.
theasd satisfactory prhgress for 58 of tne 73 children. The'r
children were béninz'ér tne time of sne |asf rating. Of these,
was ~learly develnding slowly, but this child was fedt to be meqdt
Tar jed, Alrnrugh these 15 ghildren ‘were fully successful on rai
some time luring the perizds by the ens of enroliment they were lagging.
The gromp constitutes, |9 percent of the infants enrolled. Thus, outcomes
on 2 soafe designed to measgre achigvement of fundamental stages of early
cnﬁld QevedopmenT do not"remove do gfs as To whether out-of-home care, may

o, -

be assoelaTed with inadequate development for some chnldren - .

UQ.ééiunaTely there was no confrol group of children from similar ‘:N’/T/i
/backgrouﬁds who were gared for in their homes. Thus it is impossible fo.
ascertain whether day care. ra}her than seme other facfor is the variable

that rorreQaTes with slow orogress . '

o

N

Schodl Age Experience - = - > ' . »

School age day care has a dlfferenT character and a very different
evaluation-fdrm from that of preschool childreh. The preschool evaluation’
.form, had The_qdvad?age of describing fundamental. skilis of early life in
which_ indications of success at various stages were falrly wel | sfandardu.ed
But children in.school have already mastered the fundamental *@eks of the . ) -
preschool years and are autonomous |nd|V|duals learping skills for school -
where they spend many hours a day. Thus, The emphasis of the day care pro--

gr m Was on social competence and personal adjustment, with’only a l(lee B .
5upporf and rennforcemenT for cognitive develdpment, which is stressed by
the school. D ‘ L L . .

Therefore the items on the school ége evaluation form covered social
and personal functioning and focused on what a child "is Like." But with
itts emphasis on personality attributes, ‘the form does not Tgnd itself to
quantitative arfalysis. Success in social-emotional areas was less wel |
sfandardlzed for children 6 to 13 than preschool ach|evemenT on basic
skllls and there was no quantitative scale defining adjustment against
whlch‘fo rank-the older child's édJus+menT . \\

THa evaluatjon form did help, however, to focue'sfaff\s attention
on areas where a child needed attention. The form describeg various
‘behaviors such as "Child is helpful fto younger children jn the program,

4 .
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r "Seeks, adult help when needed," or "Has a positive self-concept." Staff
indicated whetfier these behaviors were or were not typical for the chil
This permitted attention to behaviors that were not typical, but made no
Juﬁgmen+ about the chifd's failure To shqw any parwicular beﬁav:ors

'

The school age raTIng form is valuable to centers in planning activities
o strengthen’certain areas of deveIopmenT Sfaff commented that the forms
were useful in parent conferences since they enabled The parent and teacher i
to focus on specoflcs * ¢ . .
i /N . . ’ ) . .

Health and Social Services

.

Health: Health and social services dre very. important elements of day

\ care programs. These services were provided. through different means and in

7’

varying degrees by the severd} programs in the project. Most programs pro-
vided health services rfiot throufh .their own Jfunding, but thfough whatever
community services they could find and use. -

Most childrer in the SOCP programs had their immunization programs com:-
pleted, probably because most state.licensing regulations require certain
shots to be given before.a child can enter day care, or soon thereafter.
Most children were also examlned by a doctor. .

. . “ . 3 . . @

The avallablllfy of community services varies by size of The _community.
In the Jlarge cities, public health clinics are available fo give phyS|ca|
examinations and _immynizations, é%d there are serVIges in‘hospitals and
agencies that provode free preventive care and treatment. The day ceare
program Wcated in Atlahnta was very successful in usjng ?pmmunlfy health s
Fesources and was able to get health care for the eptire’ family. ///’

Buf-healfh services can be a real problem in the smaller commurtifies.
Sparse public health clinic service and difficulty in finding privat
phygicians meant that children often had 10 wait weeks before their physical
examinations and immunizations could be completed. One program located in
a small town solved the problem by emploang a nurse as part of the center
staff. .In areas where a public health ‘nurse could make perlodlc\geunds
to centers to give immunizations and services, it was,not necessa xffq
repeafedly transport groups of chlldren to clinics. !

— : .

A small portion of the children did not receive all of their shofs
or a doctor's physical examination. --This was surprising since licensing
regulations require the“health exams. The incomplete examinations and
shots resulted from various factors. Sometimes a test was, not given or
a shot not obtainegd because the parent did not folloﬂ through, and ‘the
day care staff did not have it done. Often,a test or a shot was not
given because’ it was not available in the health clinic or from a local
physiGian : . '

NN

“
3 -

The oDCP did not flﬂd however, that 'its rurél areas had higher
rates of incomp e examlnaftons Mississippl and Alabama, where

"programs had the Seoresf community health resources, sfill managed to
get health services, and did better than the average ¢n most tests.
: v 5 x
' h . N
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Laboratory tests were the least likely to be obtained, b&t then perhaps
. it is not realistic to require routine urinalysis and bldod examlnaflons
for chilidren with no |nd|caT:ons of problems .
. ’ /

The SDCP was quite successful in idenTifying abnormal health corditions
and providing remedial *treatment. About ane-third of the children had some
kind of medical or developmental problem. They ranged frdm speech and
heara%g problems to chronic impetigo and malnutrition, ang included develop-
mental, behavioral- or emotional problems, and sTuTTer;ng problems.” Other
problems were.orthopedic needs, chronic infections, continuous colds and
runny noses, anemia, hernia, ringworm and pinworm. .

t Sy .

Of the 215 probiems identified, |44 required center staff to locate
and obtain-the appropriate treatment. or participdteé in the treatment by
giving the child medicine, maki sure a child-<kept <n a banoage or eye,
patch, helping parents follow Through on treatment, etc. !ore than 90:
percent 0r the problems identified were tregfed ?hrough SOCP action or
referral. ¢ : - ’ ’?;

SDCP cenTers fried to bé troubleshopters, to catch problems before
They grew o full, size. Dental, auditory apd Vision screenings were fre-
qquently available to children in the programs. At least 83 percent of’ ‘
'The-chuldren were screéened for dental problems, and of these, |3 percent
had some sort of dental probhem For 17 percent there was no information;

- 70 percent ‘had no problem. Dental treatment was obtained for half the
chlldren with dental problems. The SDCP experience suggests dental screen-
ings are valuable-in révealing dental’ problems at an early stage to prevent
major dental work later.

»

Auditory and vision screenings were done less frequently. Less than
one-fourth of the children had both screenings. Two centers, Florida and
Georgia, were most successful ‘in arranging the Tesfs Their 'urban locations
may have faciljtated their-sucdess. . 1 .

Eighty-three children had behavioral or emotional problems. In 53
of the cases; day care resolved or lessened the problem. In some instances,
though, the problem was ouT of the range of the staff, and special help was
dbtained. ] .

14

. Height and weidht were not checked by program staff as had been antici-
pated. Growth is evident to the eyes of practiced staff members and actual .
measurements are necessary only when problems are evident.

>

Angoffshoot of good health services for the child in day ca:g\may mean

better health for the other family members. Social workers tried to
watch the health of other children in the family., Their assessment suggested
* that in ‘Il percent of the families, the other children's health -improved.
While this is a-good result, a direct relationship between the family health
improvement and enrollment of a Chl|d in day care cannot be drawn.

- .
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(parficipaTiop in the program.

+
. s . ~

.Social Services: Social-services were offered in various ways. Some’
programs had their own sotial workers, %ither full or part time. In one
program the social worker was ‘also designated as the official state welfare
service worker for AFOC families in the center, which was an advantage to
the families, ‘ .

. ) . e

In other programs the social work component ‘of the day care program
wgs provided by a szrvice worker in the public welfare dffice. Although
this arrangefhent did not permit the Social worker to have Phe same day-by-
day exposure to the families as she'would have had if located at the center,
the quality of social work noted in the SOCP was not'related ‘to where the
social worker was housed. Rather than location, the most important elements
in the success of the social workers in the programs appeared #o be the .
individual persoralities and capabi Iities of the social workers themsélves.

h - \

P

Length of Enrollment -

Stability in day tare is ﬁ!lpful to both mother and &hild. The longer
the relationship betwder a family and a center, the more family problens
were solved. Reality fagctors often intervened to end the relationship, how-
ever. It was severed Jpmany cases because the children had outgrown the
need ‘for day care, b pther instances children were withdrawn because
of transports ies, moving out of the neighbarhood, or the
mother's L&ss of employment so that "day care was.no longer needed. Busing
of schodfl age chiI'dren ,caused 'schedule disruptions in two centers, and neant.
that chitdren arrived.at the day care tenter toS late to warrant continued

e SN X ,
Meeting the Family's Needs _ N ;
Y e '

AnA portant issue in the delivery of publicly funded day care Thv&lves
who shiould be eligible for day care and, given limited resources, which
families and children should have priority. ’ ‘ Y :

P

hS

The SDCP was Quided in its enroliment policies by several Bbjecﬁﬁves.

" One was' to meet family_ﬁeeda for day care®to gnable adults to work and

improve their _economit’ condjtion. Another wal to meet total child_careA .
needs of any one family, so parents would not have to use different services
for their” other children.® Also an effort was made to employ parents of en-
rolled children. An important objective was to seek ‘an ethnic and cultural
mix ®f children %o enrich the experience of all. Overriding all of these
objectives wers the federal guidelines which delineate eligibility for

social services under Title 1V-A funding. .

A mothef‘who wishes to work and finds child care for one preschooWér
but not the other, or who must accept care for the two in different loca- -~
tions, obviously has not had her total child care needs conveniently met.

" And.'she has not beén fully served if her seven-year-old returns from

school to an empty house. The project had greater success in servingall
of a family's preschoolers than all their"school age children. Many ef-
forts were made fo .accommodate younger children and to bend age limits

-
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for enro|iments, but there were still’families who had young children
being cared for in different arrangements. This raises fhe question of (
whether day care programs designed to meet needs of only certain Pre-
schoo! age groups are flexible enough to meet the total child care needs
for a family. The federal day care requnremenfs are presently very firm
-on age grouplngs ' T T T T

The experience of the SDCP has some implications on the issue of.
enrol lment policies and on the’ feasnblllfy of the various enrollment

objectives.

By the end of the child's enrollment (or by the end of the project)
many parents were meeting the objecttive for which they had enrolled the
child in day care. Over half of those who enrolled children so they could
continue vocational training or high school had met their enrollmeht pur-
pose. Two-thirds of the families who applied for day care did so because
they wanted to continue working or wanted to find a job.

* The majority of those who enrol led their children in order fto continue
emp loyment were able to do so. The success rate for those geeking.employ-
ment (61 percent) was not as good, and reflects the great difficulty a new
entrant into the labor force has in finding and holding a job, as compared
to the person who is already working. This finding is important for pro-
grams that have ‘an obJecflve of "employing all welfare mothers through the
provision of. day care. .

]

: Training for new skills is perhaps the most important instrument to
help low income mothers out of poverty. Social workers in the SOCP en-’
vouraged“mo‘rhers to take advanfage of training -opportunities, including
WIN programs. .

The progress of Two groups of trainees was monitored during the course
of the project. One group was persons (mostly mothers) who wanted to enter
some kind of training program, and the other was those who were already in
a training program when they enrolled.their children in day care. Of the
first group of 67, 23 actually enrolied in some program. One reason for
the differences between those desiring f?aining and those actually enrolli-
ing in training is that in some communities there are few Tralnnng pro-
grams and fhere are waiting lists for the existing ones.

Of the adults already in training, plus those who entered training
daring the project, 27 percent completed the course a® |7 percent ob-
tained employment. Many reasons contributed to the atfrition; pressures
to go to work, inapility to finish, lack of interest or commitment, or
resistance in general to being required to entfer frannTng“Tn'orﬁé?‘f“““"’f*
obtain public assistance payments. Also, funds for some #ralnang programs
were cut in midstream, and jobs were sometimes not available in the field.

for which the fraining was given.

One-third of the families served in The programs had increased Thelr
incomes by the end of their children' s enrollment or by the end of the pro-
ject. The proportion of those with increased incomes among poverty and non-
poverty groups was practically the same.




TABLE II

PURPOSE FOR SEEKING DAY CARE
;AND SUCCESS IN MEETING PURPOSE

‘ . (Percent of Families with Specific
- Purpose)
Percent of *  Purpose - Purpose . -
Purpose ‘ all families met not met Unknown

o

Enable female . .
guardian to seek 22 61 32 7
and take employment .

Enable female - )
guardian to continue 45 , 82 10 8
emp loyment h

Enable female
guardian to take

vocational training {7 } 56 30 14 (
Meet needs of child * o
noT”meT at home . 12 5 83 2 5
Continue college 0 82 9 o9
Other reasons_' 3 /0 0 100 -
No record . ' I 0 0 100
' . 4
TOTAL 72 . 17 I
0

,Progress on Family Problems : .

1 .

The SDCP had objectives for parents other than providing the best
care for their children while parents worked or otherwise improved their
economic status. The project also sought to aid parents by stremgthening
their relationships with their children, by assisfing them to improve'
living patterns, and by facilitating their access to community resoyrces.
One of the primary functions of the social workers was to assist parents
in solving their problems. Since a majority of the families had incomes
below the poverty line, many family problems were related to lack of
money. Poor housing, poor nutrition, life-styles that might interfere
with children's development, and other characteristics of econdmically
deprived families were’ considered to be within the purview of the total
day care program. It was hobed the social workers could assist families
to improve these conditions. ) -

s
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Social workers were encouraged to direct their efforts for families
in a problem-oriented manner. They were asked to try Yo define separate
problems that a family faces, and then aid the family in pursuing remedies
and actions that would alleviate each problem. Careful review of the records
‘prepared,on these families revealed 634 problems for 424 families. The prob-
tems ranged across a vast scope—poor housing, an invalid father, lack of
motivation, alcoholism, emotional instability, neglect of family planning,
and marital stress and dispute. :The most frequent response by sécial
workers to these problems was referral to some agency. that specializes in-
handling the problems or offers special services. Social workers also
couriseled and advised families and gave needed support by just plain caring.
‘The progress of each family was followed closely Were problems any
closer to solutions? Was all being done that might be done? Positive
progress was noted for many families, with only a small proportion of .
problems (17 percent) apparentiy receiving no attertion. Sometimes no
action was taken in problem areas that are difficult to do anything about.
For example, it is difficult to obtain positive results in probléms of
alcoholism. This was borne out by the project's,experience. Surprisingly,
family planning was also a problem about which nothing seemed to happen
for many famllles, despite indication of a need-for help. f

Parent-Child Relationships

I used to tell my child, "I don't have time to listen to you now."

I used to tell him, "Go sit down, I gotta fix this food now," or; )ﬁ'
"Leave that alone, boy. Get out of my hair.” Now we all sit down :
and talk to each other. I learned you have to take the time to

listen to your child.

How does one measure the relationship between parent and child? By
a hug and a kiss? By parent and child Jlistening and talking to each
other? By how parents d|$C|pl|ne their child? By whether a child is
usually clean or dirty?

The SOCP tried to watch indicators of parent- chlld relaflonshlps
to determine whether day care is associated with changes in the ways
parents interact with their children. Gains were noticed for a small
group of parents. The ldw:rates of gain may indicate that families
were already intéracting well with Thelr children, or that subjective
evaluations of changes in this aPea‘are difficult to come by. In many
cases, the social workers simply made no notes on this item.

Lifé-styles

Ld

®

- Helping families to improve their living patterns was probably *
the most (far-reaching and difficult SDCP goal. This goal meant progress
in homemaking skills, persona|] appearance of the mother, the kind of '
meals served at homeg, regular|ty of ?amuly life (eating meals together,
or putting children to bed atjapproximately the same time every night),

4
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adequa+é sleeping arrangemen*s for everyone in the family, toothbrushes
that are used, and availability,of picture books, catalog$ and crayons
in’the house. -

[

The notion that day care might haye an effect on llVlng patterns \ T

implies that a change Tn living patterns is sometimes desirable. Desiring
sich change may seem paTernalnsTnc, however, the objectives of the project
were designed with the help of potential day care users, and it was they .
who insisted that the prOJecT help families to improve Thenr living
patterns.
t . r >
The SDCR éxperience in this area is difficult To interpret. On
the one hand many families seemed to have good, life-skydes to -begin with,
so that no |mprovemenf was necessary. On the other hand, it was dnfflcuIT
to obtain inférmation about life-styles of many families: Socaal workers,
who were the source of any available information in this area, may have
known more than they wrote down, but }He records are surprisingly barren
of any information regarding life-styles. This was unexpected, because
social work claims to have a primary concern for family life and the .
social well-being of families. However, the project findings do permit
some Tenfaflve conclusuons .ot
« 1. The success of social work efforts is related to the family's
- condition bgforehand some families are-on the threshold of

|mprov1ng their iives while others are not. Wheré a mother

alréady’ has motivation, the support of a concerned social

worker may be just what is needed to bring about actual attempts

to rise and progress. It is in these cases that the social work
payoff was most often evident. Perhaps-social -work that measures
its effectiveness only in positive change is destined to fail ‘in.

some hard-core situations, no matter how consistent and strong

the’ supportive efforfs may be. A more realistic goal for these

situations mlghf be snmply to keep the situation from becomlng .
. Worse.

B

" 2. When case.records were analyzed from gthe vuewponnT of attention

to the problems families face, the ma y ty of problems received
some type of action. A great number of positive actions were

recorded. !

3. .The objective of enabling parents to work was met for many families.

Two-thirds of the families who sought day care because they wished
fo go to work succeeded in finding jobs by:.the end of enrollmenf
of their children.

4. Many families were encouraged to avail themselves of training pro-
grams. Social workers ‘identified 67 adults who sought training, .
and assisted one-third who enrolled. UnforTunaTely the attrition’
rate for these trainees, as well as for others who were already
in fraining when the chlldren enrol led, was quite high.

t
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5. Success in strengthening *he‘rela*ion§hips between parents
and children is difficult to measure. The variou indicators
that thesproject monitored to.measure this dld not produce - .
clear evidence one way or the other. ° ] K

¢©. It is difficulkt 13 come to any conclusions about the effects of '
day care, .and especially its social work component, gn numerous
living patterns—consumerism, regularity of eating and sleeping,
availability of stimulating materials for children, ett. One of
the hindrances in reaching any conclusion is the lack of infor- ' e
: mation in the records about these afeas. The high proporfion,of ‘ B
-~ . "no'records" raises the.question of how realistic-it is.to expect . -
day care to have impact in these areas. Where information on
various living styles is available in case recosds, only a small w b
percentage of the families seem to have real problems in thése
areas. Relative to the small number of problems identified, the
}t "occaSIonal changes or improvements noted appear more sngn|f|qan+
' Perhaps day care is abfe-to leave a mark on the |ife-styles of -
fami lies where problems are severe enough to substantially inter-

fere with the development of the children. - .
Involving Parents in Day Care , : .
i . . . 1] "..

L

If yeu are not interested enough tQ come to parent meetings qnce
a‘month when you send your child every day of the week, you are
not ‘even interested in your child. ' --Mrs, Smith R

If I am too tired to come-to_fﬂg center after working 4 full day, .
~ getting home on the bus, picking up my child, cooking and cleaning . "
when I get hom that is not to say I am not interested in my child.
The center is t helping me as a person by expecting me to come
. back then. Th only make megfeel guilty if I donJjt. --Mrs. Jones

th views are valid and deserve the.respect of day care staff in
planni for parent involvement.. The SDCP _gdefined day carée as a servnce
to famiNes as well as fo their chlldren ‘This philosophy made it impéra-
tive tha There be a real commitment to parent involvement, with a wide
spectrum of opportunities for communication between parents and staff. |
Organized parent groups, parents as part of a center's advisory group,
all kinds Qf volunteer opportunities at times convénient tao parents, and
qne~to-one communjcation between parents and staff when children,arrive
in thé morning or leave in the afterndon—are all examples of ipvolving
parents in the day care program. . '

“Parents were enlisted in_the planning of the overall SDCP. Parents, .
who were représentative of The groups to be served in the various communities,
were lncluded,ln establishing goals and objectives for the.project.

Each program developed organized paren+ groups. Content of parent
meetings ranged from social events to educational sessions on childrearing..
Sewing, crafts, preparing income tgx returns and learning how to budget
were subJecfs of warious meetings. - - t

’
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- + Advisory boards, with parents as parT?cipah{é, were slower to be y
. orgahized than parent groups.. Some centers were still struggling with
. developing sTrong advisery boards at the'end of three years, while .
ofhers had good siticcess in establishing and using“them as liaison groups
witd fhe community. . , } )

-

Parent sinvolvement ‘is a TwB—wa% street: |t.depends upon the staff-
éxTendihg abroad variety of gpportunities’ for parents Mo be involved.' It -
also depends on parent commitment to hoiding up their end of the responsi-

© bility.. Evaluation of commitment was based on the :extent to which parents
followed: through on previously agreed-upon arrangements.” Did theyg bring
and,pitk up the chi'ld, or have him ready for the bus en time? Were madical
exams obtained as agreed on, and.did parents come to conferences? Did
s children attend regularly? Did parents attend parent meetings?

The experience ‘of the SOCP is that ovar half.'of the parents will come
to one or two meetings, ‘but'only LO 10,15 percent will form the core of
" the parent group and attend regudarly. Most parents followed through on
conferenceg, when scheduled. ."Most Qéren+§ followed through on responsibility
of obtaifiing health exams, on transportation arrangements, and on getting
the child to ‘the center when he was well. Only 5 to'l10 péréent of the
. parents fell .short of'these expec?aTions.( )

> [ 4
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_Community Understanding of Day Care .

.The SOCP centers served as important outreach agénts. They interpreted
day care to the community by making presentations to. commund ty groups, and
opgnéd the cenferi and facilgties to streams of visitors from“social services
and -licensing agencies and early chi]dhood programs. They also acted as re-
sources for workshops and training programs’ about child development or day
care. Cemter activitids also showed how interaction with educational insti-
tutions could satisfy mutual needs; specialized skills were offered by the
schools, and the' centers offeéred praciical experience o' students at &l1*
levels. L - . . : \ 8 ,

) i N .

i3

Programs in the SOCP also actively sought community resources to - -
. supp lement budget,‘activities and manpower. SDCP programs had |imited
ability to pay for Health services ih the community and so developed
"local resources. Public health departments were used; volunteen services
of doctors,dentists, and agencies for speech, hearing and vision problems
were cultivated as well as university resources for psychological and . &
.. other specialized c!inical services. Local resources supplemented food
~budgets also.. State and federal nutrition staff .and surp%us commod ity
' foods and U.S. Depe&?menf of Agriculture reimbursements enhanced the

food serwices. *

ot

" Program activities gained -public exposure through use of commurlty
- resourges such as public libraries for special exhibitions. Local cultural
groups and city recreation departments provided equipment and facilities
which might not have been otherwise available. )

2




The use of such resources depends on the availability of the services’
in the community, and on the aggressiyveness of the program dlrecTor in find-
ing and mobjlizing services. Ingenuity, patience and perseverance by the
staff are important .fn attracting a variety of services to the center. The
strong, efforts of all the SDCP programs to be involved in their communities -
contributed greatly fo the "demonstration'" value of these model programs.

e ’
Delivering Publicly-Funded Day Care

Delivesy .of publncl% funded day care involves many opﬁlons and issues.
A important Yﬁgue concdrns the'method of delkivering the service: Who
should operate day care programs—the public agency itself? A third party
through contract with the public’ agency? By purchasing slots in existing
programs? The SDCP experience included all three 0p+|ons Each had its
advantages and disadvantages. </

Public agency operated: This lon12ncoun+ers problems associated
;Th state- bureaucracy Emp loyment of day care persornel +hrough the ,
sys#em is cumbersome and time-consuming. Purchasing items for day L
care (from cribs to diapers) under the triple bid procedure is also cumber-
some. . But the administrative and management costs for SOCP programs operated
directly by the public agency (either statetor county) were'relatively low.

Contpacting for a program with a third party: These may be co et s
.with "for profit" or "nonprofit" groups. *This - option keeps the stat® out
of the actual delivery system.’ Is this more efficient? The two.SDCP "+hird-
parTy -programs’ were no faster in gearing up for actual operaflon than the
agency- operated ones. Their administration and management costs are much
higher, 26 percenf and 30 percent of operating costs; than the Il to 16 P
cent for’ The agency- 0pena+ed programs.. < .

4’

In wpiting contracts with a third party "for profit” sponsor, how
is profiy defined? .ls it a guaranteed (cosi- plus) percent ‘of other costs,
or does the sponsor assume the risk of makung his profit? How does the -
funding agency determine that the service it is cont acting for is acTually
being. dellvered7 , }f

1 ' v
e

Purchas1ng individual slots in ex1st\pg programs: This option has
the advantage of, placnng ellglble children in ongotng programs, and there-
by seeks to maintain an ethnic and cultural mix. In practice, however,
the experlence in North Carolirfa's purchase-of—care program still found
fhat it is difficult to obtain ,such a mix, even by purchasing slots,
especially when there is an aTTempT To use, programs close to the child's

own home. : R

This option also has the advantage of.maintaining ongoing programs
and supporting them through the payment for slots. This avoids competing
with marginal private programs by establishing pnew agency-operated ones. )
This option has the built-in possibility of 1mg20ving the ongoidg programs
in the, compunity by offering assistance and training tfo centers from which

many slofs are purchased, K . .

/
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Staffing Day Care o ’ «
The fine line between who is'"pretFained" and who is not is often
difficult to draw. The SDCP made an arbitrary decision to classify all
staff with two-year college defrees or more as "pretraindd." The ratio ..
of in-service trained staff to "pretrained" staff in direct child care~in y
- SOCP programs varied from 7/1 in one program- to 0.3/1 in another. In one
center the head teacher did not have a degree of any sort, but had ‘magy -
'////”’VQgrs of experience. Elsewhere, a~To§a| col lege gturned out many two-year
g degree people who were-gnly T@q glad fo find jobs Fn‘aéy care, so that

.#// the center had an ample supply of pretrained staff.

e

. /

The quality of the SDCP“pnégrams dgdino# seem to relate to the number’
of pretraired persons on the staff. Neither did it seem to relate to the,
child/staff ratios. Exgluding the al{-infanf program, the direct child/staff
ratios (counting only those in direct 'child care) varied from 6.8/1 to 3.3/1.
What did seem to make the difference in the quality of the programs'was the

I ~ability of the director to inspire and mobilize +the staff toward service.
The support for the program at the agency level (state or county) also
affected morale and quality. ' i 4

'

Career opportunities are importan't to paraprofessionals. The SDCP found
that opportunities definitely exist-in day care, and many workers were pro-
moted to higher positions in the SOCP’ progfams as they gained experience
and training. Several paraprofegsionéls were encouraged to take advantage
of formal training in order to obtain credentials. -

-
. -

5 \|*hough the project stressed employmen*‘of males, only 12 percent
of the staff employees were male, and many of these served as janitors or
drivers. Even these served as father or grandfather models. Overcoming
traditional concepts of sex roles is not easy, but once a breakthrqugh

- occurs, more men become interested. . , .
\Rﬁa?her objeéfive was to employ racially mixed staffs. Blacks con-
stituted 23 percent of all pretrained staff and 69 percent of all in-
' sérvice trained staff employed ip the programs. One of the seven center
directors was black. Several social workers and teachers were black.

.+ Fourteen percent of all staff ‘employed sometime during the programs
were parents of enrollted children. The staff-parent role was watched .
carefully to'see if it presented any serious problems. In the SDCP .
experience, it is a problem only when the child-parent relatioAship
\\S itself iszunqpsy. .Then it becomes aggravated by :the staff-parent role
bonflicf.‘ Otherwise there seem to be no drawbacks to employing parents
as staff.' - ’ et ‘ o

%

' ¢
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Staff turnover was also carefully monitored. Children in day care
‘need continuity.. How does day care provide it? The turnover rate for
staff of the programs was 78 percent for pretrained staff and'6] ﬁercenf
for the in-service trained (separations over the three years'as a percent
of total positions). This is translated into an average yearly .turnover
rate of 26 percent for pretrained persons and 20 percent for in-service
trained staff. The rate for in-service trained staff may resulfibecause

.
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" day care jobs are an improvement over’ jobs they might otherwise have had®
The promise of career opporfunlfles also reduces the 1likelihood, they will
make changes. The somewhat hlgher rates for prefra|ned staff may mirror
the fact that many 2re. w1ves of "mo?|7e" husbands.

e
wyo . }
.

fhe Locatipﬁ and‘Setting of Day Care ;

N (3

Family day care: The SOCP put great emphasis on concurrent demonstra-
tion of both center care and family day home care. Family day care is an
important service for a varjety of. reasons. It is more like traditional
care in the child's own home. Too, infants can be cared for in homes in
those states which prohibit .infant care in centers. Family day care
mothers are fully employed in an activity which allows them important
self-expression. Historically, the most frequent arrangements working
mothers have made for their childrern have been in the €hild's own home or
in the home of a neighbor. )

The SDCP demonstrated the operation of family day care in conjunction
with center care, with resourcés available on a system-wide-basis to serve
both the homes and the centers. These resources are administrative services,
social services,” fraining, purchaS|ng, program enr«ichment, and paren+ organi-
zation. ’

Five states had originally planned to develop family day care homes
as part of their demonstrations. Although edch of these states did develop
homes, some fell below their stated objectives in the number of family
day care homes to be set up and in the numbepr of children fo be served
in them. DOuring the project period, |12 percent of the children were in -
family day care.

A

, ' TABLE IIT
FAMILY DAY CARE PLANS OF THE SDCP BY STATES

o Resul4s on Family Day Care
' No, of Children Served

brié&aﬂ%fEWans " ‘ Age Groups No. of FDC Homes in FDC During SDCP

Ga. 2 homes’ _ infants | for only six 3

P ’ . . ' months
% . ¢

-

Ky.* 10 homes all ages’ no record ‘ qg record

N.C.* 4 homes 5 no recof‘d
. B ‘ _" )
S.C. 5 homes all agés 2 . V7
1 ‘ / .
Tenn. 5 homes “infants and 5 ‘ 55
toddlers B

7u§

¥Not f¥o be funded by +he DFOJeCT but to be encouraged and/or
’SUbSldlzed by the project. °




: Sf@*e programs faced mamy barkiers as they tried to develop family
o day care homes. Two important ones were recruitment of home- operators
¢ and fees. Little response followed notices about family day cafe oppor-
tunities sent out by the Ggorgia program. In South Carolina, fees ($12.50°
per'week per child) depended on the child being present all week. This may
have deterred prospective family day care operators. Some additional incen-
tive was created when fees were guaranteed even if a child missed a déy or
so & week. Tennessee dealt with the low fee problem by paying women an over-
all retainer of $25 as well as the $12.50 per week per child. Even the fee”
of $12.50 per child would net women higher weekly incomes if the full com-
plement of children.could be assured. However, the low fees remained a
_problem in all statés.
, , .
¢ The logistics of match¥ng children to family day care homes are often
complicated. Regulations +hat prohibit placement of more than two or'
Three children under age two or three in a single home, transportation to
the home, and the location of'prOSpecTive children relative to the 'home,
all created problems which often resulted’ in family day care mothers having
vacancies in their programs. '

Y

The larger the system of family day éa}e homes, the gfeafer the possi-
bilities of overcoming these problems. -There are'definite advantages to
. operating a system of family day care homes as if it were an extended day
care center. o

Licensing requirements creéfed:serious impediments to the development
of, family day care in the’ project states. Unrealistic health or fire safety
code requirements relating to-such ifems as vinyl covers and vented stoves
(often designed for ‘larger institutional settings) and inflexible standards
relating to fencing, use of basements, upstairs areas, and the household's
beds, made it impossible to set up family day homes in many -public housing

. projects and poverty areas where they were most needed.
After considering the problems of licensing family day care homes, the
SOCP suggested that registration of fami |y day care homes might be more
sappropriate. Such a system would require women who were providing family
* day care to régister with the local agency. Through this registry, a census

of providers would be formed for agency outreach and for women needing day

care. The staff of the agency that registers homes would be able .to offer

fraining 'and technical assistance for the provision of good dav/care. Thus >

) the legal licensing process would not be involved in family day care, but
"there would be supervision and assistance to assure quality care.
Family day care workers: The family day care workers were all women—

I'l black, one white. The education level ranged from +hjrd~9r?d§.fo§§ome

~ Gollege. Their ages ranged from 29 to 58 years old ‘and aveFagedﬂqzuyg§rs

of,age. Seven kept their own children in the home. B N

n.

-

! 4 1 -
- Of the 12 family day care mothers employed in the program; 7 were .-
still employed at the end of thé project. "The average length of employ~
rent for family day care mothers was 17.1 mopths, and 15,4 months for
paraprofessional center staff. The turnover rates for family day care

¥ - ‘ \ -
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workers in the SDCP were comparabie to those found for paraprofessionals
in center care, sé that gn fre dverage there seems' ta be no more instabi-
lity with adult relationships for children in family day care tman in cen-
ter care. ) s
‘Family day care costs: Family day care costs compare favorably to
cénter costs. Organizing day care in a home may require: lower start-up
costs and may perhaps be more economical to operate. Infant care and )
night care cost no more than preschool care when provided in the fémify
day care setting. In centers, these specialized demands may cause costs
to soar. Another benefit is the favorable adult/child ratio. Family, day
care approaches the pattern of care the child would receive in his own
home, withouts putting costs out of reach. A eost liability, though, is the
problem that licensing of family day care homes is more-costly to the
licensing agency. . N ,

/

Actual family day care costs in the SDCP are shown in Tablie IV. Cer-
tain "overhead" program costs fQr administration, social services and any
other functions that apply equally to children in centers and family day
care homes are allocated to family day care on the basis of the share of
enrol Iment relative to total center and family day care enrolIment.

TABLE IV \
P | FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES S

A

Per Day Enrolled - Per Day Attended Pe} Year Enrolled ‘

First Second- Third First. Secoqd Third First Second Third

year  year year year  year year year  year  year

Ga. $12.49 NA NA 51372 NA NA $3,123  NA NA
S.C. 6.07 '8.23 6.75 6.37 9.24 7.61 -I,5|8:'2,108 |,688
Tenn: 7.07 6.61 7.78 .4; é.49 '7.84 ' 8:88 1,768 .1,653 . 1,945

- Iy
R ! 3 . ) {

In South Carolina and Tennessee, famlly day care cbst $1,688 and $1,945°
per year respectively, while center care cost $3,570 and $2, 473 And these
family day care costs included allocations for systemywide funcfions. Thus
family day care consistently cost less than center care.

Family day care appears to offer a sound, significant service.” The -
setting and format of the service differ from that of center care, but the
two services can augment and enhance each other and their coexistence offers

important choices ‘for day care users. ,

The centers: Of the seven center locations, four were in the inner-city
or urban areas. One of these was in a public housing project. These*
centers a’ll proved to be conveniént td a constant sfream of day care users.
In three cities most of the children could easily walk to the centers .from

27
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their homes (mosf!y apartments) in the ne1ghborhood., After-school day care,
however, was severely disrupted when busing |to achieve racial balance was
“fastituted in the publlc school system. Thils meant that children were nc
longeT in the nelgnpbrhood schools from whigh they could be picked up by
the center as a group, but were scattered over a number of schools, some far
away. Several terminations occurred because of the busjhg scheduling pfoblems.
r LIE hd L

In the three centers in smal ler towns, the location of the denter was such

that enrolIment was difficult without fransp%rfafion The eligible population

is not densely . concenfrafed in small towns, Qut tends to b& scattered. When a
center is limited to serving only welfare families, a farge radius of service
is involved. This requires fransporfa#non which is costly.

I+ migh¥ be expected that a locaMion nean a targe cenTer emp loying women
who presumably need child care would attract ehrollment that could be served
without special transportation.— The pother could bring her ¢hild with her
and drop-him off on her way. In practice 1ihis\did not work out. Tne con-
straints on/Bligibility in terms of income and ge range set by the federal
regulatiohs were usually too Inmnflng to drad enough clientele JUST because

a large emp loyment cenfer for women existed nea by
. \

The SDCP centers were housed in a variety o? buanlngs Institutional
settings included a church's educational bunldlnq and a vatant schoo!. Pre-
fabricated units were used to expand space for two programs—one housed in °
a converted store and one in a former residence. Public housing residential

s units wefe combined and converted for day care use in another program. Con-
version q “single lamwly residences for day care has some advantages because
of fhe Stacnd@s ds and the homelike atmosphere. Yet the cut-up interior
of ‘residences m y hinder fraedom to arrange space for groups of more than
seven or eight childriex. . ’

. :‘2‘,}\ o4 <

Altha I buildings may be more likely to have doors that
open oufwérds, v ,f Y ods .and other fyplcal\safefy code requirements, they
may not lend Zh Kfilves to a cozy and homelike atmosphere for young children,
Leasing a prefab dgié: mobile unit is a great advantage in quickly expanding
~wspace without maior construction expendifures, iﬁ someone can be found who ———

............. unit. \_\ .\ ‘

< X

How Much Does Day Care Cost? R .

' , " .
The SDCP defined in gréat detail what is meant by cost. Operating.expenses
included salaries and all expenditures for recurring goods and services. In
addition, there are nonrecurring expendlfures for items that last, or that
only need replacement at infrequent intervals. When the nonrecurring expendi-
tures are ‘added to operating expénditures, the result is total expenditures.
Donated gogds and services that help a program funcfuon must also be con-
sidered. If they are neCessary to the operation of the program, they too
mugft be 'costed" ‘fo produce total costs (operating.costs. plus donated sergice
costs). “ . * . .
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Costs are calcutated by dividing total expenditures according to
certain arbitrary units. Costs can bé quoted in various units—per child
day enrolled, per child day attended, per child year enrolled, etc. Bes *
fore comparing program césts,’ it is important to check that all the
costs refer to the same 'unit of measure. The costs quoted below are per
child year enrolled For each Type of cost shown., the range is given from
the lowest to the hughes+ in the seven SOCP programs monitored by the
prbject. Thewproject lasted three full years, and cosfs are given for
each of the three years.

L

N
e

~ The Thlrd year costs were aIways lower than the first year costs.

* Stocking up on the many necessary items at the beginning, plus low bnroll—
ments relative to staff as centers first opened, meant high unit costs
initially. The highest costs in each instance were those of the infant
programs. The ratios of staff to children were much higher for infants

and therefore raised program costs.’ Among the programs not serving mostiy
infants, there were still considerable variations in costs. Many of the
variations reflected differences in managerial ability, and in the adminis-
trative overhead. )

From & subjective viewpoint, the program with the lowest operating
costs ($2,047 the third year) appeared to have as good a program as any"
cenTer in the group. .

»

The difference in start- Jp costs-($189 to $826 per chi’ld) reflected
the tremendous variation |n physical setups that were |n1+|a||y available.
The lowest start-up cost was for a program that was a continuation and up-
grading of one previously in existence.

A difference of 10 to 12 percent was found in per child day enrolled
and per child day attended costs. This reflected the high absenteeism rate
for young children in day care. |If programs had been staffed according to
average attendance instead of.enrollment, they could have cut staff costs
by 15 percent. Since staff represents the single largest expense of day
care, such a policy makes a significant saving, 24,

There were also consldérable differences in costs for-functional.
classificatidns such as trangportation, building maintenance, and social,
services. Some of these differences reflecwed variations such as. whe+her
or not cildren were transported by the center vehicte‘or by their parents.
Others represented differences in "donated” services. *

®

. {

«Differences in Tﬁ; percentage for mahagement and administration rang-
ing from |1 to 30 percent of total program costs reflected the higher
costs when programs were operated by third parties, who added "overhead "
"indirect costs" or "profit" to other expenses. (See Table V, Cosfs of

Day Care, page 30.) .
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- TABLE V
’ COSTS OF DAY CARE ’ ,
Centers . ‘ < Low High
Per Child Enrolled Annual Total Costs
First Year : \ * $2,525 $9,380
Second Year . . 1,775 4,365
Third Year: - : 2,125 4,659
Per Child Enrolied Annual Operating Costs ¥
First Year 2,398 , 7,183
Second Year 1,740 4,358 '
. Third Year : ' 2,047 4,657
. . b

Per Child Enralled Annual Operating Costs

Including Donated Items q -
‘ " Third Year . 2,136 4,775
) Per Child Start-Up Costs \ ‘.
(Equipment) 189 - 826

Percent of Total! Operating Costs by
Categories (Third Year)

Functional Clags}ficafibns

Administrative-Management ng . - 30%
" Chi'ld Carey . 40 60
. Food v , 8 18
{- . a ,
Health - ) ' 0 3
Plant-Maintenance X 4 I
Social Services . , 0 T
¢ » ' . - -
Special- Functions ¢ I 9
Transportation ‘ 0 7

~Line ltem Classifications
L Payrolls ) 62 89
Nonpayrol | . 38 1

RIC - . 20936 ) ’
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PART 111
OVERALL ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS OF THE PROJECT

Consortium Meetings

1

Several planning meetings were held at the beginning of the project to.
‘develop the admintstrative and fiscal aspects of the project. All meet-
ings included concern for developing the specific day care programs in
‘the individual states. The Consortium of Child Welfare Directors acted
as_a planning and advisory committee to the project in the early months,
bt individual members also took back a great deal of information and
thoughtful suggestions from the other members as they returned to develop
their own state plans.

An esNy workshop brought together a number of child development
experts from throughout the region and the nation to advise the staff
and the state leaders on various aspects of quality day care. Another
especial ly helpful workshop brought together  a number of parents from
throughout the region who were recipients of Aid to Families with Depen-
dent Children (AFDC) an8 who were potential users of day care, to advise
on wha® parents wanted from day care for thejr children and for themselves.
The results from these meetings, plus readings from the literature and

eting with special consultants, provided:the inputs for the owverall pro-
ject's philosophies and objectives. Fhese meetings also provided input
for the individual state programs in setting their policies and préc®dures
as they developed their Section I115 day care program proposals.

As the programs in the states moved into their operational phases in
the summer and fall of 1970, the meetings of the Consortium became more
concerned with.sharing progress reports and sojutions to operating problems
such as how to simplify purchasing or how to work with Merit systems in
getting appropriate job.descriptions and Merit examinations. The Consor-
tium continued to advise the projéct on specific-areas of program need
such as family day care and school age day care, and reviewed and modified
the objectives and the specific measures of outcomes as they were developed
by the staff. There have been 12 meetings of the Consortium from-its origi=-*
nal- organization in 1969, .

A benefit which Consortium members and staff received from these meet-
ings.was the opportunity to meet fairly frequently with representatives
from the Social and Rehabilitation Service and the Office of Child Develop- ~
ment to learn firsthand of new policies and plans being developed in Washing-
ton' that would affect day care ggd other child welfare programs in the states.
The representatives from Kentucky and North Carolina received an extra bonus
since these two states had only recently been moved from Region Il of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare into Region 1V. The Consortium
mee+|ngs gave them a chance to get better acquainted with the staff persons
in the Atlanta regional office as well as with their colleagues in the
other six Southeastern states.
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Workshops for Day Care Program Directors and Staff

As the individual day care programs came into operation, there was
need for training and problem-solving workshops for new levels of workers,
especially the directors of the individual day care programs. The directors
‘and some of their staffs were major participants in several workshops on
_such fopics as "Family Day Care,". "School Age Day Care," and "Licensing
of Day Care." Other meetings of the program directors were concerned with
operational problems such as those that also congerned the Cohsortium.

The day care program directors were also involved in the design. and use
of the evaluation instruments, and a fair amount of their meeflng Tlme
went to this subject.

There were also two workshops for  the social workers who were either
employed by or closely related to the individual day care programs. These
sessions concerned overall roles and relationships of social workers in
the day care programs &8s well as their specific roles in the evaluation
process.

Consultation Visits , N

The staff, especially the project director, did a great deal of on-
site visitation to the individual states to provide technical assistance
and consultation to the “individual day care programs in their deve@epmenT
and operation. Sometimes these visits provided formal staff training
sessions,but more often they wére discussions of progress, problems and
plans for overcoming problems. The training and.evaluation.staff persons
also made consultation visits of this kird. Altogether it is estimated -
that 300 such consultation visits were conducted by the staff.

ot

Studies and Reports . ) .
The SDCP mdde several studies and anal&ses of specific aspects of

day care. Some of thede studies were written up in "bulletins"—short

publications given Wwide and Tlmely distribution to concerned persons :

throughout the region. Among these were:

" "A Cost Analysis System for Day Care Programs." The.functional
breakdown of costs met a need for systematic accounting.-in day
carer This bulletin has been reprlnfed by the Day Care and Child

* Development Council of America, lInc. .

"Southeastern Day Care Project Rating Forms." This bulletin describes
the development of the forms, their use and outcomes on them over the
first two years of the project. Reliability and validity were ex-.
plored, and revisigns to the forms were devised.

N o




TrainingsActivities

In the training area, the project's activities consisted of an .
analysis of the job activities for various levels of day care workers
and an attempt to gefine the core of competence upon which to more
accurately base the training programs for day care workers. This work
has ndt been entirely completed. In large measure it has been taken
over by- the training materials for the training of Child Development
Associates sponsored by the Office of Child Development. :
Other activities in +ra|n|ng were gathering and compiling data on
all af the child care and chlld developmenT Traanang programs in the
region. .
Child developmenT training program directors from a wide range of ~
. training programs {from high school level through technical schools and
Junior colleges to baccalaureate and masters level programs) were con-
vened to explore just what was included in their curricula and to determine
what information specific to day care they felt should be includdd in their
child development gourses. It ywas Lurprising to find how little content -

material was ordTnarily included in the courses about the organization and f

delivery of services compared to the amount of material concerned wi™h
individual child development and learning theory. This service sy8tem

L ad

information remains an unmet need.

Major Publications . . . L
In the course of ThelSDCP, several publications were developed to
meet specific needs. They have been given wide distribution throughout
the region and the nation. They are:
A ) e . —
“~The Southeastern Day Care Project: Its Philosophy and Objectlves
(1970). This publication has found rather wide appeal since there
seemed to be no generally agreed upon statement of day care objectives
as comprehensive and yet as detailed as this. The projec# has distributed
2,000 copies of thig publlca#lon s

-
‘

Day Care Is... (1972), This is a popularized.and |llus+ra+ed version
of the philosdphy and objectives for day care. It was written for more
general public use among day care staffs, board members, ‘parents, community
agencies, etc. _It has proved to be an extremely popular publication; it ~
creates wider understanding of JUST what day‘care tried to do beyond basic
care and cognitive development of chjldren. Three thousand three
hundred copies have been distributed. )

* - . )

Planning Pldygrounds for Day Care.(1973). lhls publncafaon describes
some of the experiences and considerations in planning the arrangement,
equipment, surfaces, etc., for playgrounds in day care programs. It describes
a community-built playground, a child-built playground, and a playground
planned and built by a commercial suppller. This book has been distributed

!

to 600 persons:

3
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Evaluating Children's Prog¥ess. (1973). This publication describes %,

the forms used by the SDCP and how Yo use them to assess child development.
It is a recent publication that has had wide appeal to academicians and
others who have a special concern for measurement and evaluation. The ‘book
contains.a blank set of the forms'which can be‘puplicafed for use. It is
being used by the Regional Head Start Programs. It has been sent to 700
persons, .. .

How to do Day Care: Some Shared Experiences. (1973). This book
recounts some of the specific considerations and pointers in planning
and operating day care programs that the program staff learned in the
various experiences in the SDCP programs. This publication is available
for distribution.

The Southeastern Day Care Pro%ect's Evaluation Report. (1975). This
is a highly detailed final report of the project, approximately 265 pagés
long, with charts, tables and in-depth discussions of the findings.

-

Staff Reports* . '

v L4 \
g SDCP staff, with staff and parents from the eight states, gave presen-
tations at many state and national conferences, including the National
Association for the Education of Young Children, the Child Wel fare, League
of America and the American Public Welfage Association Roundtable.
Approximately 23 such Rresentations were given to describe the project or
some aspec} of the project's approaches or findings. The staff members
were also frequently called on for consultation. 0

Even with fhe project officially ended, nearly every regional con-,
férence or training session includes a presentation from the Donner centers.

. ’

/

Résu}ts in the States , a \ ) y

Part Il of this publication describes the effécts of‘day care programs
on children, families and «communities. However there was still -another set ~

of objectives for,the overal] SDCP. This was to provide the states with
experience din thel operation of day care programs, and tfo help them develop
their policies and procédures ‘for the time when the expansion in publicly-
funded day care programs would come. b

\

In the early phases of the project there was a rapid'éxpansion of day .
care using both private funds and some state and local pubiic funds to
obtain 75 pergent federal matching funds under the provision of Ti+;9/¢V:RX
In fact, the'stdtes were making haste to contract for as many social ser-
vice programs (such as day care) as possible before a ceiling might be
set on the Title IV-A funds that were then open-&nded. - During‘the early
phasas of the project other possibilities for the expansion of g¢hy care
were alsa under consideration., The Family Assistance Plan was expected
to be implemented, which would mandate registration of welfare mothers
for work and require day care services for their children. Ip addition,

»
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the Child Development BI||, which would have greale expanded day care
services, was under consaderaflon in Congress

As it turned out, there was, in %acf a ceiling set on the expansion
of social services under Title V- A, and fhe regulations were drawn much
more stringently.  The Family Assistance Plan didsnot maferialize, and, thei
Child Development Bill was vetoed by the PresldenT Yet,, in spite of all
these setbacks, there was a considerable increase in day‘care, mostly in
the form of third-party contracts and the purchase of care for elaglble
families. -

The figures for %he growth of day care programs and the numbers of
children enrolled in them in the various states aré quite impressive.
The states had hoped to increase their staffs of day care consultants$ and
licensing specialists. The figures reported by the states.-show considerable.
gains during the period covered bv the SDCP. Somé examples given in a
project "wrap-up" conference in August, 1973, were: in Florida between
1970 and 1973, there was an expansion of day care openings under the Title
IV-A programs from 0 to 5,700 children who were cared for in 112 group
centers and 100 .family day care homes. There were 28 contract groups, most
of whom were responsible for several cenfers or homes. In fiscal~year 1974,
Florida planned to use $1,875,000 of state funds, which constituted doubllng
available day care funds. The state has a new day care.licensing law. At
the state office level the staff devoted to day care has grown from one
supervisor, one assistant and two clerical vWorkers to five professional
persons (with three more positions approved), plus four clerical workers.
Several other states report similar progress. ) .

-

1

The SDCP was the first Title IV-A contract in several of the states.
Kentucky has two departments of state government that are |nvolved in
Title IV-A programs for children: the Department of Economic Seeurlfy
which manages the funds, and the Depar+menT of Child Welfare which has
program responsibility. The SOCP was the first contract program between
the two departments. At present, the “two departments are jointly receiving
revenue sharing funds for child programs. The Department of Child Welfare
is workiag up standards™wr school age day care and infant care as a result
of the experience &ith thg SDCP. ¥ .

North Carolina also has a new day care ficensing law which sets minimum

standards for services, but also provides for higher standards ("AA license)

for those who wish fo be recognized for provndlng a hlgher level of care
than that required for basig llcensure ("A" Ilcense)

More of these changes are documented in Part*IV of fh‘s pubfication.
These incgreases, of course, are the resulf of many factors.“ The SDCP
carffnot claim credit for brlnglng them about, but it may* have facilitated
some of them as a result of the increased concern, commitment and knowledge ,
created by the project's activities. ’

r

R

In severdl states ‘the welfare department officials were able.
establish various policies and procedures for day care as a result of

" sharing ideas and experiences through the project. For example, at

A
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the start of the project, Tennegsee was probably the most experienced ‘in
the ,development of third-party contracts. The procedires already developed
in Tennessee were readily’adapted by a number. of. the other states as a’ re-

-

sult of discussion of them in a project workshop. o ‘
* As’another example, hiring paraprofessional workers was often diffigult

at the sfart of the project. Day care positions and Meri¥ system examinations
simply did not exist in many states. Workers had to be emp loyed as hpmemakers,
case workers pr teacher ‘aides.” During the operation of the project, existing
Merit systgm cClassifications were,mo@ified,'éhd day care positions wére created
where none existed before. Also, Merit examinations have been(specifiqally

’

designed for these day care worker positions. , .

- . // P -
Purchasingd.procedure was another problem worked out in conjunction

" with participation in'the project. Tennessee, Mississippi, South Carolina

and, Florida each developed a petty cash fund that had not existed before,
from which“small purchases could be made without going throudh the compli-
cated process of. formal pjdding./y/ . ’

- ~

The bﬁeaﬁd n costs (developed by the project helpéd.fhe states evaluate
£ that were being funded and provided a cost comparison base.
The analys’ osts was also helpful [in arriving at costs for purchase

of care.\ . ult, rates for purchase of both family day care and center
day care‘Were raised in North Carolina and South Carolina.

L

v > L

" In several states the demonstration centers-have become major traiming
resources for’persons‘who are planning or opsrating day care programs. ’
Training is provided both by visitation and in formal Traiﬁing sessions,

I't is offered to staff persons of county-operated or private centers from
which care is pdrchased and to key social service staff, county coordinators, -
and state %&nd regional consultants. Some of the cinters also provide
practicum training for students in child development programs from technicl®
schools, two-year community colleges andr ] ;ﬁour—year colleges and

] \
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Angther expectation of "the project wasythat:ways would be found to
continue the support and operation of the <ifddividual state programs .
after the Donner Foun ation ‘funds qndéd in-June, 1973. The fact that
\QT the end of the project' fundipg all. of thé individual state programs
were‘con+inued'is’qp indi¢§*ibg¢*haf'+h§ states felt that these demonstra-
tions were worthwhile. h mo&t instances statd funds were obtained to
maintain the programs.’ .In Alabama- the program was absorbed into an
Appalachian Regional Compission program that serves a broader age range.
“In GCeorgia, the con+rac+/wi+h the private corporbfion was not continued,
but the parents organized and obtained funding from the city and county
to carry on the contract with the state, using TiYie I'V-A funds. When
the project ended, no staffs were without jobs and ' no families werg with-
out day dar%&serv?ces because of the TermiQEIigp f the Donner funds.

. .

The pc®ject has now come to an official closé.\Some funds Temain which

“will be used for three major purposes: |) to.furtheR disseminate the

publicatiens and reports of the project: 2) 1o ‘contjifue some work with
. . s P - \ . iy
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the Consortium of Cﬁild Welfare:Directors for a short time in the future,
and 3) to continue some sporadic conference actiyities that may, be specifi-
cally indicated. One(such needed acflvntqui further developmenf of family
day, care.

In retrospect it appears that the SDCP was timely in its conception
and ekecution and enabled the Southern region to serve the needs of a
substantial number of poor children and families with quality day care
servézes It did not accomplish all that it had hoped to accomplish, but
the Lontributions Were substantial.
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PART IV o,
THE STATES' REPORTS . .

" Each of the statés submitted & Section 1115 project proposal for its

demonstration day care project, and described what it intended to ac-
complish. Each state has given a brief account of how it fulfilled
those intentions and what was learned from the the project.

)

These are theircaccounts. \ i . .
. ’ - [

Alabama's Day Care Project ) C
h k]

The contract wiTh the University of Alabama to provide infant care
was one of Alabama's first experiences in contracting fot day care ser-
vices. Prior to this time, day care had been purchased on an individual
child-by-child basis. .

i Donner Foundation ‘funds became available shortly after day care
center standards for children under three were adopted by the Alabama
State. Board of Bepsions and Security. Group day care for infants was
relatively new in the. Southeastern region,,and a dempnstration program
was needed to test minimum sTandards and to attempt To determine if
group ¢are, in a high qualt#y center, was detrimental to children in
the under-three age group. Information which we had gatherdd, nation-
wide, on group infant day care was 3Sparse and inconclusive. :

All of the existing centers from which we received material were
being operated under the auspices of, or in ¢lose cooperation with,

a university. High cost factors were recognized in the beginning, but
the expertise of the campus staff'and well trained center staff reduced
the rysk to the children. ' ' '

Initial problems encounfbred were lack of clear guidelines from
concerning purchase of services” and to compllcafe matters fur*herﬂfgg§¥_/’/
flicting information was given from fime to fime. . - »
The geographical separation of the University of Alabgaa and the
State Department of Pensions and Security was also a problem n that it-
was a barrier to cooperative ‘and coordinated efforts and later to consistent

.

and extepsive monitoring. . \

The €experience of drawing up a contract -resulted in a very positive R
intra- and inferagency working relationship’among the County Department
of Pensions and Security, the State Department of Pensions and Security,
and the University of Alabama. The responsibilities-of all three agencies
had to be defined to prevent overlapping, duplication and friction. ,

Through experience with this .contract, it became evident that almost
total agency involvement was required: legal service, financial manage-
ment, field service, the Bureau of Family and Children's Serviceiagpd

3
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the Division of Day Care and Chiﬂ% Deve lopment on the state level, and
the jocal County department staff. Fiscal and administration staff of
the University of Alabama was alse involved, along with the Department
of Human Development and Family Life, and the center director and staff.
It was most difficult to keep communication channels open and. current,
and it ,was not always accomplished.

/ .

This experience confirmed our growing conviction that the Department
needed a unit with responsibility for drawing up, implementing and super-
vising contractual situations. Such a unit has since been established,
with responsibility for seeing that all conditions of the contract are
met, including budgeting, expenditure and other aspgcts of accountability., T

As the components of comprehensive child care became more clearly
identified, care had to be exercised that the <o igl worker who was
attached to the 6eﬁér+menT of Pensidns and Secursty staff and the center
staff did not threaten each other when roles somgtimes overlapped. This
experience was later applicable in contractual siYfuations with Appalachian
monies. .

A XY

The statd's goals for the project were, gener I'ly speaking, realized.
The staff of #)e model day care center gave a great I of verbal reaction
t0 Minimum Standards for Day Care Centers for Children Under Three. Examples
of assistance given by the mode! day care center staff:were: specific recom-
mendations in the programmatic area, specific lists of equipment and supplies
for the young child, suggestions relating to child pahagemen+ angd sleeping
and eating patterns. This consultation was used to advantage when standards
were revised this year.

According to our and SREB's evaluation, infants in the center were not
damaged. Our observation of the children reflected—more dramatically than
reports—that these children did profit from their experience at the center.
It is difficult to chart progress in areas such as friendliness, happiness

. T . ‘
and enjoyment of the environment. A number of developmenjal and envirgn-
mental problems were recognized and handled. ‘ .

The staff of this center was also extremely genérous with know ledge * -
and with time in conducting workshops and in arranging observations in
the center. Consultants on the licensing staff profited from discussions
with center staff. : b

It is regrettable that more written material was not develpoped because
there was a great deal more to be shared than the submitted reports reflected.

The existehce of this center made a positive and broad impact on ser-.
vices to the very young child in this:state. -

b4

Florida's Day Care Project

Florida had never appropriated funds for the purchase of day care ser-
vices until fiscal year 1972-73. However, the state's use of Title IV-A
funds, which was stimulated by the Donner Foundation's donation to the
state for the operation of the Pearson Center made this possible.
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The state appropriated $250,000 for fiscal year 1972-73 to be
matched 50-50 with lé6cal funds and 75 percent federal funds to pur- .
chase day care for eligiblé children. For fiscal year 1973-74,
$1,875,000 was appropriated, and for fiscal year 1973-74, $2,187,500
' Was approprnafed . .

As of October, 1974, Florida was using SIZ 191,259 for the purchase
of day care for 10,402 children using s+a*e-appropr|afed local and ~

© Title IV-A funds. The care.is provided in famlly day care homes and

in day qare centers. - . -

The State Division of Family Services feels that it is more feasible
at this time fo purchase day care services than to operate day care cen-
ters.

@,

The Pearson Day Care Center will continue to be operated by the state,
using state and federal funds. |t will continue to be used as a demonstra-
tion center and will provide in-service training and an opportunity for

observation.
: . ¢
The Division of Personnel has established, day care positions within
the Merit system. These include day care facility administrator, day
care facility supervisor, day care group instructor, and day care aides.
There have been very few changes of personnel at the center.

‘ e
At the state level, the staff for the day care unit has grown from
one supervisor, one assistant supervisor and two clerical workers to one
supervisor, one assistant supervisor, seven consultants and\four clerical

. workers. . ' | .
Florida now has a statewide éay'care licensing law which will be im-
plemenfed July 1, 1975. A Child Care Advisory Council and consultants

are “assisting the Division in drafting standards for the establishment
and operatfon of child care faciiities.
, .

v

- Georgia's Day Care Project . \ .

The state entered |n*o a contract with an’ |ncorporafed profl -making
group to provide group day care for 40 children and famlly day care for
10 childreh.

The project's philosophy of day cér@; as well as the philosdphy of
day care for this program, has been implemented fully in many aspects of
the program

The dedication of the chald carée s*aff and The kind of care provided
were valuable. There was very little turnover in staff, and the consistent
care proved to be very beneficial to the chil®en. Social services to"
children and families helped“to strengthen family ties in many cases and
helped families through a variety of ways to function better. (// .
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Work with parents by all staff, and particularly, the director and
social service staff, enabléd parents to assume more responsibility
for their children. At the end of the demonstration period, parents
as#umed responsébility for the continued operation of the program. B
The community became aware of the need for the services, and through ‘
their efébr%sh‘individuals, churches, industry, the city, the county,
the state and the federal government have contributed to the continua-
tion btFhe program in the community.’ ‘-

. This‘%#ogram has strengths in many areas, although there were some
objectives in the origihal proposal.that were ndt accomplished in the
area of family day care. There are many problems to be considered in
developing’ this particular service. The biggest problem was securing
adequate staff and adequate housing. Family day care was provided
*during a brief period of the contract but was discontinued before the
end of the demonstration.

Recommendations: For states interested in purchasing day care from
profit-making organizations, we would make the following recommendations.

These recommendations will in'most~595es apply fo nonprofit as well as to
profit-making organizations. .

x4

I. The program proposal ‘as well as’ the contract should clearly
define what is expected of each party to the contract,

v

- ' ’ .
2. Interim goals should’ be established in many cases and the
program monitored on a systematic and ongoing basis.

3. Some flexibility should be built into the contract so that
adjustments can be made if original goals become uﬁfea!is*ic.

-

4. Staff responsibili+ies, both for the state agency and the
contracting agency, should be clearly defined. 5

)

¥ It is possible to purchase good services from profit-making organiza-
tions, but more safeguards must be built in to be sure that good services
are delivered. Profit-making organizations have a different base of
operations from the traditional nonprofit social service agency.
-
"This program is being continued through the efforts of parents of
the children using it. Near the end of the demonstration, the parents '
organized fo serve as sponsor and raised sufficient local funds to match
Title IV-A funds to expand and continue the program.

Kentucky's Mobile Day Care Project

3

The Kentucky Mobile Day Care Project began operation in July, 1970.

" Kentucky was the only state in the Fegion *q select a daydﬁg;e activity
that was not the operation of a day care center through ofe method or

another. Kentucky, had previously experimented with the operation.of two

“
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day care centers—one in a very rural area and one in a metrpdtitan area.
Based on these experiences, Kentucky had decided that day care would be 3
more readily available to the children of the Commonwealth if local organi-
zations and the privafe sector could be encouraged to accept the responsi-
bility for providing day care.- On this premise, Kentucky decided to direct -
its project toward three goals: |) to promote the establishment of day care
programs in selectéd areas where the need for and interest in day care was
the greatest; 2) to provide training opportunities for interagency staff,

and 3) to provide training opportunities for present and potential day

care staff and other persons providing day care. 4

To work toward these goals, Kentucky purchased a motor coach, equipped
it with day care equipment and, supplies and staffed it with day care and
publicity specialists to move from town to town for prearranged meetings
and training sessions. Additional day care staff were employed and stationed
in the eight areas of the state to wafk with the staff of the mobile unit
when it was in their area and to provide necessary follow up when the mobi le

unit moved on. ’
e .
The time the mobile unit spent in a community varied from two days to

a full month. The day care staff in the field are still pursuing interest

created by the mobile unit and many requests for return visits have been
received and aré being honored. ,

The usual plan of operation was : g request from field staff was sent
to the project, the publicity cialist spent a week or two in the com-
munity contacting staff of a human services agency,~civic clubs, public
officials, school authorities, industries employing women, and the news
media to obtain advance publicity as well as follow-up stories on the visit
of the mobile unit. At the time the mobile unit arrived, it was on display
and open to the public in a convenient place with at least one staff member
present at all times to talk individually with the visitors. At least three
meetings were held at each site—one for the general public, one for staff,
and one for day care operators. Additional meetings were scheduled as the/
need indicated. The staff of the project, assisted by the day care staff

in the community, presented program and training.sessions. When the mobile
unit moved on, the local day care staff was known to the community and began
working with them to bring about the actual establishment of a day care
program. )

»

g a)
Accomp]ishments:

[

. The full program of’ The mobile unit aimed at the three prOJecf
goals was presented in 8| communities in 5| of the 120 counties.

> ¢ . -
' 2. The mobile unit was visited by 4,398 people who gained firsthand
% knowledge of the equipment necessaryto carry out a day care pro-
gram and an understanding of the program content of day care.
3: A total of 40! meetings were held with a total attendance of
7,442,




What We Learned: .

~

- "
.

State day care staff increased from a total of five at the ’
beginning of the project to 25 at the end of the project. Plans
are now being completed to add 10 more staff members to more
effectively handle the interest created by the project.

AT the beginning of_the projecf there were 123 |icensed day care
facilities in the 49 rural coulties visited by the mobile unit.
At the end of thg project this humber had increased to 240, a
95.1 percent increase. ’ . |
While the project concentrated on the rural areas of the state, .
programs were also conducted in thegurban areas of Jefferson and
Fayette Counties. Jefferson County showed an increase from 155
licensed facilities at the beginning of the project to 196 at the
end, while Fayette County increased from 40 to 57. However, be-
cause of several other efforts to increase day care spaces in
these two counties, all of the.ingrease cannot be contfributed to
this project. .

v

This project was the beginning of Title IV-A service contracts in
Kentucky, and it paved the way. for additlonal contracts with other
state agencies and the private sector®*
. 14
A total of 625 interagency staff attended training sessions on
needs of young children in-home and out-of-home, what constitutes
good day care, why it is needed, how to evaluate child care
arrangements, the importance of developing child care arrange-
ments ‘in the community and_the role of the social worker in the
development; .requirements for licensing, requirements for purchase
of care, available resources for day care and the use of day care
as a chi-ld welfare resource.

Monthly in-house training sessions of one t6 two days were con-
ducted for all state day care staff. They consisted of a session
on early childhood development; a session on -developing *ecxr'qges
to provide training and consultation to day care providers; %sessions
on health, safety, and good services programs; sessilons wi - o
various state agencies concerning some aspect of day care an . '
funding; and other topics of mutual interest. In addition, staff
participated in training sessions sponsored by oTR?r organiza-

tions including a two-weék session at Syracuse. -

3

Workshops we?e developed and conducted for operators in the »
areas of a general program.for preschoolers, block building,
parent-teacher relations, music, creative activities, discipline
and administration. These have beii compiled for future use.

.

<

The most effective way to get a group to listen to. the needs

of young children in day.care is to be a part of a regularly
scheduled meeting rather $han to attempt to arrange.a special ,
meeting.for this purpose.

.
-
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2. Title IV-A was not realistic in start-up costs for day care.
3. Title IV-A in Kentucky is strictly a reimbursement program and
not even the donor's share can be used prior to the service

rendered, even though we had a waiver on advanced payments. -

4. From the initial promotion of day care,_ it takes a long time
to actually get a facility started. We are stil) reaping results
from the seeds gown by project staff. ’ .

5. A concentrated effort to develop family day care homes in four
counties failed.because of staff turnover and inability on the
part of the community fo see the advantage of licensed family
day care. This effort did result in the establishment of two
day care centers which the community could see. We also learned
Tha+,fdﬁily day care at the price people can pay is economically
impractical.

‘4
6. Techniques for developing community interest were edfecfive,
) and this was further substantiated in the 25 public forums we
’ Wy have held on revised standards and regulations.
~ ‘@iw We, learned to work with public information systems and news \
T ,%Q1_gmedia to sell an intangible product such as human services.
gﬁ.\ We learned-that specially called town meetings were not effective
because the person sent to represent his group had little ¥nterest
except to report back to his club.

-4 9, €itizens interested in working to promote day care were identified
_Yin every community yisited, but lack of local funds often prevented
Ry action. v
10. There has been a definite increase in publicly-operated day care

Fenfers——lZS in 1970 to 275 inyl1973.
¢, #.11. Education of the generaf public as to the needs of yound children
oo is @ continuous process.

12, Presentation at high schools, vocational schools, colleges and
university classes is a good. way to begin to educate future
parents as well as interest students in working iR day care

_programs. : :

13, The project provided content for the beginning development of a
manual to be used in promoting day care, training social workers
in the area of day care, and expanding the workshop manual that
was developed for operators. Plans are to complete this manual.

4. Good day care is expensive, and some supplementation to the .
average whrking mother's fees must be made available if we are
to 'have quality day care in small communities that do not have

.

<
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need for a center large enough to be economically fea5|ble at
the fees the paren+s can afford to pay.

P

5. Parents did not parfncupé?e tn programs planned for_them unless
they had children in a public center. We found thft Yur greatest
contact with parents was at meetings of cuvnc groufs and organiza-
tions in the community.

16. Much interest was shown,when the mobile unit was on\z}gﬁ

N state and county fairs, organization meetings of day care com=
mittees, vocational schools, state welfare and Headstart con-
ferences.

Mississippi's Day Care Project .

’

The initial goals of the Donner Day Care Prbjecf and our evaluation of
our effectiveness in attaining each goal was as follows:

I,

To provide a needed service tc a group of children and families
in Columbus.

.

The day care center has served the maximum number of children

the program was designed to serve since its first few weeks gf
operation. There has always been a waiting list for children

in most age groups. Without doubt the program has provided a

needed resource for children of low income welfare recipients

and has been the ofily resource that was available for most of

the children in the particular® group.

To provide experience through which the Department of Public
Welfare can learn what goes into community planning for day

care, the problems ifhherent in operaflng a day care program, -
and the cost of care ‘for children in different age groupings.

We have learned what is\ invélved in.the development, establish-
ment and operation of ‘a.ay care center. We believe that the
knowledge and experience gained from this endeavor will be of
benefit should this agency\decide to operate a day care pro-
gram in the future. Partictilar areas of learning for us

related to staffing, purchasiog and administration.

To provide a qualjty-program at realistic cost to be used
as a demonstration center for the interpretation of good day
care.

\ .

Persons with expertise in the child development fieid who'
havetvisited and observed our Donner Project have commented
that we have a quality program. We telieve that our cost
has been realistic and we;have concluded that good day care
"is costly.

Nggn,




To secure community involvement in planning for day care
services, using all available resources.

Success in the area of community involvement in planning

for day care services has been limited and not all that = . =
was desired. We were more successful in utilizing com~ ¢
munity resources which included the county health depart-

ment, Regional Mental Health, Goiden Triangle Vocational
School, Boy Scouts, Woman's Auxiliary from the Columbus

Air Force Base, Columbus Junior Auxiliary, and the Young
Women's Christian Association.

+

To provide a setting for training and staff ~development

.. of center and agency day care staff.

The day care center was used to provide training and sfaff
development for-the center staff. It was also used for
learning observation by college students and by child care
students at the vocational séhool on a planned basis. Be-
cause of the location of the day care center in the state
and other factors, it was not possible to use the center

for training and staff development for agency day care staff
located elsewhere in the state.

-

a
To provide an opportunity for volunteers to become aware of
day care needs, to be involved in child development program
enrichment, and to seek community support in expandlng day
care services to additional children.

We learned the advantage of being selective of volunteers
for use in the program activities as well as the importance
of careful planning and scheduling in the use of wlunteers.

To demonstrate to industry and other groups interested in
economic developmenf the value of day care as a basic com-
munity service. . ~

~
fndustry was well represented on the community day care ad-
visory committee. We believe we made some progress in demon-
strating to industry representatives that day care for chil-
dren of. employees can make for better employees.

To use all staff to begin to identify the Ievel of skill which
is required to perform SpeCIflC tasks.

The local university secured funding from the Appalachian Regional
Commission for an infant day care program based on the model we
had provuded for activity of infants outside the ¢rib. We found
that i% is not necessary to have a college degreé/person”in the
child cdring role with infants and that necessary,skllls and tasks
can be flaught and learned.

e
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9. To involve parents in identifying the goals which day care
can dchieve for their child.

Because social workers were not assigned to the day care
center, we were limited in our ability to help parents
identify the goals which day care might achieve for, their
L child, ‘ ‘
10. To work toward, securing -an additional day care facility
which would provide a setting for observation ‘and training
of: 1) university and college students- majoring in social
. work or child development; 2) other child care personnel.

Following one year of operation, we expanded the day care center to
care for 45 children, including infants. However, we were never able y
to develop the kind of setting for observation and training‘we had en-
visioned. ' ) )

The Donner "Day Care Center did have positive influence upon the
local university developing a day care program similar to the design of
our program and securing funds for its operation. It has’continued to
be an excellent resource and a sole resource for low income children
served by the county welfare department. .

North Carolina's Day Care Project . v

The s?afe’agency had- three major objectives for its Donner Project:

I. To develop a comprehiensive day care services program at the county
level and to demonstrate the program to other county departments.

2. To experimentwith methods ‘for creating approved resources and
for delivery of services which are not possible currently under
“the State Plan, i.e., fdnds for sfart-up costs and upgrading
a variety of facilities for agency-supervised as opposed to
agency-operated day care facilities; developmént of innovative
hours of care such as overnight, emergency, Monqav through
Friday care, after school care; development of programs for
children with special needs (infants, handicapped, retarded) or
Other kinds of programs requested but not yet available ip most

communities. ' . ]

5. To develop a training component for statewide use, to be expanded
during the secohd and third years of the project. Emphasis was
fo be placed upon establishment of a training site during the
first year.and upon a TFaining program for staff with varied skills
and responsibllities who'will serve varied needs of children. This
training model would demonstrate collaborative community efforts
in delivery of services, hopefully to be implemented in other areas

of the state. :




-

.

Two pilot counties were selected for the demonstration—urban
Cuﬂber{and County (Fayetteville) and rural Union County (Monroe).
Cumberiand county'also had a military installation, Fort Bragg, which
created a variefy of needs and problems in service delivery. Experiences
from these cougflies would prove, invdluable in statewide day care develop-
ment and +raining programs ‘ E

As a Social Securufy AcT 1145 Section demonstration brOJecf Nor+h
Carolina's project was designed -to encourage the state and counties to
exploré and experiment with fresh and original methods of promoting com-
prehefsive day care services. Provision was made for waivers of compluance
with state plan requirements in order to carry out these objectives.

While it had considerable potential for expanding and upgrading resourcesm
six waivers were necessary to carry out these methods. (Securing regional

HEW approval for these waivers created a seven-month delay in the project's
full implementation.) The waivers were: 1) "statewideness," and permission
to use funds in; 2) supporting a three-year contract .for the project director
(the first time the state agency had ventured into contracts for professional
services); 3) providing funds to the counties tq be expended for upgrading
and start-up equipment for carefully selected facilities; 4) purchasing
equipment for agency-supervised facilities which would remain the property
sof county ‘departments of social services; 5) making minor renovations or
additions to a physical plant which would house a county-operated day care
program, enabling it to be converted into a training site .for use throughout
the county and state; and 6) making advance payments to SREB in support of
the contract for coordinating, evaluating and providing training consultation
To the project.

$

These were extraordinarily ambitious objectives for a Three -year pro-
Ject which had a staff of only five and two secre#ary/bookkeepers at its peak
level. Due to limited project staffing, full utilization of other supportive
staffs at state and county levels was planned. But these staffs were frequentiy
unavailable, and project staff's energies and time were consumed with other
related functions in the development of the local day care programs. Also
the state agency was just beginning to utilize Title 1V-A and B funds for
purchase or direct operation of services. The state agency needed to try out
the above new concepts and to gain experience in developing its 'purchasing,
budgetary, accounting, monitoring and contractual procedures before expanding
into services on a statewide scale.

Meeting these objectives in accordance with this timetable was impossible
because of a number of constraints, including the seven-month delay in project
approval. In addition, massive reorganization at the state and regional
levels was occurring, with all of the concomitant adjustments. There were
delays related to complex purchasing and contractual procedures, construction
and renovation delays, and delays in delivery of equipment, furnishings,

‘materials, etc. ODespite the constraints and delays, the project succeeded in:

1. Laying the foundation for a comprehensive delivery system in
each of the counties, which are not serving as statewide demon-
stration/observation/training sites. Cumberiand County moved
from having only two provisionally approved purchase facilities’

jo




‘in July, 1970 (serving' |05 chlldren in the Two- to eight-year
. range) to 432 approved spaces for children in the two-month: to
l4-year range by July, 1974. Unlon County increased its _spaces
in the same period from 35 (two-'to six-year range) to 188 spaces ;
serving two-month to [4-year-olds. ‘
' 4
2,7 Experlmenflng with varfous methods' for creating a variety of new
resources and services. Funds were used to purchase and deploy
equipment to “five agency-subsjdized church and community-sponsored
purchase facilities in Cumberland Gounty and two in“Union County.
An agency-supervised small group home serving no more than 12 chil-
dren was experimented with in each county, but proved infeasible
because of ‘high cost per child and the Tow purchase rates— an ’
- invaluable piece of knowledge for statewide program planning.
Although fair standards had been developed for small group homes,
there was no experience with their implemenfafion. ‘

Similar problems were encountered in developmenf of agency-operated
small group homes and family day care homes: These were quickly

. eliminated from the project as tGo expensive. Four agency-supervised

N _ family day care homes serving no more than five children were de-

veloped in Cumberland and some are now in the process of development
with project funds in Union County. These are less costly-than .
small agency-operated programs. Also it is difficult for the ]ocal
agency to operate a program in a private home. It was thought pos-
sible to develop these resources as satellijtes of a larger certer,
especially in housing project areas, but the Housing Authority .
objected to ‘leasing housing for this purpose or allowing their
tenants to operafe such a program. )
Innovative hours of care were possible in only one agency—supervlsed
small center in Fayetteville. There have been no demands fof such
care in rural Union County thus, far. With the increased demand :in '
other urban area$, however, these experiences will prove useful.

" Programs for children with special needs were developed in both .
counties and incorporated into regular facilities so,that infants
did not have to be "aged out," and”the handicapped were not set
apart and s+|gma+|zed‘ \ [N :

Y s . »

v 3. Developing training sufes in each county for statewide use Tﬁr&ugh
close collaboration with county staff in the design.of the two
county-operated facilities and in esfabllshlng ?ﬁélr potential - for
statewide training. Although consuderabre Tralnlng, cons@ I tation
and Te%hnlcal assistance were provided at #fe local level in“each

*

" county, the project was urhable to create.a *ralnlng component for
statewide use until the fourth year. The unexpended pFOJébT funds
are being used in these efforts.” . ' A ﬁ? «

- M <A
s T - (S

. The state agency |ncor&6rg+ed the Training cdmpdnenf'lnfo'ifs regu-
lar State Day Care Services Program jn July, 1973, with a state appro-

_priation providing the state and Ioca? share which ‘had been prov&ged o
-
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previougly by the er « Foundation. During the fourth yéar extension,

3,146 personnel frc?t;ﬁ) counties attended training sessuohs offered by

the projéct. Project statf is collaborating with the hﬂjﬁ schools,

Communi+y cdlleges, technical schools.and universities in developing their.
itg care, ‘child deveIopmenT and early childhood education curricula.

- . ¢t

Alfhough the direct |mpacf of the project. on the total day care services
dellvery system in the state would be difficult to measure, it did carry . |
-a major-role in determining the actual costs of care and increasing the pur-
chase program rétes to, a more reallsflc level based upon the findings. This
change encouraged an increase in-ggsources and reduced their turnovef' rate.

. The sfate's program has grown from a $5-1/2 million appropriation for’ihe
1969~-70 biennium to a $4-1/2_million appropriation for FY 1974-75, “Thére
were only 63 approved facilities serving 375 children in July, 1970,,
versus 384#certified facaI|+|e%,serv1ng 10,615. chlldren in July, 1974. The
number of counties pyrchasing of providing day. care services has grown
from 59{to 69 of the state™s 100 counties in this period.” Nineteen county
deparTTenfs are now opera+|ng facnlnf~es, versus two aT the‘project's out-
set. ! . -

P
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.$Conculsion:

I.™% Special subsidy of facallfles can succeed only if accompanied
by technical assistance, consultation and training by competent,
expgrienced personnel. .Thé#s fombination' can suéceed rapidly in
creating and upgradirfg a variety of. public and private resources
with a hlgh return on a mlnlmal.lnvesfmenf of funds.
"' —v
2., A sTrong socnopsychologlcal suppor+ ;ys#em such as that provided
" thfough the project is essential to all Jlevels of day care personnel
- in Thelr dlfflCUlT and demandlﬂg work.
LT Ed -
, 30 A deTidisciplipery team apprdach is a&ssential to the development
! and maiﬁ*enance of a cBmprehensive delivery system.

4. A number of small facilitiés scattered throughout the community
is preferable to % few largk cknters serving ngg/+hgg 75 chil- . .
. . dren: Thesmaller, readily accessuble facnllfy is probably
.- more egpngmncal over, TNme, as less money is required for ftrans-
portation. ; But the large center may have +the advantages of caring
' for 5|bl|ngs~af one,siteand providing more specnalnzed services.

.5 Personnel of vartous educational backgrdunds have expressed the
desire ?o improve théir competencies. They eagerly take radvantage’
" 6f relevaht training programs when training 3essions are held at
“low achv1+y times aT the site.or on evenings and weekends.
| . 1
6., .Training staffs mus#‘keep abreast of the latest knowledge and .
i methods in child development, and should be given opportunities :
~" to enhance their competencies as trainers in a rapidly expandlng

and fggenging field. .
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.‘South Carolina's Day Care Project

.
. .
. -
.
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7. Every effort must be made to develop well-designed, economically
sensible programs jﬁ;we are to meet the growing reed for day -
care resources, Prbgram developers, including those who design [
and construct buildiggs and equipment as well as administrators -
and educators must be trafned to value cost effectjveness. To
curtail costs through poorly conceived staffing patterns: or the
quality of staff is shortsighted, indeed.
- ¢ v .

]

With the expiration of Donner Foundation funds in July, 1973, the
responsibility for providing matching funds for' the South Carolina
Demonstration Day Care’ Project was assumed by the Division of. Chisldren
and Family Sgrvices in the State Department of Social Services. During
the 16 months from.July, 1973, through October, 1974, the project has
experienced drowth in many areas. There has been an increase in enroli-
ment from 70 children in July, 1973, to 23! children as of November, 1974,
With the addition of two more centers serving 162 children, the project
staff has more than doubled.

In January, 1974, administrative changes in the State Department of
Social-Services necessitated moving sponsorship of the project from the
DLviiéon of Children and Family Services to the Office of Child Development.
This 'thange has increased the provision of readily available resources
and expertiseé which has been a tremendous boon to staff training and child
care services. R . °

The sections which follow review the original objectives of the South
Carolina project, illustfate ways in which project staff balieves these
goals were met and hightight some of the more significant learnings from

the project. _Jf—\

-

I. To‘demonstrate that day care for children means not only close
supervision but i\z%gpned daily program of activities and ex-
periences to mee e child's educational, emotional, social and

physical needs

- Original Objectives or Goals: °

2. To improve the quality of family life and enhance emp loyment

capabilities R 5

3. To implement as many types of child care in the community as
needed and as possible in order to learn which are economically,
physically and socially feasible and desirable in low income
neighborhoods

4. To lessen child neglect and abuse through the creative use of
day care , ’ .




’

. .
’.

5. To demonstrate the importance of quality day care in order to
se‘L first class programs to legislators, low income Community,
involved agencies and the general public

A .

6. To provide an observation and’ training center where county day
care staff and other appropriate persons cam be trained in the
basics of child development and the ways in which children}s
needs can be met -in good day care centers and family homgi.

. 7
Project Goal Responses: -

To, Goals 1,42, 3 and -4:

In looking at the original goals oi the project-and the extent
to which they have been accomplished it is most meaningful and signifi-. .
cant to the present director that the effortgand work of past amd present
staff has provided the mechanism fhrough whi quality child care has
been provided to many children and families in the greater Columbia area.
JWithout $his mechanism and work toward these goals, the project could not
have grown to' its present size. ‘ .

The following are examples of the first four goals:

A boy, age 3, and his mother l'ive in the Hendley Homes Hou51ng \
Development, where the boy was placed in the day care center in._
1971. He was hyperactive and experieficed many adjustment problems
Health screening revealed that he had a hearing problem. The <
social worker and center staff worked with the mother to have
w*jhe boy's problem corrected through surgery. The boy subsequently
" adjusted much better into center routine and the mother partici-
pated in conferences concerning his progress and readiness for
the public school kindergarten program. The mother continues to
work but is not able to enflredy accept her son's immaturity
and need for® further developmental experiences.

7
In another case, a @other was in job training at Midlands Techni-
cal Education Center. She and her three children, a nine~month-
td infant, a girl 3 years old and a boy 4 years old, were receiv-
ing' public assistance and living in the Hendley Homes area. The
ject provided day care for the older children at the Hendley
s Center and for the baby in Mrs. Murray's family day care
home. The mother was able t¢ continue and eventually complete
her training as a labors#tory technician. During the spring of
1974, the project social worker placed all three children:in
temporary foster care for a period of three da$s, when the mother . °
had to undergo minor surgery and brief hospitalization. ‘Later
the baby contracted a parasite which caused diarrhéa and high
fever. The mother turned to the project social worker for help
when the doctor recommended a ten-day period of isolation. By
this time ‘the mother had moved and obtained a new job, but was
still a potkential AFDC recipient. The project was ablié to pay
a caregtver during this ten- day period.

% , 53
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The mother has been separated from her hushand, a former

mental patient, for over a year, but he has per5|sféh*ly
bothered and tormented the family through malicious de- ‘\\S;
struction of family possessions whfle the mother was at

work or in training. The project 'social worker has offered
support during court battles over«cusfody of the children. P

A
In another example, a girl, -age E/ had been enrolled in the
Gonzales Garden Day Care Center for approximately two years.
Observant project social workers and staff became aware that
the girl was retarded in Ianguage and motor skills. Further
|nves+|ga*|on revealed that she was enrolled on a half-day
basis in the Urban League Program for Exceptional Children.
Psycholgsical testing there revealed that she was trainable
and needed specialized care. The mother works, but project
social workers were able to get some medical and_food assis-
tance for her three children. Social service counseling with
the mother enabled her to accept the girl's need. for special-
ized care and she is now enrolled in Happy Time CenTer for
mental ly retarded children.

To Goal 577 hag

Local funds, including revenue sharing monies, have continued
to add to the support of the project. For example, in the
current project budget, the following funding i's reflected:
Revenue sharing—$50,000; Columbia Day Care Project, Inc.—
$24,500; Richland Counfy Funds—— $4,000. Project development
and growth has entailed the coopera#lve efforts of community
churches, the Columbia Housing AuThorlTyEand ¢ity and.county
officials. ‘ :

.

To Goal 6: .

! .
Over fﬂg/;ears of its operation, the project has funcfiiggé as
a training base for many different groups=

. The center and day care homes Fn the Hendley Homes area
served as -an obsefvation center for county workers carry-
ing special opportunity for licensing. Both supervisory
and- line staff participated in the three sessions-scheduled.
The county staff was especially appreciative of the oppor-
tunity to see a program in action and to discuss objectives
and activities with staff. During the past year, in-service
training could not be open to county staff because af the
limited size of the project staff and the director' s efforts
to gear it to the particular needs of immediate staff. How-
ever, as the training resources and staff over the state can
be coordinated through the Office of Child Development, the
project, because of its growth and expansion, can provide
more varied observational and demonstration opportunities
not only for Social Service and Child Development staffs,
but for operators of day care facilities as well.
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2. The project has served as & -traini®g base for local
universities and colleges since its beginning. Graduate
and, undergraduate students in early childhood education
and psychology from the University of South Carolina,
students enrolled in the child developmeént associate
program at Allen University, and students in etementary
education from Benedict College have bgen scheduled v
for practicum experiences at the four centers. °

3., Other projects over the state used the projec+'fo'§e+
ideas and direction in their.beginning stages.

Other Significant Lgafnings:

I. Start-up operations pointed to unrealistic licensihg regulations
for family day care homes. As a result, staff of the State
Department of Social Services, working with the Task Force on
Child Care Licensing, are now developing more realistic regula-
tions for the smaller day-care facilities. These regulations
will be operadhive by 1975. . ' '

2. Merit system of the state has no job classifications relating
to day care positions, and Merit examinatipgns ftend to .be -
entirely irrelevant for day care staff. So far na progress
has been made in this area. {

3. Observational aspect of Tralnlng was especially valuable to
those parflclpaf|ng However, project was not readily accessible
to some of the remote areas of the state. Training staff of the:
Office of Child Development is considering using other ditrect
operations over the state as observation areas when programs . -can
be upgraded adequately.

4. The day care system comptsed of centers with satellite day care
homes made available alternative types of day care which offered
-flexibility in placement of children. (For example, older pre-
schoo! children who had some emotional problems gained stability
from temporary placement in family day care homes.) The Office-
of Child Development, which is the unit in the State Department
of Social Services with responsibility for day care, is working
now to establish more such systems over the state.

5. QGosts per child tended to be too high when prOJeCT enrol Iment
was 50 or below. Now that the project is serving’ 23l children,
costs are more realistic.

6. Administrative structure must allow for day care staff to have

ready access to persons supervising the immediate program. In
this projects centers are located in four remote areas of the
city. Strong center directors who can work directly with the
immediate staff of each center has proved fo be a workable
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pattern in a situation where the overall project director
cannot maintain close contact with all staff on a-daily
x L .basis.

A\

7. Current training events designed for social workers are not

-adequate for the role of the worker in day care. State Child
Development Unit should work with State Staff Development Unit
in redesigning training for the social worker who carries
respansibility for day.care.

8. Sfaffap‘{sons with two-year or four-year degrees in early
chi ldhood education were not necessarily adequate in the day
care situation. Several of the colleges and universities offering
such.degrees in South Carolina are now designing special courses
focusing on some of the unique aspects &f day care.

9. The project gave the Department its first experience in utilizing
Title IV-A funds for day care. From this experience, the Department
gained the necessary expertise to enable it to mové into other
operations. It now funds 60 operations with varying kinds of funding
source mixes. In 1970, the Department, through the South Carolina

. Day Care Project, wds serving approximately 50 children. In 1974,
+h§ Department is serving approximately 6,000 children through
pujéhase of service_confracfs or direct operation. )

¥ (4

10. Th Bfojec+ provided direction to the Department as to how to
set up and maintain direct operations. Through this initial
expetience, the Department isolated and resolved problems relating
to classifying and recruiting personnel, budgeting and the design-
ing of a viable reimbursemént mechanism.

. The project demonstrated that the paraprofessional who is provided
with adequate supervision and in-service training can be very
. Sffective -in working with young children. As a result, the project
" now has a farger proportion of paraprofessionals working under ﬂpe

»

supervision of trained professionals.

., [
. : .

Tennessee's Pay Care Project’
. . Ike purpose of the Donner-Belmont ChildiCare Project was to provide
the dgéérfmenf of Public Welfare actual expefiefice in operating a child
care, program,and to demonstrate- the effectiveness of a compreéhensive child
care service.” It planned to do this-by providing day care in a center for .
children over three years of age and by.developing satellite family day
home care for children under three and for those with special needs. ¥
also hoped to demonstrate the effectiveness of casework serviceg, a strong
+ volunteer program, community involvement, parent participation, ‘and use of
community resources. . '
From our experience in operating a day care program, we developed
procedures, standards and priorities‘for statewide day care programs, |,

. ) i,
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evaluated various aspects of the day care program_iﬁ>+erm§ of tmpact_on
children, families, communlfles etc., relative to costs and manpower re+
quirements. The prOJecT gave staff experlence and knowledge To help them
work more effectively with other day care programs Througho : ~gsfa*te;

Tennessee's evaluation of its Donner PrOJeo¢ expernence‘
. al

To provide the Department of Publiic Wel fare experlence in operaflhg

a comprehensive child care program: -

EAnh s
The Department of Public Welfare has’gained a great deal of valuable
experience in actually operating a comprehensive child care program.
This experience has proved benefncnalgyn helping licensing counselors
to be more understanding_ of day care dperators' problems in meeting

, minimum requirements and desirable standards. It was learned that
the meeting of these standards and requirements is directly relafed
to the cost of child care. A comprehensive child care program is
expens+ve, but we believe comprehensiveness is an essential element
_in enhancing the growth .and development of many children who would
not otherwise receive this experience. Funds invested in mee+ing
these basic needs of chlldren in their foundational years increase
the possibility that the children served will be able to attain a
sel f-satisfying and productive |ife.

The experience of acfuélly operating a comprehensive day care pro-
gram made the Department aware ©f the desire of private day care ' .
T staff for opportunities to better equip themselves to care for
children and that the. state, through operating a comprehensive child .
care program, can meet this need to some extent. The Donner-Belmont
program is presently.making a concerfed effort to offer Traannng to
as many day care *staff as possible. We have trained the center's
staff as training persons in their own areas of competence and have
budgeted for the expense of having persons come to the center for
training, and for the center's staff to travel to other agencies.
The spin-off from this diréct training of day care personnel has
been that other systems have become awaré of the need for traiping
in day tare, i.e., church boards, colleges and civic organizations.
Wg trave found that the demonstration center is a viable means of
offering this kind of orientation to day care.

We have learned that employment of staff through the state personnel
office and Merit system presents a problem in the center's operation.
The problem of purchasing through the state purchasing system is
cumbersome and at times difficult to deal with. Tennessee was able
to work through these probJems to some extent. However, any state

-« contemplating operating a ¢4y care program shouid anticipate these
difficulties in the beginning and make the necessary arrgngements.

ln addition To gaining experience in actually operating a child ére
-center, perhaps the most important thing we leapped is that a pr fvate

foundation, the federal government, a state agency and a chur¢h couid
pool resources to develop and operate a child care program. Variations
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development and imprdvement of day.care resources across

of this arrangement couid 'have a definite significance |qi£he
stdte. . .

Effectiveness of a comprehensive child care service:

We feel 'that this goal of serving the child care needs of the total
fami ly has been met in our program. We have expanded the thinking
of many Tennesseeans interested in day care to include children
above age.six and below age three. We have developed a model for
school age day care that has received national attention and is
being studied by many communities in our state with the prospect of
implementation. Our experience in serving children as they pro-
gressed in their develdpment through the use of family day care
homes, preschool program and school age program has emphasized the
value'of continuity in serving the child a:grpls family.

We have learned that family day care costs as much if not more than
cenfer care if the same quality care is provided in both se*flngs.
Even with a very strong support system such as that offered by “the
center staff, the family day home often does not provide the level
, of developmenfal care that is to be found in the center. This is
“true with regard to nutrition and cognitive development in particular.
Nutrition in family day homes is, a problem because USDA food reim-
bursements and supplemerits cannot be ysed in private homes under
present USPDA guidelines. The cobnifive development problem is re-
lated, we believe, to the inadequate income of the family day home
mother. The paraprofessional who-is attracted by .this present low
income is likely to be unfrained for any kind of child-related job
other than baby- S|Tflng "Given that her fralnnng must begin at
very primary levels, it can be expected to move the famlly day home
worker only very gradually into the concepts and practices of good
cognitive development. This problem is compounded by the fact
that the lnadequafe income often prompts the partially trained
fami ly day héme mother *o leave the program after a few months,

and the *raining dollar ‘and effort must begin at the base level
again with a new person. What the rapid turnover in family day
home workers does to the development of children served by the pro-
gram can only be measured as negative. When his family day home
mother leaves the program,.the child must adjust to a totally new
environment and a new relationship with a person who has.a com-
pletely different set of expectations than the person who cared

for him last week.

.
-

e

Casework services: "

The Donner-Beimont program gave the Bepartment the.experience of
having'a caseworker as part of the day care center staff, stationed
at the center and working as a member of the staff team. The case-
worker at Donner-Belmont Center is responsible for all service work
with the families, such as intaké, referral and counseling. She also

-
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. is responsible for evaluaflng the five satellite family day care
homes and offering consultation to them. We feel that there is
an advantage for the caseworker to be a member of the center
staff. The effectiveness of the program depends a great deal
on how>glosely the staff works together with respect and under-
standing ¥orreach other's responsibility. As a part of the
team, the cageworker has an opportunity to.become familiar with
the center operation, the program and the work of all the staff.

The teachers and caseworker share information about the family
which helps all staff to better understand and accepT the child
and his fam||y We know that permanent jmprovement in the areas
of the child's emotional, social, physican amd\lnfellecfual
development i's generally unlikely unless there is some improve-
ment in the family situation as well. The caseworker is ex-
perienced in assessang family needs ‘and knows how to bring to-
gether various resources to assist the family. The caseworker's
knowledge of human development and behavior is helpful in program
planning and in helping staff with children's emotional problems.

Volunteers: ; s

Donner-Beimont impliemented its objective of a strong volunteer pro-
gram. The purpose of this was to give enrichment and variety to
children's experience in day care. By bringing additional talented
people into the lives of children on a reguiar basis, some of the
benefits of an extended family consteliation (i.e., individuals of
various ages, sex, personalities and experience) can be replicated.
The continual education of community members on the role of day care
in a period of rapid change in society's needs and styles has been
promoted by providing firsthand experience for people in a quality
child care facility.” This mutuality of benefits heightens the
possibility that communities will respond to the true needs of
diverse members. .

The complexity of coordinating and training volunteers to insure
a comprehensive program as well as developing community relations
necessitated that someone on the center staff have primary responsi-
bility for the job. The acceptance of volunteer help by the regular
staff as well as the training and development of volunteers in public
relations requires a key person to handle this responsibility. In
Tennéssee, the volunteer and training person was salaried because of
the statewide training function of the center. |n providing consul-
tation to other programs, we have suggested that a volunteer coordi-
nator of volunteers might be used, or a percentage of several staff
members' time might be designated to this task. .

. R

Community resources:

The comprehensiveness of the program was made possible at a manageable
cost by enlisting the donated services of health and mgpfal health
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personnel, educational consulfan*s, advocacy groupsj school systems,
business, etc. The day care center has been abieffo deveTop a pivotal.
role in uniting a number of systems to cooperaTe Ih addressing con-
cerns that make a significant difference in the quality of life of
chlldren and their families.

To demonstrate paren+ participation: ’
We faced the question of the amount of lnvolvemenf and participa-
‘tion that might be expected from parents, who, by definition, are
working parents. We believe that of all types of parent involve-
ment possible in a.day care setting, that which helps the parent
focus on the néeds and development of his own child is of primary
- importance. We used the initial interview as the time to set the
expectation with the parent that she was not giving over the care
of her child to the center staff but entering into a mutually sup-
portive system with the day care staff for the benefl* of her
child.

The oppbrtunities given parents in the center for personal gréwth
have enBanced self-image, skills and competencies to the degree
that not only the families served have developed, but the communi ty
itself has benefited.

“Recommendations:

I. Any state considering operating a.child care program should
anticipate the difficulties in working through the state's
Merit system and purchasing system, and make the necessary
adjustments. -

2. Churches or other organizations that have |imited resources .
and desire to operate a day care program should explore The
possibilities of pooling resources with other community

_groups.
\‘/ - - .

3. The state licensing authority should have firsthand experience
in operating a day care center in order to become more awate
of “the problems inherent in meeting licensing requirements.

.. "4. We recommend that the state operate a demonstration day care

; ’ center to serve as a resource for all day care personnei! and

as a\faéilify to educate the public regarding quality day care.

5. A comprehensive daw,éare service should be designed to meef. ——
the total child care needs of the, famlly‘—*ﬁcTUdTﬁg‘ nfants . ’

and school age chi ldren. Rkl S s -
- .6. If an agency is contemplating offering child care in family

day homes, it should consider that the cost of comprehensive -
care in family day homes is equal to o possibly exceeds the
cost of the center care.

"
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. 7. Agencies without the financial resources to employ a
coordinator of volunteers should make some provision
for a key person in the center to assume this responsi-

. bility.

8. In order to insure that families are strengthened by having
their ¢hildren in day care, centers should actively seek
ways to involve p?ren*s in the program. \

9. Centers should make use of community resourcés to hefﬁ meet
" the high cost of comprehensive day care. Day care centers
should be seen as the initiators of coordination and sharing
of services in their communities. ’

» .
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T APPENDIX

" Staff of the Southern Regional Educat1on Board's Southeastern Day

Care Project:
Nancy is, Project Director

Eva C. Gal

/

bos, Associate Project Director for Evaluation

%amuel Wallace, Associate Project Director for Training

Becky Cheek, Préjecf Assistant
Janet Smith, Project Assistant

Xenia Wiggins, Project Assistant

Effie Hughes, Project Secretary

Mem

Louise Pittman, Director '
Bureau of F&mily and Childrens'Services

State Department of Pensions and Security

64 North Union Street
Montgomery, Alabama 36104

Estelle Brock, Supervisor,
bDay Care Unit
Division of Family Services
P.0. Box 2050
Jacksonville, Florida 32203

Claude Corry, Deputy Director
Division of Community Services .
Department of Human Resources

447 State Office Building

47 Trinity Avenue, S.W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Morris Priebatsch, Director

Family and Children's Services
State Department of Public Welfare
P.0. Box 4321, Fondren Station
Jackson, Mississippi 39276

Anne McMichaels, Consultant in Day Care
Children and Family Services *
Department of Social Services

P.O. Box 1520° -

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
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s of the Southeastern Day Care Project Consortium:

Louis O'Conner, Director
Division of Welfare Programs

P.0. Box 2599 :

Raleigh, North Cardlina 27602

Tommy Perkins, Executive Director

Community Services for Greafer
Chattanopga

322 High Street .

Chattanooga,~Tennessee 37403

Margaret Hockensmith

Assistant Director of Community

’ Services

.Department of Child Welfare

403, Wapping Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

James Vaughn, Assistant Regional
Representative for Community
Services

Social and Rehabilitation Services

Department of Health, Education, -

and Wel fare ’
.50 Seventh Street, N.E. -

Atlanta, Georgia.30323 & . .16 -.

State Department of Social Services \'




Day Care Consortium - continued

Rubye Benson

“Specialist inCommunity Programs
. for Children

Office of Child Development
Depqrfmenf of Health, Education,
** and Welfare o

50 Seventh Street, N.E.
Attanta, Georgia 30323
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Day Care Project Directors:

AnneJMéMichaels, Consultant in Day Care
Children and Family Services

Department of Social Services

P.0., Box 1520 .

Cotumbta, South Carolina 29202

Ruth Heuser, Director

Pearson Center T
i314 West Union Street

Jacksonville, Florida 32209

Mozelle Core, Director
Donner Belmont Child Care Center
Beimont United Methodist Church

‘Carolyn Rosenkrans
Day Care Center .
Kentucky Department of Child Welfare
403 Wapping Street
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

~—
- Doris Alexander, Director
Demonstration Day Care Project
State Department of Social Services
P.0. Box 2599
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 ~

Director

LY

Leola Jenkins Petty, Director
Bedford Pines.Day Care Center

Atlanta, ?ﬁorgia

Dave Beecher .

Community Services Branch

Social and Rehabilitation
Services

Department of Health, Education,
and Wel fare

+50 Seventh Street; N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Martha Gul ledge

Program Coordinator

Family and Children's Service
State Department of Public

‘ Welfare . .
- P.0. Box 4321, Fondren Station .
. Jackson, Mississippi 39216
Shirley Payne v
Supervisor of Day Care
University of Alabama
School of Home Economics
P.0. Box 2998

University, Alabama 35486




