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ﬂﬁuho hélped.us gain ualuable 1nsrghts 1nto chlld care in the state

A A ‘ '
*7‘1n a short perlod of tlme It 1s a testlmony to the concern for .

: and dedlcatlon to. quallﬁy chlld care that members of the.re-..~

‘V”.search rev;ew teams were sﬂ?ably a551sted by people in-a w1de - .

‘0

.rarrety of pos;tlons. "‘rbese people :mcluded 1n-home and fam:.ly
"”’ﬂ;caretaﬁers, parents, teachers, cooks, board members, COunty )

Aifschool transportatlon superv1sors, area Welfare'admlnlstrators,'

”'“soclal servrcevworkers, and staf% and executzves.of varrous

-

;;*fstate agencres, and sg on across- a lo#% lxét of[contacts.

.. ‘ : Ly
Most people were candld., We appreclate that. Most people

- J

‘;gave us’ adequate tlme to exhaust our . long llst|

- I

'even though Jho-one really had the time to spare.
- P .‘ ) } 5 . IRL . . . .« '.l.

ﬁe also want to acknowledge 6u§ debt to those task forces,

of lnqulrre(\

L}

3

‘ttees, and 1nd1v1dualssaho preceded us xn'the study of

"

chlld care needs in West Virglnla.' E .

, _ e . . i '
&he informat‘on dnd plans prOposed 1n this document reflect

‘fﬂ{" ' cogsclous expansron of what has gone before, nhot an- abruptky/ﬁ
s break from the foundztrons of the zmmedlate past._ We are refer-{.

rxng to the west v;rgxnza University faculty and graduate students

* who assembled the.document entltled West Vzrglnla s Chlldren .

.o

(Porﬁer. 1971); to the Interrhgency Ccunc1l foi/;hlld Development

. $erv1ces ‘who generated West v;rg1n1a s Comprehensrve Child - ,
. r _ L

. : . - . g e . .

* . \ ) - ’ ' v . . L ’ » . -




Develogment Plan (Moore, 1971), to the West Vlrglnla Early

Chlldhood Educatlon Adv1sory Commlttee members who produced | .

the Gnldellnes for Reg;onal Early Chlldhood'Educatlon

Demo tratlon Centers (Clay 1971)* and to the Statew1de Day

; Care Task Force personnel-who recently preSented the Day Care :

s

TaSk Porce Report (Task Porce, 972) to the Department of

. - .
- - -

‘;? Welfafe- Coa S . e

/‘ * ’ . Spt— . - -
- . ) - » .

i . ) - - ‘ S
., | Special thahks are due Ms. Dorothy Allen; DireCtor of ‘the_

'Division‘of Social Services, hex Assistant Director for Fahily 5

aﬂd Chlldren s’Servxces, Ms. Rozella Archer, and to Larry Weese,

Supervzsor of the L1cen51ng Unit. . These three pe 1e, t
staffs, and f1ftee;‘soc1a1 serv1ce-ﬁorkers in who
sbent much of our tlme, dld»an excellent jOb of
more clearly see and 1dent1fy the major problem

areas we

pinglus to

Ainvolved in
P y -

» L
dellverlng day care servrces in, west V1rg1n1a. .would be re-

e v

m1ss to 1gnore the asslstance glvén us by Mr. Jaige Skaggs and-

"Mr. Ward” N klen, both of whom candadly sharef the1r profes-'

,51 1 1ns1ghts w1th our research assoc1ates whenever calred

-
' . “ .
. . - L4
N . -

upon he ‘ ) [ :

oo . . )
7 RS 1

'Flnally, our appreclatlon for the fac111tat;pn of our. work

" is extendeo to Governor.Moore, Commlssloner Flowers, Deputy

. - . . .
4 -

Comhissioner‘Yankey, and;assistant Commissioner Virgil Conrad whose
S ‘dedication and forthright advocacy for young children is éxemp-
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. IN-TRODUCIEION» e [ A s
L. ./.r' \,"‘ . -i L : B . -"‘___.‘-:. . o .f’_

. -~ : ) |
- ¢ R .o » [

The purpoSec oﬁ the present study we Me¢-o,_f(la assess‘thef

L a,{

% £ . : :
(2) develop an alternatlve model of chlld care, {3) compare," j::‘f

L. -

present Chlld care seiv1ces ‘to the aIternatlve model, and \

PN

g ST
“ﬁ(4L propZSe efflclent and °ffect1ve meansAfor the de11335y of thls
, model. L R ‘ RN / .“ - ', e R
S A ~-W'”l'“-~~-%muu:m.uxjn A ‘ s Te
AR s . ‘ T =Y T ‘;fa:f

@

o/ -In okrder to ‘assess_ the’ scope and qpalltx,of chlld care now . .
A . oo ’ E o

foffered‘ln the state, ‘a: se:tes,of related studléb were;de51gned

<

‘:wThese studles have all prov1ded d3ta about (a) the soc1al context flf

o of day‘care dellugry (the 1tudes and hellefs of th e who must

tmanage the day care sysgbm? e. g.i the center d1rector, the

'fcaretaker, the soclal serv1¢e worker, and«the area welfarb admlnl-ﬂ

.

. v
"_strator), (b) the supportlng systeﬁg—‘ecd“Sary for dellvery of day

'care, e. g.; transportatlon, staff tralnlng resources, llcen51ng, ,-,]

-~ 3

t'approva])//evaluatj.on, and fiscal management, and (c) the d1rectjp

-
- -~

serv1ges prdV1ded for chlldren ahd famllles, e: g., center-based'
o - 1] ~ '
care and non—center ‘based. e. The three basic stud1es follow

“ ot
..

thls sectlon‘un the followzng order. Area 0ff1ce~Survey,‘Non—

Center Based Day Care, and Center—Based Day Care. They'are pres-

Q‘ ented as,a, series:of 1ndependent studles in order to. facllltate ..
‘2:“ ‘ . . . ) - P

; thelr separatlon 1nto’com96nentcparts by ‘thése. who must work out
A o 5.

_ detalls. Col ect1vely these studles prov1de a proflle of the .
¢ ) - Ly .

present status. of child -care as it ex1sts in. West V1rg1n1a., Thls

proflle follows the three studles. The prdflle of day care as
P » - . .
1t.ex1sts 1s followed by an assessment of what West V1rg1n1a s_‘ *)

planners say that they want w1th respect to day care..'Flnally, a

. “‘:':"TTT':"T_‘T'—TT"""":.L\'"~ Lo .1 0 . “' .l-'. - ! ’ .‘ SNSRI




ts-

‘system is proposed. ’ ; '7‘v,.‘_7 .‘__b;;ii,?.j'

DLt < ' - T

- - -

‘"serv1ces,,each of the studles mentloned above was des1gned to

gather data concerning the present problems as well as deslrable- ;\
- - . L

’ : 3 ,

goqls for the future. aData about what ex1sts and what West e

Vlrglnla people want to-exlst are also drawn from the analys1s
/ .- 4 L.

of the bas;b day ‘care and early educatlon documents produced by

$arlous agencles and groups wlthln the state (Porter, l97l Moore,:

1971--Clay, 1971 Task‘%oreez 1972) The recommendataons are,

therefore,‘not proposals made 1ndependently of 1nput from those 1n

o i 2 - . -

the state wHQ_are most qdallfled to judge the meeds and propose the
S o

goals related to chlld development.” The~recommendatlons are ar.w

‘

'.“ .o‘ ’ + ‘ .
't-.serles of" suggested alternatlves and supplements~des1gned to mov

-~

day care servrces from thelr present scope and quallty to th;

Sy
,A.

We have fOund onlydone

cOmponent of serv1ce as 1t now ex1sts.

. . N y [y

-

prev1ous study of day care in West Vlrg1n1a 1n wh1dh flrst—hand o
4/‘:M.# : » o
obsgrvatlonal data formed the prlmary source of Lnformatlon.~

?”Kﬁy_person or group gatherlng data workS*under certaln”

-
7

v assumptlons and deflnlte constralnts of t1me,¢money, and prop—.*if

'

r1ety.' Thxs 1s espec:ally tnue 1n“the study of a broad—hu”an 'Jw

@,

Yo T," ."' : B

soc;al syste that is represented by the day care servrces avall—v%‘

.able‘in*anyﬁstate. We assume that day care, 1rreSpect1v

I .
A ‘. -
._" . . - vf A ..‘ e 1. L.
o A : - ‘ ’

[}
~
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'unﬁluenced by and 1nf1uences communlty \g~
- \ - i - 3
“not 1nc1ude the Study of these rec1procal ;:

H »’_-t“\

. RSN e L ST
. ~) N )
s -

. - .
o

over tlme.~ We could not study thése varlables w1thout data about

hfchlld*en as they enter day care and after they have been 1nvolved
. l* ’."' HE N .. . P B . _‘ A . T.' > ] , L.
{for many months. R R - . -

. . -t

“We assumed that learnlng and teachlng occur rn all day care B

- 3 ,..

j,settlngs 1rrespect1ve of the stated purpose, or 1ntent10ns, of

’the‘caretakers .or staff.. Thls learnlng—and teachlng can be apr

. e N e
)

';fproprlate or 1nappropr1ate.& In good day care there 1s ‘a greater

proportlon of approprlate learnlng and teachlng than of 1nappro- .
. S - e - ‘ﬁ-’A ‘

,xprlate. ff; ’

‘4fﬁ We assun‘-u

:T if - o
"actlvely 1nfluence
.t 5....

A

\

; actual day care

!

ue to h1m is a«dlrect result of- the-

\ -,

° .

ay care setting. We stud1ed the nvolVement of\

-‘

@bms,for day care——recrultment of famllres, llcén91ng and apprpval,

. . -

“Itransportatlon t?.and from fac111t1es,’mon1tor1ng and evaluatlon,i\”

I \ K3 .
.tralnlng and.consultant resources,,flscal managemen and flscaL
: : - 3 : R
agresources—-were all 1mportant aspects of d€y care. We»'avhered_

f(lnformatlon about each of these components. o

. P . .
- Lot . .. -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O T

-

f“nt momm and nmqa- to attiin these goals and wimiwu.
aﬂl . wum for mmlug the’ Mru to which the mu and .

Mt m:m 3 ewplicit set of mln and vnbjw%:im. ; set.

*

ub;lwum bpw been, or are being met. In the fauwim ioa,
Hﬁ gteuut m undim of the set of basic utuﬂxan n these are ‘
uw to nch of these three agpects of any mmm sysies,

: n\u didcuniion’ represents a cross-section of the My-»mn mrvim

. mvim in Nest vtrqinit as seen by & séall group nf pmtq--aim:l

mp\n ﬁuﬂ,nq the mﬂw of mid~October 1972 mqun ﬁdﬂmry
1973. The readers and users of mu report ahould resssber tmt ..... :

t!ur Mu‘w“ gatherad based o0 & uyutn that vas undergoing ;rmnu

Sures 'tut change mn as u vas m&w obssrved. Saversl examples
of" mu cm AR memtatd. sulh as mrutnw fels b'y
wrm prufmly work i ng i:“ d ¢ programs funded through the
ouxm of womtc Opportunity mmi. A

tim and at this vriting there are many runnrs cxrmm with

r&mt to m- fwmm of prograns fusded under OKO. WM.
m face mt &cﬁnium. mtmrin of day care, and mihxttt&"
P ™

tin‘ ghidelines for the Welfare Wrmut role in day care are

“~
wie b&lm wutm. rifth. is the !m mt the statewide kinder-
mm program was being imxmau for the 7itst time during M

-

L

wi

i

L3

" m fmrmr Mpma that a mnﬁmiu m«um awm .

3

' thﬁ of data collec= .

. undergoing fevision. Third, is the freete placed on Federal. fubds
| Which Bave been available and alsoet uslimited under Title IV of
\.  the Socvial Security Act. A fourth cmfh is that the Statewide
‘:-~r~ MMt I*t;jm for Day Care Centers funded by the Appalachisn
: Wml Cunniss ion m;. being put into operation as this report




e I : ‘ - : LRI
- present school year. The impact of all these and other factors
"clnuot.bo anticipated at this time. sn&£§r¢ it to say, however,
{, thu& anyone utudy&ng a‘éyuandc social system, auch as day care,
ﬂiil find t@at-t&an utatua-ax: -n?m today will not be accurate
even a uhorb tiau later.” ue believe, however, ‘that althnuqh

lﬂﬂm specific procedures aua relationchips cited-in this report

nay hawu.apaagvﬁ by the time this report is read, most of the

t&hdiéqu and conclusiony will hold true. The husic/undarlyin?

concepts and strateqgies of avuociql system simply du not chaﬁae'
' ’in rapialy as some of the surface characteriatiét.

'+ A reader should also understand that most of the state-
,m?_‘of‘ findings reported represent the most frequently secn
mode of operstion of the day care system. There ia a wider range
of operational mf!ectivnneui’gﬁenq the hra?raﬁ;_tﬁan may appear
" from the presentation.

” In uuu-nig. these studies sought té clarify problems, issues,

and the scope and gruality of diy care. They were aaﬂfunned aaz'

{1} The polieies and procedurcs of the varicus state and

' local requlatory agencies to wvhom day cage providers

are resp&nmible and an examination of tﬁy specific legal
‘constraiuin that apply to the organization and apé}atiou

2 of day t;}t tami%iéiea: ot
fz) An assessment of the adequacy of the present lovels of

day care with respect to =tated goals by providers and
regulators of lareg -
€3} an assessment of the adequacy of the présmnt day #arﬁ
tasnurc;s with respect to upgrading and oxpanding the

. statewide system of day care: |

{4) Dewelopeent of appropriate licteasing uh&ula for cach

-

L]




{ﬁfv. r T . 'v":‘v‘ P LY . O ‘ . ' L \‘\
’ ’ ‘ ) .~ _// R

tm o.‘. day care pmvidar wi wwmnvlm recos~
un&aunm and jultduatiqu and

(3) ‘lemnt of wp:oprim ptoqram modeh for each |
*,w‘ type of duy care providcr with acconpanvinq recom- dy -

| nndnuom and jrntlﬂcation.‘ )

. .
Interviews were held with numerous state and local &ffic-
hh to discover problems and atunqths of taeit rmiremnts

‘:af viw as well as to gain an uuder«

from their particular paoint
- astanding of omh agency's poljciu and pmcoduteu. Copies of
. penlmut mulu, docusanty, uud murence warks asawnuﬁ with
- each aqem:y were obtained, !ot ttudy and evaluation. Buimiuq on. .

‘this base, specific qwmum md cmuunu were dwvalopud for

the -cunurwhuad and mn«»mtar-buod evaxmtim. Fire, n«ulth.

) mmq. nmuum. and wlfam dmttwm stnmtd- were chm!m&

- during the umﬂy by observation, sampling, and metion by wul-»
ustion team mra. Interviews were held with center diteckors,

MM: auff. ana nanrcmt&r based caretakers to dimn ttwtr
and wxem t!w tot.al pwtuw of current day cu‘é.

-

Y wid - -
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‘IHTﬂODUCTIOQ

-

“f'" m: ltudy was ewentlal in order to ive local Ievel

ultu& ltatf mtnr- au opportunity te ptovide m p:oject
research team with the’ contextual erk. the fcelinqs. and o
tha opiniom pmwnlcn* in.their areas with rasp«:t to dny care.
(‘A study void of thil contextual trwwrk‘ n-}n the local’ 1¢v¢‘1
- would hav. been 1acking a b&se in the realities of a{ea dit‘fer~
‘mCG"_ . : , : . ﬂb W
) The usterviws were conducted to qathe: data on au ~area
mhf fm the viewpoint of the open\.ioa qf ‘the wlt‘ue p:c* SRR
. gram. m mciﬂc obje’etivn wte to: (1) uudantmd tm
.“muuu ptoqzm \it curmtly zuacnmn 2y Mcnt‘“ify curuue
'-'pmblm: (3) m.:m varying wltunl arnn md u) quu
insight into pmnnt uttimc on day ¢m .
. The mlu&m and Wtima meum in um-
u‘:dy and others are a xnnlt. in large part, of r.ho mw

uwmimc ut&m murv:lmr’ and wxfun mtf uﬂnrs. ‘ '

R g

. . s
" e . e RN .
- Ll to L4




. ’pmm

As un iutroduction to the Aua Adninintrat:on, H:. ﬂard

L

;,,fﬂicklin. Auistant cw.iuinner. Proqrm O‘pcrations, sent a .
| ‘mrandum to each area office (Exhibit 1). This uemrandum
D oxphined the puxpole of r.m s’tudy being c.onducted by !'amily o -
‘uuninq Centeu under an aqreenent with the mut Vigqinia -
""'-‘nupa‘tmnt of mx‘am. In additi.on o’ thia mrandm. a /'
‘vidw tape wit:hm Commissic net i’lmu dnd Mr.' Jeff lunh. Prn:l- e

";‘dcnt. of ranny Leaminq Centexs, vu milod to Rch raﬁinml
j,*vidw tttin.ing unit. By rndtnq t.hc nmranﬁun mo. viw,qe
) tahc tape. the’ appropruta putmml in uch uru oft&ce* be- .. m.
C ceme £n11£u- with thn purpou and ptocoduru ot t.hq nu&y

. .On October 24, 1972. two uuuch us&umu began oot
mg wu;h thy ar« miniuruton nnd nny ot thcir ntntt th*t
thc ministrator bgucwd mm be: nppmprhte. : Mvnm de
R :nwointmu were Me w qiw the ui-n adimutnmr tiu _jo
‘ulm and brief tm other .taff mru to be lntervtmd ﬁ

‘;—‘*’

‘ 'm ulmim and inclusion of” tmna pcoplu vas ltﬂ: to the

ai\:.

g_diwmiou of o.he aduinittutnn T ’ “ oy
xnzmxmu followed pae mtmuw mmame (mxu& zn ’
Wolop«’l by tht ruily uming ther 'Y mtt fat tho purpue -

v dt muwtmq telwunt datm ‘ In mim to m hnic d&u

"iu dwh mtieulat velhﬂa awnistnuw ma.
. -m wlet in thu xntewiw Gumelim wi'e dumnud with



the Area daﬂinlstrator throdgh Iter V. .At this point.those of .
tthe ntaff that the area administrator wished to include joined '

wﬂthe discusaion. Host of the superyisors and’ the social servic¢

e

,fV unrkers gave candid opinions of the day ca;g situdtion in their -

X ‘ “‘1‘»“area‘ .. " oot o ‘ . . . \
_ In several instances, cenfers, in-home sl:ha\i:bs, or 4' .
neighborho ‘day care homes were vigited by the intbrviewer. SRR

3:ase visits were ia adﬁition to the evaluations designed to " 7xfﬁ

termine the qurrent status of day care in West Vizqinia (see :  ij

)Hon—Center Based Day Care Fvaluation. and Centet Based bay Care
'Bvaluation which tollou thid?section). However, obJerving the
‘varioun day care situations broadcned~the uuderstandinq of the {L

"~;1 intatvinuur with re-pect to par*icular ptobleun,as uell as sgpe

of th@ diftcrant rea-ons for these problems. ,_*aiw

; Al tuwaty-sevnn ﬂulfaxe areas wn visl;edtlﬂd.immeiviewﬁ
‘4 (hela with uixty»one Dupartment of Welfdre bocia ,service e
ﬂorkeru in addition.to tuenty-thxee area adm nis*nq&oru.

- ) . 4:‘ . . -

[

ot




~

the opinions of 'ﬁtaff as they relate to egch of the topzcs in

P

thy Interview Guid’eline. From these suma::ies, concluy; 3ions and
." recomendatfons were drawn relatxve to day care )xd

ure and

3

‘needs as reflected in the, c%nt{r’ofe the Department s.own
e&ployees,.i e. thmly involved in the daily strug_gle

'

'%"help the citizens of West Vi;ginia. B f- L .

All coments by area office staff at: the tzme of the inter-

L3

h&we bben categorized under the following m:ot 'ﬁead;.ngm

. : |
1. Employment e L. o

2. ’I‘tansportation : o ,%\ _ \
3. 'rrah;}ng and/craininq ?ﬂrées :

‘4. Center based care T - -

<

B 5. : on-dtntet based care. " ,
S 6. Proq:amatic Weaknesses o, /) R
: [

'I‘able 1 below. giks an overview of thn comparison between

-

positi ~-‘__/1;ggan:.i.ve cmnts expreused with res;u.ct to each
tdpic lexcluding #6): 2 | |
TABLE 1 COMMENTS on TOPICAL HEJ nmnmcs BY AREA swﬁ%

SRR ) _ - Comments ‘
‘ | ~ Topic -, Positive ‘Negative
X - N N . - . - ) ey

E'.lplo'ynént; 8 29 S

“

)

‘rtmspomuon . - | 5 30

0

Cente «"A R . o, sy
~Center 12 7 . ss . g

A a0




. . “ :- N . l\ : - . ' . v . ) ) .
; \S, . ‘ : ‘ T ‘ ' ' ‘ ,' ;' o
N gatxve comments represent dxfflcultxes and probl '

which ekxst “and that would have to be overcome in the del;very

R ., . \ -

e, of a quallty day care’ progtam Posxtlve comments xndicate
optxmism Wlth respect to the partlcular topxc. People were

. optimistlc thh respect“tﬁjiralnxng resources, but ind1cated

L Mlha major problems exlst in employment,'transportation, center

-care, arnd noz~center care.. Acbually, nor-centet care 1s pro~~

I

S— 1

portlonally, seen Lo be fraught wlth more problems than any *

P
-

other discussed. ﬁ._"th_;g -‘\\~ e ‘ y y

- .
-

Another source 6f'data is 4he 111 Socihl Service bey Care -~u',

o ; Wbrkers QuesLionna;re (Apgendlx I) completed by the social sers

L2
¥ vice wo'kers from each of the 15 areas: These workets reprew

-sented a tandom sample 1n that they came from areas in which ' “;ﬁ

e R '

the random sample of day care centers, xn-home caretakers, and

*y "

’nexghborhood day care homes were.)ocated. (See Non-Cehtet

h#Vp Based Day Care Evaluatlon “and the Center Based Day Care Evalua~_i ‘ff

-
LY

um1wudz&ﬂkmh R . R .,f‘ . -~ %3

In ordet to combxned(he data fromzthe area o dce visits

»”

and the Questxonna;re a posinge~negativeiqﬂlit was applied to

responses to the request to-“Please make any commqpts that you

b . . o

- wish concernxng the, day care needs xn your area of the state.

These responses haﬁé beer lisred as negntiverg\fnents due to . R

the nature of. the quest;on. The count pettaining to either

* -
-

center baﬁed care 152::n-center based care is reported below‘
‘T’f‘ 1. Hegatxve c

nts on center based care - 21 - ‘{‘f

”2,' Neqatxvc camﬂents‘on TohZcenter vbased care - 20

ﬂ»“ﬁeeurring statements frcm‘both‘ouestionna‘ - and interviews have
4‘5 N - . . . ‘ PP

3
-

A Sty




 vant‘to Center-Based Care and Non~Center Based Care.v- : s

, ;' g*The followxng squarles of the opznzon data descrlbe howv

“ LS

,'"Ieach of the topies related to day care is viewed throughout the

| . Btate:\ g ' ’ ' o . . . ‘ o .
, | | - N - \ .
Dep?rtment of Welfare staff members were not optimfstic

.Enployment.

'with'respeEt to enployment potential in fmost areas. "Of the~37 <

. . N . v K ) , -
' -opinions expres d, 29 were negative. T C .

Of the 29 negatlve comments the ovetrldlng problem of lack .

- -

of employment for women or, ’in many cases, for anyone, was repre-

.

~sented by 48% of the opznxons. Approxxmately 20% of the opmnions
‘indicated that most AFDC mothers were not . adequately traxned and _
in two 1nstan:z§ 1t was stated that the range of trainlng offered
“was not closely'related to the employment opportunlties avaxlable.

Other problems related to employment are listed below.

2 »

1. 'Clé%xng down mxlls or factories in two areas because

‘_the area was largé&y rural, (2 comments) .

&
2. 'Transygltatxon was a factos. (3 comments)

3. Mothers shouid not be requzred to work. (3 comments)

4. Older citizens in these areas want no new 1ndustry

-

- (2 comménts) . | ) e

F ~
4

The exght positive comments wd&e expressed by urban area’

- staff members and other staff members who ¢Ere expecting a

P
-

- i
_snb&tantxaljlncrease in lndustry in the near future. = - Rk

-
-

% 7 .

: 22 | : . s

N




Transportation ' “pu ‘ : R

. -~ . ' ‘w.‘ =
Lo Tfanséortatz on presents more of a problem than any toplc- s

SN [ i
’ s - ., Gyl

| dichssed." Of the 30 negatlve comments expressed. 15 used the L

word "problem". Nine others see transportatlon as a prob{/g,/~'~“
| but used a dxffeSQnt desc t1ve wprd. '
?.j‘;%}f 2_ When related to day/z:fe: 81x area staf?]pembers stated .
i ‘ that tﬁa&spcrtatlon»was‘the ma)ordrestralnt in selvcting quall-}‘
"4
f%g } omments.xﬁaluded.l | - o
‘%@Ql | Y Existingfﬁw fahce‘laws. (3 comments) f
) s 2. Bad roads 1}commentf R 'gﬁthJ?; S ‘._ ?;f;
M < 5. The fact that many clients llve 1n ruré; areas. |
oL 2comments) . o
f The only posxtive.commcnts were in the form of recémmen— ‘
i " dations or pro ections.' T . ﬂmm“»-_"_ﬁ:
?. "%‘ 1. Transizzkation Stamps migg;‘create more publzc
Yf N carriers. 2z comments} - : . J‘ ~‘:f
Fi 2. The'so;rd of Educatxon would be the likety ones to - _'h_‘
ef help dﬁe to exxstlng routes and carrlers. “(3 commehts).‘;ﬂéé
2 '”Traxnxng antg training resource§ ! ,_\. | o
. Fed

‘The ava11a5£11ty of trainxng resources throughoqt the

state is recoqﬂized‘by many. area staff members.n Positive 4{’L 5

\cqpments repre: ted 65% ‘of the aotal opxnmons stated 'Those-

be more verbal regardlng the topic of tralnxng and the ava11a~
/

bilxty of rescurces’ Another 7 vere. agreeable to and "even'




-, P

. X
- . .o ’

‘tccommendéd training Welfare mothers as paraprofesslonals either- ?“;
in thelr home, or ataa tralnlng center 1f it was convenneng T
S }.~ Vo soclil service workers Were_w1111ng to traln“\_

| mothers themselves. L e \;_‘ ‘ o
- . : ‘ RN

2. Two. Personi.commented on the success of ex1st1ng

parent chzld centers for trainlng. LT
3. Four persons suggested that people needlng employ- \ 5
ment could be;tralned as paraprofesslonals and that ‘

hey had c0nf1dence id the potent1a1 of these people.“
Negatxve cOmmen*s were focused on the lack of . qualifled e
'pqrsonnel worklng in many centers (8),'an ‘on the’fact'that
~there were no facilities for trainlng (S; They belreVe; that.

’theregwas very little 1nterest,1n day care on the part of “local

~

'~ organizations.’ . S ' : S

Center Based Day Care ) .

There ‘was a total of eighty negatlve comments” recorded

.
.

_regardlng center based day care.i Area staéf felt that ghe two

' -predomlnate problems related to center based care was the gua-

Py '

lzty of care presently offered (17) and the present attltudes

of welfare cllents towarg center care (16). | - L

.

“To maxntaln qual;ty, area staff felt that. more qqpllfled
r )

personnel should be in centers and that "good" centers were.

not aVazlable in most ‘areas. ‘In close relatxonship w1th
> LS

:qualxty, area staff felt that there is a need for more parental

’

'invplvement 1n centers and for closer superv1slon of the center_ "lg

v~ s -

" programs by social servicei§¥rkers. . L
8 - . . o~

e . .o
ST &
e AL S O R




E

e Lol - R N

ff’dxfhe attltudes of clients concern1ng center based care,

: . .
waccord1ng to staff members, are not conduclve to 1ncreased use__

¢ '.", '

by welfare cllents.~ such statements as "day care centers are’
~

e . .. e

'7,_ assoclated with mental'}efa;dat;on“ or "k1ds should not be

. e . . -

=_»taken out Of the famlly env1ronment at such a young age _1llus-.

‘strate parental concefns. The latfer oplnlon was also sbared

by staff members from fbur d1fferent areas. _\ng;

-
»

" In add1tlon,'workers felt that these att1tudes are test1-

. * “e

mony to the fact that cllents do not know, what good day care can S

K

do for the chlhd and therefore, w1ll use non-center based ’ care

comparable in quallty to the home env1ronment of the Chlld.

it

y},‘ Area staff felt strongly Qld comments) that the presen*

4-4‘-,‘

fee scale is too low. Many of the centers stay full w1thout

welfare chlldren and- they are reluctant to take these.chlldren

t % - N . r.,

for only $3 00 per day. Payment based only on days attended

L

"1s rece1ved unfavorably, and delay 1nnpayment is often exten—

L S Lot . Con
P Sl—ve-' ' . e ' '

. ' . 4 . Y ’ A

v,l o A surprls1ng number of employees (12) suggested the need-
- for ‘the avallablllty of longer hours 1n ex1st1ng cente;\\ ;“

Workers stated ‘that. many cannot~be used.by cllents who are o,

-

.xworklng, or in tra;n;ng,<due to the llmlted hours ‘the centers

‘:"'\ T o , S
‘are open. e o N

d*'(‘ In many areas staff members felt that the poss1b111ty of

uslhg centers for cllents is not feas1ble aue to the transpor-f

¢

’v,, tatlon problem. Eight staff members stated that 1n-home or

nelghborhood care prevalled because of\the convenlence factor -

e ‘.- -

“““and“they~feitwthat"they coaldmnot ----- encourage center care. be-

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

; Other problems'

‘.o/

-
.

- very costly._ (5 comments)

i;(t Facrlltles are hard to'rrnd and bulldlng costs are .
. e . . -
‘ too hlgh to encourage bulldlng a day care .center.

.~ L e ] ._"w(,
i e R B . . R -

(2 comments)

b

3. There lS much conquLon regardlng the 11cen51ng re—

y

cedures.“ (3 comments) '"‘iyﬁ'ff-

4." Centers should not be prevented frOm offerlng ln‘agt
. care. (2 COmmeaﬁs) .~xr e e ;. e
-} . . - )}_!) o . . v - v ! . .
Regardlng p051t1ve cOmménts, nany workers are- aware of the

-
‘. \

ﬁbeneflts of center based care ang. oSefer that cllents use a

-center. Eleven workers stated that center care was the best

e

51tu9t10n, 1f avallable, and that 1t was benef1c1al for—a chlld

R

" i
drcn oindlfferent soc1o-econom1c backgrounds. Four workers ex—

T~
- -

~fpressed the de51re to have - a center located 1n the1r areé’and

- . .-

'ffour otherg feel that the ones the& presently have are hlgher

jin quallty than most.
Other comments were: = . .
L
17 AfeaSocial—Services WOrPers~would lik?—tﬂ haVe more

i

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1~ P fe
. . )

,,qu1rements and too llttle communlcatlon from the LI

,

“to be out of the home env1ronment and in assoc;atlon w1th Chll—.l




cnntxol over~1:cens¢ng. ‘12 comments)

- 2. 'Centers?uould be good from an esployment aspect for

<

clxents. (3 1en-enta)

‘3.' Private, for-profxt centers are the best. (2 comments)

Most workers would like to see the deterrents to center care
0wercc-e and as many clients as possible apprised of the henefzts
ch:ld in, day care. ‘

- -

. o _ .
Non-Center Based Care ' . *
Most co-nents cateanzzed as negat;ve thh respect to non

Fu

4~?-—caa:e:.hased,caxe uexe;cnnceznedwnzzhLzhe snb;ect othmgndg:

qnalifmcatxons. “Thirty-five staff members felt that the quality
ua:‘lou due to the fact that most caretakers are incapakle of
piovidinq anything but ‘custodial care. They thought that this

wis due to a lack.ol\training. Of these thirty~five, twenty-

;éf nine pezsoms‘felt'that the problem was in the téqulatians qoveri-
H . ‘inq selection and appfﬁval of these caretakers. They felt that
thala requiatioas were vague and evasive with respect to. the
exact capabilitxes that the provider should have. (/
Another tuenty perlonn stated that the fees vere too low
lnd 1nconsistent from situation to situatiam.. Twelve of these

persons stated that vendors -are constantly coeplaining atout

| payment being slow and that they have lost some of their better
;»wl‘ | pzovidgxs'fﬁt this reason. Workers feel that they caanot re~
Tcx‘ui“wbett,et vendors until .the fee scale is raised and that no
one should expect anything but cuatodial care under the pr&sent

‘italo. This - is illustxated in the fcllowing excerpt from a

t - 1




letter written to a social serwvice uorker iast Gctober:

* "He feel that the duties of a day care mother are time
consuming and all important: I know X could put a lot
of time and even money in the project. But the salary
for the scope of the job - for a person who would do
g to fulfill.the contract and responsibi-
. lities - is insnffxcxent to make the job sorthuhale, .

in odr opinion.® .

Other problems teiating to non-ééntei‘based care, as seen
* by arca staif are listed belon. S | - -
%‘.,~ - s 1. Workers stated that they cannot assign children to a
'caxetaker. The mother must make the decision. (4 g

comments)

2. ~T!ansportation problems limit the selection of the | .
prav;det in many cases. (7'co-ents) . k "
3. Supervxsion and home viaits are not conducted as often .

as necessary and in many cases the uotkcr has not met

),he provider. (6 cmts)

'»4.~ Bue to friction between aother and caretaker there is °
a lot of turnover .in non—center based care which causes
excessive paper work and confusion in payments. (4
cou;ants) s

"Hany of the commeints by the area staff were encoutaging

nwitb respect to what can be done to improve non~centex based care.

A uajorzty were interested and feel that the responsibxlxty for

1apxovunen: is theizs. hnt they also feel that they cannot et

www'_wthzn rasggnn;bili:y under theit ptesent werk load.

o 1. ?hey stated that they would be uilling to train vendors

and have teéular‘ﬁeetihgs wigh’fhem to help, (One ’

" . . worker aiready dces this, by‘shbﬁinq pertinent files

Mze




and’ sharlng helpful lltetature on ch;ld developuent )
(s calments) e .

Raising the rates and prov1d1ng“a t'a;nxng program
nld give the 3ob of caxetaker more’ prestzge and more
wpeople would be 1nterested and p!oud of 'the statxon |

(4 co-ents) . .

-

? -

Even though most workers feel that center'based care
is best, three from very rural areas pointed cut that,
even though it was preferable. center ‘care iould not

be feasible. Areas like this could only. fnnctzon with

;l’ — -—maea—eease=-based_caze‘-13_cn!lgn$§) o

-

Progarmatic Weaknesses

! ~Day care is recognized as a very necessary and helpful
rué‘ service uade available to the 1ou~xnco-e citizens through the
o Department of Welfare. However, there are definite needs for

i-ptovennnt in implementing, aonitorlng,and upqrading this pro-
. gram. . - "J
” Accurding to fourteen area off}ce staff aeaﬁetl, the paper-
work invciv&ﬁ in day care isg cxtéﬁsiwe, complicated-for client, ..
qﬁcaretaker, and worker and is not'hlways as etticleﬁt as it ®hould

be. . *

-

" These same fourteen beliéve that their offices are uflder-

-

-staffed in o:der to handle the current day carewneéhs.uwff the
new eligibility rules 1ncreased the number of people askxng ior
this service the workers would not be able to meet the demand.

Even now the workers have no time to talk with a vendor about

-
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.

the chllds' neéds; In many cases they are not sure -of the

ob]ectave~ the Department wishes to have met in a day care:

- . "

»

settlnq B

Standards for vendors are vague acéordxng to staff mem—

*

bezs; Two saxd that they were so‘broad that they usually had'

" e
no idea of who they cculd turn down; nnless age or health was

a factor. Five staff merbers mentioned the fact that severql

» -

. different persons "in an office handle day ‘care. problems thh

" no one person coordinating their efforts.

Apother staff merber stated the fact that day care is

not given priority enough on a state levql and the success of

yopin;on cf its importance.

-

the program in many areas depends on the area administrator's

3
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The follow;ng conclusxons are. based .en. the op¢n10n data L

collected through the drea. offxce Lntervxews. . They represent,-\
uas closely as pos/;ble, an accurate 1ngerpretat10n of the be- o \
liefs and attxtudes by area staff from tbe ‘sumearies about .- \\
erplcymwent, traxnlnq, and traxgxng xesources, transportagxoh, Mk
bgivcenter'based care, no non-center based care, and programmatxc :

- ueaknesses. - o ) - -'"f?

1. Emplcyment needs are a: problem throughout the state.

_ A Day care can be a source“of employment for nany lcw
’ . .
. incone cxtxzens 1f they are acdecuately traxned.l; v_‘ -

2. Due to transportatxon dszxcultxes, reconnendatxons
;f"~ : . 'must focus on qualzty day care that is as ccnvenxent

for the cllent as possxble.gvpartxczpatxon in an im- ”ﬁtff
pfoved day"cate.étoéram will be minimal if this facter a

. - .

is igncred. , "
. 1 ‘ R - o
3. Transportation is also a factor in the training compo-

nent of a delivery system. If a training Proqtdﬁ‘is
to be iritiated for Jow-income citizens, it must pro-
I B I .

. | RO C
— vide for a.transportation allowance, have a transpor-

‘tatiéﬁﬂcompcnent. or re carefully located. In-home

training of day care mothers will be best 1n pomre azeas.wlﬁ

In thxs case it wbuld be necessary to ptovxde transporw
tation for the trainer. ’

"”‘4. Ttainan resources within the state are the logxcal ‘F
starting point for tra)nxng in early chlldﬁapd

specific effozt shculd be rade to utilize locally

31
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a.mllxle resources wherever possaale- | T

5. Center based %are is believed to be the- preferable
X 4
B: §1tuat10n for the chxld, though not aluays posslble.

‘dhe env1ronnent away from home and thf. soc:.al st:.nm.a— d
txon of belng tuth oae s peers is often necessary for - "

_the epb.nal. developnent of the cluld. It 1s appare}it =

pa L 3
'that th:.s conclusxon is not shared by clxents and nany

- "‘ - o ‘ (_ ‘ ‘ o ‘ X v
e workers. . : -

' 6. Day éare center#ar(not an attrdctiveiﬁusi:ness'ventﬁre
due to the followzng» facéorsw :uut:.al znvestment and
costs ;}e lugh, fire and lealth regulat.).ons are not

- dlzed and are Qforced d:.fferently from area to ”

-

. area. the fee the Department pays 15 low, tranportatxonh__ o
is a problem and ofteh~dxctates ‘the survxvat of a

. centen. and the ;resent unage of day care j.oes not en- .
. f | v

hance the s:.tuation.- - . -

7. . Several faczhues lxéensed as day care cent.ers do not.

~serve the workmg or 10"'in¢ome citizen—xn-trainan due o

to closing too early (3:00 to 4:00 p. m.).

B. uon-center hased care is looked npon as. a babyszttinq
arrangewent by most clients and provzders. Norkers. do
not tend to’ think this, but so. far have had little snc-.‘ .

-

s  cess in changing the 1aag53 ‘ .

-

"x Ht ‘:‘:";9‘. "rhere ia no clear st.atement concemx.ng the Department's -
ob;ectiveu for the children who are provided day care. e

"-'!here is confuaion as to what shouid be expected by

the pﬁrent, and o\f the. caretaker with reqard tg chi_lé

16




ob;ectufes. S R .

- - Y.

":.10 Soc:.al servzce workers do mc feel that the present

e

e,

11, Area offlces are understaffed and respons:.b:.}.lty for '
. th® day care program is often not - cl'early specxf;ed.""
b“For this reason, there is h.m.ted advance recru:.tment

“of vendors, and mnu\al, if any \Jnltormg of exlst:mg
- day cafe sitmatioms.© - . - |

12, A maﬁorlty of social service ivorkers centabctea' are

DR mterested in 1n!prov1ng the day care u)thelr area,
Vbut need suppart and guxdance : ' N

13. ' ' The paporwork invol ved m day care 1s t.une consumng,

"‘conpllcated, and'“ . _
| rendered, not- as, eff.:.c:.ent as 1t shou]xd be.
‘14, m:'.l‘here are many discrepancies among areas concerm.ng‘k

day caze,standards‘ am_l‘ the procedur or _opem.ng‘a

- center. o : y R
k 15. There has been no deliberate attenpt mede to mfom‘
| fpeople 1nc1uded under the rew’ eligihility standerds '

that they are now el:.gible for th:.s service.. If these

standarda are pkom.lgated the location of center slots
and non-—cemtex vendora (qualified or not) will be '
.uapossib,le with the current grea staff. \ B |
‘16.‘. JOpinions about ", care vary thrcuqhout the atete

:
Ll W

according to cultural backgrounds and in relatl.én ‘to

- -

opinions about welfare in generxl. In many areas day,_;_ﬁ,

| o care is synonomcus with welfare.

- 33" o
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WEST VIRGINIA . .
EPARTMENT OF WELFARE | Eogxmﬁnf“'
X i?ARLESTON 25305 T

"MEMORANDUM_ '
MIhaAhmduﬂms Tl - e -
H -¥ard Nicklin, Assistant Cmussuner, Program (»eiations ' ‘ R

vmnsmnmamnmsmmﬂmﬁmmwscﬁﬂmHWHmmmamms:mi7 _
ﬁr()ctd:er 10 1972, the Dq)artnent of Helfare sxgned a ccntract mth . ‘
thePa-uy wammgCenter Inc..of Atlanta, Georgia. -The Family -

Center, Inc. (FLC) is to. mlmtemdassessthedaycate .
“needs of the indigent children of West Virginia in order to make «

. Yecomeendations. for a model day dare program and dehvety system. .
‘Ibe;r report 1s due during. Febmary, 1973 "

- 010ctober1-" 1972 avxdeotapethhCmsxmerFlcuers md
‘ i laining this contractural
> agreement was mailed to each regional video-training unit. This 7
tape™ tobeshatnx-edutely*toﬂ‘eamstaffwhereﬂwreglmal : o
ine is located and promptly routed to adjoining ayeas in =~ - = .
~Area administrators. and members of their staffs should o
more constructive assistasice Ecaed:ersofﬂw)‘-'w LT
- staff visiting their offices if they have vi the tape prior to O
! their visit. €onsequently, I urge each area to dssume respansibility .
- for promptly routing the tape and equipment so all employees will -
vxcw it durmg the week of October 23- 27 1972,

FAMILY LEARNING CF.N!'ER:: INC. -

Fanily Leammg Oenters, Inc. is a Georgia corporatmn founded
in 1969. With emphasis on child development and early learning,
L the company operates and manages Kittrelge Schools with the
L - pnmry of assisting parents in the develqmt of

Lo L ihedr pn 1 children. Facilities of Family Leaming -

.. .. Centers are staffed with professional personnel from the o
A - fields of early chil:hood dewlommt. child psychology, .
'md business.. :

LY At present there’ are seven thtredge Schools in operanm in

. o the Atlmta area, including the Domner Project which is a .

* . federally funded center managed by Family Learning Centers.
Additional centers are under construction and scheduled to
open in late 1972.° Over 800 families currently use Kittmdge R
as a solution to their day care needs, :» *

’

+*

. On May 11-12, 1972 representanm of the United States . -
Depnnmnt of Hea!th ~Education, and Welfare, Region III, L
) Commissioner Francis Warren, Deputy Cmissxomr
) Cmnk md Develquental Dxuhxlities (‘Jmsultant ‘

win]




‘ Ehzabeth Schoenfeld visited Panily memg Centers Inc. and
' 'j S its httredge Schools to evaluate the‘u' cm'nculun, operatlms,

o M a resnlt of ﬂns two-day evaluat:l.m, Cauussxmer Warren

_ recammended tq Commissioner Flowers that he consider Family
- Leaming Centérs, Inc. as a’possible private cocpany to aid

A West\hrglmamneetmg theprsentandmcrmsmgdaycare
needs of the State.

Based on Camssuner ‘rren's m@mdanm Counssxcuer '

(h Septed)er 5 6, 1972; Hr. Marsh Presr.dent of Famlly Larnmg s
- Centers; Mrs. Martha Txdwell Admm.stranve Assistant; Dr. Walter * .-
Hodges, Educatmnal Adv:sory Board Member; and Mr, Richard Ney, . ..
Government- Negotiator; met in.Charleston with Commissioner . . :
Flowers and other selected interested individuals to discuss
_'mmermsamsofcommcmcern. . )

Wi :jf:" 'Famly Learnm Centers would submt aprq)osalto the State
Lo to aid m assessmg ‘and mnnuatmg its duld care needs. -

[ The werall objective of this study is to determine wbat daz_/ o ~
AR . care ‘services now exist in West Virginia, what -day.care ser. e '

- vices are needed, and to détermine the best way for the State
to dchver better day care services to more Nelfare children.

Put more succmctly. these oh;cctwes are. I a o | .o

yl. Aasess and evaluate the scope. and qual'ty of child

~care now offered in me‘“sraur‘af”!\‘esr"ﬁmm

-7 2. Dcvelop an appropnate model of 11ty..
: existing day care operations to’ (tl;; model de\mloped
‘by Family Learning Centers. '

~ ‘Determine the most efficient and effective method - - , Q‘ -
" to deliver the model throughout the st%te of _ A
- West ergmm. . , « . F

..
(]

4 “l'he ley Leaming Centers, Iric. has estabhshed a basseof operations
E in Charleston. Resumes of those conducting the study afe attached.

' Mr. Marsh has indicated that Mrs. Shi rley Davis and Mrs, Martha Tidwell
- will be asked to visit each area office. They will want to Spcnd approxi-
' mately ane-half day with each area administrator and apprepuate staff
 meémbers. Their obvicus concéms center around day care programs; how-.
‘ever, I am surc that they will profit from an-indepth dlscussim "of all
ohr programs serv:ces, and operatmg techmqucs. '

LR T . . S N
L . . . :
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0ctoher18 1972 N A

'l‘he followmg is their tentat:ve 115t1ng of area offxce visits:

MBS, mmm.r, R - MRS smgga‘{m\vm

- -

‘mﬁeld |

T Elkins : - "~ Weston

Grantsville - . . Harrisville X
- Sutton LR . -~ Parkersburg
- Summersville ‘ Spencer )
" Lewisburg - - " Huntington
Fayetteville . . - Wayne
Beckley . ' : . Hamlin- -
Princeton: | : T ogan . - S
.Chatlestm_' -« .. . Williamson . R
L, . l'dclch L .
. You may expect a"caﬁ from either Mrs Davis or *irs -Tzdwell for the
. purposes of-‘estabhshmg a date for their visit. They will attespt ,
to schedule one visit in the moming and éne in the afterncon and will
look to you for advice regarding motel avaxrabllltxes as well as sug-
gested routes to t.he next area office. e : -

- Please feel free to openly and.candidly discuss anythutg you feel -
" 7" ~"would be of benefit. to Family Learnmg Centers Inc. Your usual co- . -
operatmn will be appnecxated . : -

Thank you. - " : e T )

HW/Jml AR o
Attaclwts B

,v.’,_‘..r.:.i_::;..‘,.ﬁ.,‘..._..k_.,:..._, Ffr. chf Marsh e .' c e J.. B e ...l_ R B ‘..m_'.‘.-..;i.._:"...
Co.0 T 'Mr. Edwin F. quwers ' S SR SR .
Dr. John A. Yankey ¢ ' ' g
Mr. Virgil L. Conrad . e . L -
. Mr. Paige Skaggs, Jr. ‘ ' ' o
“.. « " Mr, Harley R. lledge . : ' N
- Mr. Edgar D.-Van Camp ' : ' .
o tel ' . Miss Dorothy Allen” =~ = ' . ' v
Mr. Richard Bruffy . 4 _ o , g
Mr. David Forinash T ‘ . S

T I o o 11 s - oo, .

e b st . e € P, .
1 A e s 11 5 3. v
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DAy CARLj 'SETTINGS IN WEST VIRGINIA =

Ld

E

The WEst Vlrglnla Department of Welfare purchases day care .

' "

;serv1ces from three major sources. 45 llcensed.centers, 306

1n-home caretakers, and 627 out-of—home caretakers. -Among the .-

§
i -

forty-flve centers there 1s an approxlmate total of 554 welfarev;f""
; LT {‘,-_, . ,
'Aasslsted chlldren enrolled In the in-home and out-of-homev-

T
N = -

fac111t1es there are 880 and 1419 chlldren, respectxvely (Depart—
lment of Welfare, 1972 P 26).' Based on statlstlcs available

from another source, only approxlmately s1x percent‘of the'

By T

_1_ chlldren who need day care, are receivi ng 1t at Presentngorter,

.There are f1ve class1f1catlons of day care provxders ‘in

west Virgj:hia: . .,_. ..,v "'._- A' o .. “\ P . e
1: :v'uluxu..a:.y mi—fﬂfe—a’geney_')'_.—_—_—_ " -\.\
o) -Licensed .. = ..
. Prlvatel?\_owned agency - ') ' /

2
’uf:,‘ R ‘Family-Homei ’ B )
- 4. Weiéhborhood Home ;v ! ;; e ﬁ‘ ‘hpproved
_ ; . _

.5.. In-Home

,;Each type of prov1der is subject to vary1ng degrees of

]

regulatlon and each offers a dlfferent level of'day care’ “ser:

yice; They -are under the d1rect Jurlsdlctlon and superv1s1on
/

:of the Department of. Welfare who, through the State L1cens1ng

Board for Welfare Agenc1es, promulgates m1n1mum standards and
requlremente for llcensed day care centers. ~The State L1cens1ng‘

_Board membershlp cons1sts of representatlves from the- Depart-"ﬂ A

ments of Welfare and Health, The State F1re Marshal's off1ce
ol ' L4 . . .

. and three persons appolnted byfthe Governor. Existing and SR

Q

RIC
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'ngucode;; Follow1ng ‘the" 1nsRectlon of each center B

; e e o

hé L1cen51ng Board an appllcatlon may be

". ‘. '._"“
r may be granted a. renewable prov151onal ST

-

0 days, or the,center may recelye a- regu--'Aq

'_l 2-year llcense. As of September, 1972 over 40 centers are o yﬁ

. ot “‘_/'n-,, o ] “,‘ . - B ;. ‘.
holdlng prov151onal 11censes. o _n/,-wi;. ‘ ’ .

Thé Department of . Welfare has establlshed less strlngent

istandards for approval (not 11cenSe) of In—Home; Nerghborhood,.

t,and Famlly Home prov1ders. The Soolal Serv1ces Manual chap‘ }

DEPERTN A
- )

12000 on day care serv1ce conta1ns the agency standards for In— e

- . .

Home, Famlly-Home, and Nelghborhood-Home Hare. 1 Standards are .Vi?‘
. Q . . . |

almost rion- ex1stent for In—Home care and focus ‘on the age, per-—

,9 -
sonallty, phy51cal, and emotlonal health of the caretaker...

-
¢ ’ ‘ P

"; Worklng hours of the caretaker are deflned and broad guldellnes Ll

- - N KW

. B T

establlshed for food serv1ce and health care of(the chlldren.’;,g

cF Slnce the seryice is' prqv1ded 1n the chlld s own: home,Jthere . .

.

has been llttie ;ncentlve or legal pdwer for upgradlng ‘the qua— :QQ

e ettt o e e st o st = e e et et i o

K e S
. -

llty of day care tthugh rev1sed snandards. LT . ~";h ify:

.

4“: Agency standards are: h1gherefor Out—of—Home fac111t1és and .

/v

a mandatory VlSlt to the home ﬁor an 1nterview”w1th~the

taker and 1nspectlon of the faclllty in ‘the. case of the {‘if v,
'ghborhoodvhome. Three outcomes are p0551ble after the v151t-
T s S _

~. i ;"

PR

° .

iDurlng ‘the progress of the present study, the State Department

of. Welfare, Division of Soc1a1 SerV1ceswfwas rev151ng the Social,
Services Manual, -and. changing-certain. definitions.., A 'draft copy
-ofthese revisions dated January, -1973° was‘forwarded to-the re-. -
search team on January 26, 1973 -as thls report was belng wrltten.-}m

40
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: mﬂm of the home, provisional, or regular approval. On;ce
.gm, iqt‘. heslth, and personality requirements of the caretaker

- are included. Standards to be considered are indoor and outdoor

o play space, Mp facklities, fire safety, sanitation, dangerous
 substances, and Sviilabu.lty of screens. | These standards while

) siightly more definitive appear to lack the depth and scope neces-
\"i’i‘i‘?\f.or the proper development and safequarding of the large
susbers of children who use m-ﬁ. In fact it is difficult to wndcx-

Ll

. | -m how & social service worknr could legitimately njcct a hm
. since the standards are not sufficiently explicit.

t'uuy day care homes are actually mini-day care centors.
_ Thess are the most highly regulated of the three types of non-

oonter care. This fact is reflectsd in the relatively Mrmmlw
| E‘wtzmnn under which they must operate. Bowever, there is no "
wwtuuyo the manual for rejecting the homs other than, “the

 agency service worksy sust be assured that the day care family m*ﬁ

Ly

the muumnu. The main topical classifications are The Day’
- Care Family, Grouping of Children, Dwelling and ‘xﬁfaty. Progeam-
| Daily Activities, Bealth and Dental Care, and Meal Time - A
 Pleasant Time.

'l‘luwwl mmwmmpmiunudMuumu

» m welfare of children who need and use day ciére services. The

| tuu assists this commendable goal “through maintesance 5t sound
- W fox. - thie health,. welistre, and development® of childeen ... ..
tmmwe of Welfare Publication, July, 3965). Whether the '
Mﬂ regquiressnts are adeqbate, uniformly iutaﬂvnwa, M con-
qumxy entorced will be partially reflected in how effectively

41 . -
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| thniiuérovidﬁr; are meeting this conudtunnﬁ, All institutional
‘qtogruun‘tqguire thm dalation of outdated, unrealistic requlatioh
"uhan acccaaary. but of greater importance is the crcatxon of new
atandards in 1tht of chanqing needs, environments, and concepts
of quality day care. |

Tna foklowihq two ﬂtUGiQI were deliqﬂed to determine the
ﬂtixy cﬁvirunuunt :o which a child in day care is exposed. Both
xhcfccnteg and non-center based ‘evaluations focused on inpug to
ghildrmn. i.é.. the‘wuy in which caretakers ofgaui:q. manage, and
hﬂﬁklvor the services to children. The study did not attempt to
assess the dearee to which th; program and service is related to
long-term ch2ld mtcomo sm as the developsent of ial or
intellectual ukills. The ltudi s were not concerned pith measur-
£nq:aenaundc performance, §,4., whether the ch'ldren'were learning
the alphabet, numbers, colors, or whether beinqg in day care meant
that children wwre‘hctt;r oft than those not in dar care =r any
criteria. .Studies to determine these outputs would involve

control and contrast groups as well as more time and peérsonnel.
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<& -
PROCEDURE

__ On Novesber 20, 1972, & representative sample of non-center

mmluwat selected from the 933 in-home and out-of-home

_ Wu currently offering child care services i West virginia.,

 , m uuu was dtvim\into four geographical uqtom in ordar |
™ muly upnunt all u as. (Exnibit 3). 'nuu regions
"mu ‘the northern panhandle, the eastern panhandle, the central,

' m the southern. The existing day-care wnéogt in each of the

tour mtm were muuuu as either In-Home or Neighborhood~

‘nm pmmn.l In-Home care is provided in the cMM’t own

_ Bome with the caretaker coming from outside the child's home.

" meighborhood homes provide care outside the cuw- home . muxy

) lw.w were not evaluated upauuly since thare are few concep~

L] -

 tual or practical axttuumcu in the type of care they offer when
compared to the Neighborhood Homes. rmxy Homss were pro~ .
porticnately represented in the sample, but combined under the
Neiglborhood hesding. ‘The total nm: of vendors in the wﬁm »

]

geog.aphic reqim is shown below:

S | Total vcmr- ~ Beighborhood In-Home
Northern Panhandle 142 R U O
. Esstern Panhandle T 22 w , 10
| tc;ﬁ,tkal" Section 103 | 61 | e

~

| A proportionste sample of these areas by density of vendirs
' yuw the folloving sample:

Mmm Section - 838 ’ ‘u?) ‘ - ar

u
2




. | Total Sample ndiﬂhéthood In*l’loi;a"
mrw“ l*anh.mdu R T
Wum Panhandle e T | 2
‘ . Cmtu-l.\.muon | ' TR ’ 3
-~ Southern S€ction I S V'
TOTALS ‘ 34 . 22

i *these figures_ represent an adjusted number in the mu.m
A section. Based on percent, only ‘one vendor would have been

,- avaluated. In the Central section three would have been eval-
uated. These were adjusted upwhtd 153 glve a more representa-
tive sample. ‘ .

[ . P
I S ' )

. The unbigsed selection of the uwu of mmwenti: ‘t-an&
e mu as conducted by representatives from thc muum |
. f » ’f‘af mzu Mtvtcu, mawwmu from t.he Meemim unu; tm* o
. Child Iwu’aru Aqemtn. nm! um tmatch imﬂ of nuily Mutninq
‘Center, Inc.’ ‘Based on the Mutty of the in-home and neighbor-
hood hones in each nqimr a pmpatumu nusber et both tywu
nf.,vgﬁg;t was calculated. Next, the ma of all \klfare S
~ Area Qfﬁm' located in each region wer: put mw four separate
: . bones. A ptopottimn nunber of the ares office names were
. drawn based on the density ol m—-m and M&W homes in
" the areas. - Each social wwicu mket in’the seven area offices f'-j};”j
‘selected vas askod to assign a number, in Wthl nrda. o
wh ennuur as they appear in the local file. A table of
random umx-iwu used in ukim the final selection of m | |
| mla of carétakers. After each Wr was uleetod, acode .
m Was uugm to Ansure anonymity of _all wﬁorm ‘!'hm of L
" the 34 caretakers included in the sample quit providing care
; !utlm; the last weeX of the study and were not uvaluged.
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',ﬂu umn includes the following 1nlttmnu: i

1. caretaker Interview Schedule ‘. _ .

. 2 c.auukm; ‘Px-_oﬂle R - L
3. paily Schellule Form .

4. Observation Form

. 3¢« Reviewer's Smaxy noport
‘6. "Physical. let@ucription
‘ Nrmn cmricm:ad 1n and !mmladqmu ahout -arly chud!mod
mation gathnud the dnn.‘ ‘l'h“c persons tad the aocial

L}

) _
‘ uwicu Wtuu were ctimtod to the tumhrd pmtduru tor -
wuluaung un“-nw and mtqhbo:hood wmrm 'ﬂw rwimrn mte
cutmd by ttw ptujwt muulunt in ‘the use ut thu‘lu-llou,

and !‘Mk' 1y Care mtw tllmul. o : | o
|  Each mvlmt spent nppwuimuly two hours ip M mvhow
m* iuighhnrhood situation. mtvitiu in the homes lmluddd ' j‘“ "
Lutiwlminq the caretaker and obaerving the uctivitin of uw -
e:himrcn md adults. Ba:h rwimr. lftet Ieaving. cunplntmd

ﬂm tht mmry Mporh '

- - . [

nmms oL T

*

ihilc the phyucn “tr.lnq was inporuut to um itudy. a

i’ ’:m@ﬁmuua. atutndw. quauw ot cate qim. and activities
.WM for the chimﬂm




" Stated objectives for the children were linited. Mast care-
takers had difnculcy re-ponding to ‘the question even though
it was posed in aev ral different waya. - It was often necesnary o
” to ‘coach the caretaker by providing‘e:;amles of objectives in

| order to elicit a response. '!‘hé most freguent objectivés_

g Péovided weré: $ L )

. i ’ ‘
1. Teaching th'e child one or more school skills;.

‘2. ’machinq mnnexn disaipline. nharinq:
3. Bottle weaning. potty training, e“htlnq, valltmq:
4. No objectives stidted; and ' St R
S. Miscellaneous: e.g., tucitiriq riq!it from ‘wronq.' hytjiem. e
 The mttmdl uud by cautnkcu to help a child meet the |
objectivees establishud for him should luve a direct relation-
,, th.ip t.o the chim'u lavel of achimunc. Nhue it was beyond | |
~-~-~—th¢«u«npe Of #.hhatudy to uunzu achiew.mnt. i!: a8 poutbxa
s eu mquiw uatmnt: fm day care, mumm on hov they ixwttunct
ma direct the children towards the goals that thcy auwd.‘ »
: | ‘ﬂwm are few nppamt dit“fetmcu bem.n In-Home and lleighbor-
i Ehaod-m twhniquu. Gengrally, =catuuk¢r.l said tlut they :
v shmd by euuple, or Tead and repeated lcturs and mﬂwrs. o 3
ﬁw caretukura simly wntcued In m hm: the ntaud tachniqw
‘vu to spank. The waluatorn observed . that mch of the cutew

- ‘ukqxi;j' : t;iu was spent on household chores or watching tenle-s: |

)
:
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;“rrfoé:"au‘j@tarvationq e | | ' N I —

-

Encm obsexver was accowani 4 by a social s’erVi;ée“:'iebrke'r
ftou t.he local welfare cZfice «n reduce any -fears
. ”that caretakera miqht have had. wfwnev. possible, this worker |
:was t;o have had ptev*aus expe:ience and a personal working rela- |
i timship with the cu‘etaker. e social servi.ca worker also | ‘
| _freed the caretaker for the é::rview by interacting wit.h the
";,;cmm:en. ' | ‘, - N
| It.was understood. tm tho statt that the obaerv would‘

\

".iuot se¢ the vatiety. or depth, of program found in center based .
| ‘c:u:a. Our purposs, however, ‘was to verity the range and type of
: proguu wtivxty in which chud:en partieipate. Tables 2 and

.3 pmvidc £r~qmmiu of the types of activity cbserved. The

»“lobaorvations were made following an int ‘e-view with the care- . . -
“ ukct. “This sequence enablcd the obatrvcr to qain the confid;ncd |
‘.‘ut t!w caretaker and establish ‘rappost. m ~goal was to observe

‘a minimum of tio )5 minute activities within a tm span of 13

minutes. If one activity exceedad .5, minutes, ‘the observer noted
1&1: fm dnd simply counted the next petiod as a second occur-
f :rnwe of the same activity..

_ " The In~!lm proqru. Table.’2 can be ductibed as narrow. lnd U
11-&1::& when co-pamd to the total pouible ranqg of activities,
. {‘Hwt of these patential uctivlties are within the ecomic. sntel-—‘
he*tnil. and physical capubinties of the average caretaker. ‘!he '

":uliwt activities in Tabht 2 are Uusttactnred Free Play and No

e — P —

wtiviw which toqethar accuount for 90t of the obﬁgrvations.w “tﬁo
‘ Mti?iey‘ is defined by the child’s aimless rosming J |




e
o -
. 'rmv.}z IN-HOME PROGRAM onsz'nvmxdns -
TR . . e of . of Total
”  ;C1as§‘of Activity-dnd Ftequency ObservagiOns e
. Unstructured Free Play’ - 9 " 45
- Limited Free Play (Manipulative) '
Music (fisgening.'Sinqinq, March-
. . ng -
. uirectod Language and Numbex
.., . Transitions (Change from one . A
~ activity to another) . 1 ) 5 '
Organized Cames (e.g., Jack- ~ e -
- In-Box) - ' -/P .
.. = Btory Ttne o o - T L S
Art . ‘. ‘ " ' . ‘
“Dilcualion ' L 1 ‘ 5
. Television. Viewinq : g '
" Snack and Lunch - . , "
. Outdoor Play . ' . S g
. No Activity ‘ ‘ , ‘ 9 45
~Total Oburvationl S 20 1008 ..
. -rmu: 3 NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS -
‘ e .. .. =  Rumber ' " Percent
i of of Total T
‘=Clasn of Activity and Frqugucy Obcervations ‘ L i

‘.unstructnrua Free ?1&? .22
' Limited Free‘Play (Manipulataive) 1 .
- Musie (nisteniuq, Sinqinq. March- .

e wq) , 1 .,
g Dit ted L&nqunqe and ﬂuaber ‘ o
yﬁ‘Trnnnitiﬁnu ‘(Change from one ‘ : ;
o activity to another) : : 3 \
. Organiized Games (e.q.. Jack- . E
e -In=-BOxX) A . 2
*qutory T ime ' : -
Axt 3 o T
Dlicutsioa 1
- iiiuviniun V1euinq R 6
ﬂipu h 1

Outdoor Play
u.“ﬁ httivity

Mwwﬂiws SO

-

ac
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. Heighborhood actfbxtxes, Table 3, are more »atxed than In-Home.

| Children patticipated 1n 9 out of 14 typxcal actxvxtles. These-

w~w~activ1t1es lacked<depth when compared with more commonly desxred

\ e enrichment actxvxtles.‘ This statement. is not a criticism of the

lack of pedagoqic Lnstructxon in reading or math, but of the lack
of such basxc actxvitxes as art, story. txme, or dlscusslon. N

Fiftyofxve percent of all actxvities were dnstructured Frgs Play.

Play is a.fundamental part of any child's development, but a\patt

A

of the day might well be tempered with adult-child 1nteractxons\‘ﬁ <5

| which tend to focus attention and ntimulateuthe child.’ Th : lack
Aof focused" activity is indica re of the implicit purpose of
' day c&re in these SQtting The implicit purpose is obviously to
f,bahywsit‘with“the childten’and provide fécd. shelter, and'saféty.
Table 4 summarizes the variables each reviewer used to .
evaluate the observed activities.~ when desiqninq th*s 1nstrument,~‘l
provxsxon was made for the fact that some of the questions are in-
approgriate to a specific activity. hence the column labeled 'ﬁot | |
Applicable”.’ Since no meaningful distinctions can’ be observed -wmmf;
betwéen ‘the In-Home and Neighhorhood ptovidets, the data are -

o

 combined. Hany of the questions and the responses are self explana*

»

- tory. The percent of posxtive is ptqportianate to the total eof
qat;ve and posxtive responses. Not Applicable responses were,

aiﬂluded fébm the ca.culation to teduce any distartiqn of the find-"

A ¥

-

lnqs - - '
. X
Questions 4, 5, and 12, :eveal that uhxle there was very

little planning and purpose in the actxvities. the maj&rity of -.

Y
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It

i;the whereabouts of the children. Many of these women physx-f"
: cally demonstrate personal warmth and affection for the chil- .
.ldren botﬁ spontaneously and frequently. Only a few caretakers

T b ey
-

~gmvalue silenee above action or try to suppress the children in  ”:w
wtheir core.. Many caretakers are caring for children from their"mww
immedlate family (e.g., grandmothers) and,_therefore, treat

the children as if they were their own. | .

” The 1ack of training and early childhood knowledge are .‘, ‘Q
indicated through responses to questions 6. 7, 8, an? 9. A fair ﬁ
Jinterpretation of the spread of plus and minaa responses 1s
;tthat many children are excluded From p\nticipatinq in a given
i5l;activity. Tﬁis ‘may be a function of limited equa + ,'er poor
“u‘blanning,e When a chilﬂ e?countered difficulties in a task, he - |
. seldom got instruction to help him complete the activity. Instruc—
‘etion in the use and care of toys and materials is lacking. This‘  w“
‘5; type of knowledge is a desirable prelude for the more.sephisticated

'1iconcepts of the value of personal and éther a belongings every \frff

e e

'Mdhild shonld~acqetrewua he -grows -and- develops.

*

The intetest of children and their propensity to initiate

' ditferent activities is related to the kind of adult/chxld inter*-‘

fif action. but is also dependent on the adequacy of the equxpment,

1‘\ untetia1a. and supplies evailable to him. Questionswls-anq‘24

2 ;‘threuqh 26 are related to these kinds of( inpnts. An’ avereqe of T

" 72% of .the observed activities were without the benefit of suf-
e

fficient anounts and variety of these itemsi ' Greater discussion .

. of this subject appears on page 34 under Materials and Suﬁpliee.“

~ ;
"151 | {:‘ B j Hf“




e " ‘w' L ) . -," | v - B P ) ) ) . :
o' .TABLE 4 RESPONSES TO.PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS ' - C

Qtr,a:ion o o .. Apphcable Pos:.t:.ve Negatlve Posu:.ve/

.arﬂptnposemﬂleacuw.ty" : 11 -6 52_ S 1 A .

B Nas the caretaker enthuslastlc" 5 45 267

6. Dzdeachchlldgettooamca.- .o : ~
XA pate? , o - 35 ¢ 19 13 . .59

7. Did carstaker help children who | .
were having dlff_l.culty" . -25 14 - 31 .31

8. Was the caretaker respansive to _ e Tl ,/
T the duldren? .6 33 - 27 .55 / :
- 9. Were caretakers teaclnng chila- - . :
ren to use ard care for learn- )

- ing and: play material? " 15 N7 37 31

10. Did caretaker mteractw:.th , ' L
- children out—of—doors? AR 58 2 9. 18

‘11.mdmrétakereatwiﬂacru1drm? 62 2 s s .
12, Wes caretaker alert to children? ~ 8 48 20 0

14.Wascaretakeragoodmdelfor : : ‘
e languagecieveloplent? =5 4 _ 26 61 -

ls,mmad\lldrmdmsefm ‘ ' ' ; w .
— - - variety of activities? : ‘25 26 24 52

16. Dzdymobserveovertphys:.cal ‘ ’ fot
- affection?. L 4 . 41 . 31 - 57

17.?hx'ednld:reneagerwmlt1ate ' L v -
activities? - ; 23 28 ..-18 "61 -

 23 Dxd caretaker value s:.lence among o . SR
-~ the children? 18 . 48 27
"j 24. Adequate play Buipnent?

. Mdoqusie learning materials? -

26. V‘Adequate a:pendable su_ppl:.e? _

-

‘25 -47 35

58" 19

w0 .c-jw'ob
pot
B

15 51 23 -
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o . . ’

D1sc1p11nary method is’ another: common characterlstlc‘of o

- »

In-Home and Nelghborhood Homes. When' asked what they do when a '

Chlld mlsbehaves, 74% answered, w1th spanklng - or itS'equi-

o valent as thelr first recourse for mod1fy1ng negatlve behav1or.

< '\

,-Elghty-four‘peifiﬁt/;eéularly spank if they feel the s1tuat;on

- -y

\
""" calls for it Few caretakers prdctlce alternatlve methods of

"\

.'correctlon mentloned 1n the Center-Based study such as s1tt1ng

3

Ape child in a chalr, or talklng to. the Chlld. Settlng clear
rules, uslng posxtlve re1nforcement, and 1gnor1ng ;napproprlate

a
behaV1or, effect1ve wayS~of managlng ch11dren are as yet ‘unknown -

v

:outs1de cf a few staff members of Day Care genters.__ d S

2

Meals and eat1ng pollcy are closely related to d1sc1p11ne

“by'In-Home caretakers and eflect the same pun t1ve spirit ‘and .

and appear to - |

’hpractices. Nelghborhood mothers on. the other
to-use»persuasion

-~

eXperience fewer: problems and are more 1nc11ne

~w-—and encouragement (Table 5) Yoo

- et

. - TABLE 5 EATING POLICY °

.‘ff“i ;" - ‘“"?;‘.Technique . ) ':ln:ﬁome “hood home
‘Spank, R e 40%. . 10% v
SltS untll eats }no dessert or go to, bed 208 . 15%

' No problem, use encouragement T _ el 40%'*4‘ . -75% e

- ‘ —

b The Bureau of Nutrltlon has developed nutrltlonal gu1de11nes- ff

4«»relat1ng to day care center meals and snacks in’ recognltlon of the

partlcular phy51oloq1cal needs13¥ young chlldren. " The Chlld's need

] o

b"ffor frequent and small 1ntakes of food 1s~en accepted fact by ex-

R

-“»perts in the flelds of*nutrltlon and earIy'“h'ldHooa w1fﬁes§“€ﬁ' .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERI!

fAs there are no comparable gulde ﬁes for non-center care, and,

»

: whereas 76 percent of the\welfare ass&stéd chlldren recelve.~;r_"§"1

regular care 1n these fa0111t1e$, spec1a1 con51deratlon was f‘f“a}ﬂ”
s . . W ,..

dlrected towards thls element of day care.' The agency standards :

. .
~ ] ‘ . : : S

reqque that def1n1te food arrangements" be made.r Tables 6 and P

7 define. the hdhrs of care prov1ded and the meals and snacks

served for In-Home and Nelghborhood care,‘ Y .T .j;fﬂf IR
. & o

_ Breakfast' Snack Supper
SN e e @ S T - MBS

T 11:00 pm BE T .
‘47: 0 N 5:00 pm . . & L S R v no . ‘

6230 - N1:00 pm.. " ‘no . R o
.. '8:30 - 500 pm no no Tt e omo ol
& ’1.30 - 12:08. pm - - .~ ‘no - B ’ no .. R
- ‘ ‘ o ) o S o - S .
L ‘ ‘7 n ) » » ‘ ] . “" | . N . K - . »,. R

24 Hours - R T A

- 24 Hours 3 S . _ y a
... 24 'Hours R e : . o o u

24 Hour& o . ‘ no - P - =
Qllveswln — e L RO > RO .- I S
After School - 7 ;;(‘(/’%qu“;' - T
:3:30 - Bedtime . o * NA NA e Y -5 ;
: .'1;1 S . ' e T~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘ N
TABLE 7 NEIGHBORHOOD HOME - HOURS OF CARE AND FOOL SERVICE
o All Day * Breakfast Snack Lunch Snack Supper
v « 8:15 - 5:00 pm no no B no no
¢ 7:30 - 6:00 pm no - A ne no
£ 7:00 - 5:00 pm :
“6336-= 6:00 pm no ‘ no
. 9:30 - 4:30 pm- no : ‘ no
N 8:00 - 3:30 pm no no
‘ #:00. - 7:00 pm no no no
7:30 - 4:00.pm no no
. 10 hours. . no
. 8:00 - 4:30 pm no no no no
7:30~-3:00-5:00 no no no no
8300 ~ 5:30 pm no . Bo
7:30 - 6:60 pm ’ .
7 hours no no

Sun. pm - Fri. pm ' no - , no
24 hours

1-24 hrours no

1 shife

After School

.

3:00 - 6:00 pm « NA NA NA
3:30 - 5:30 pm OK,M NA + N& ne
2:00 -11:00 pm KA NA NA

”

NA - Not Applicable

¥o ~ HNo Meal or Snack Served




i

*

No conclusxve statenents can be made concernlng the aumerous.

-

caretakers who dgo not provide either breakfast or supper. A
‘reasanzbtewexplanzttnn”IS‘tha*“thiIdren”prubabty~aterfedwbeferewwmu
and after they leave the facility im all but a few cases. How-
ever, there is a startling absence of morning (60%) and afrer~

noon {44%) snacks in thgv24 hbuz and all day child care programs.
This lack of snacks‘is certﬁinly'not an emergeacy situation by

any stretch.of the imagination, but it is highiighted;o demon-

rtant area of child care that requires attention.

strate an
Unfortunately, no 1nforuatxon was avaxlable on tne nutrxtzonal
value of th eals served. ~Visits wgre scheduled around meals

so as to mlnxuaze ;nterrnptxons in the caretakers®’ meal prepara—'
tion and to afford greater oppoztunxty <o exanlae other parts of

the program.

-

TR A U ST R . .
- JEp— B T e U S O

Supplies and Materials

.
w*

zvalhation teams looked for any kind of supp!ieg or materials
as one indication.ghat the caretaker was providing some kind of
1ea£ning opportunity or experience for the children in her care.
Thefquantity and v&riety of items available was considerably less
‘than .that found in the day care centers. Examples of available
supplies were crayons, colorinqlbooks, constructioﬁ paper, scis-
s0rs, materia;s; gducatian&l toys, 1% cubicle councihq blocks, and
children's books. Very few of these items were available to the
children in these homes. Table 8 summarizes the reviewer's
descriptions of materials and supplies provided by carectakoers
for the chifﬁrun. Less than 20% of the samplé homes have énauqn

supplies for the children andfonly 13% have sufficient materials.
' 58
34



__TABLF. 8 NON- CENTER BASED SUPPLi!} AND HA?EQIALS AY%ILABLJ>

Item ‘ ) _ In-Home . Nexghhorhooo
S T N=21

:1, : » -

Supplies - : h ,}J

. Plentiful, rich, adequate 2 4
55'5' Scarce, poor, ina%équate o 6 - 16 ,
None or no response | 2 - 4 ‘
Materials )
ET - Wide range, adequate s 1 - 3
Fev, narrow‘éhqice | . 1 14
None or no respdnse : . 6 . v/ 6

.

_ The materials and supplies most frequentty asked for by In-_
IR Home mothers were colorxng and story books‘(4), blackboards 2),
educa;zonal toys and outdoor equipment (1 each) , Neighborhood ﬁ

mothers requested story and coloring books (8), outdoor equ;pmemt
(3), games, toys and dolls (4). and supplies (1). Nzne-c&ketakers
from hoth groups said they wanted or needed nothing else.

TABLE 9 CARETAKER PROFILES
In-Home Neighborhood

5

L ' Item o N=10 N=21 »
Average age of caretaker 319 43
Average educatiorn of caretaker 11.5 9,2
Number of catetakers/ﬁfz% any formal . . .
child care jinstruction , 0 0
Number of caretakers with no pre-
vious wozk experience with children 0 7
Average length of employment in )
mn th’ "/ 1‘ - 7 10 - 1
In months adjusted for extremes (N=3) 4.8 (N=3) 7.4

. 57
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: The caretaker.proflle LTable'9) ‘was developed to prov1de“
lnformatlon on the general qnalexcatlons and characterlst1cs ' ::ﬂ

of non-cenxer baa&d day care provxders. In-ﬂome provxﬂers in

this sample are slightly younger and have COEPIeted more years
of formal schoolxng than Neighborhood providers. The$e variances ;E
would tend 1b cancel out if computad for the total caretaker ; o
"populatzon. .The educat10na1 levels are hxgh ‘enough tofenable'mOSE’

ecaretakers to successfully complete a basxc early ch11dhood train-

‘}ng'pcogram and to partlc;pate‘}h reqgular 1n-«erv1c~ training. —

. (//None of the caretakexs have received any fornal child care 1nstruc-

- tion to date. A third of the Nezghborhood mothers had no prev1ou.

work experxence with ch;ldren before becomlng an approved caretaker.

' :;7/éverage length of time caretakez has provxded sexvxce was -
‘] 4.7 months for In-Home and 10 months for Hexghborhood These

< means were recalculated in both 1nstances because each group contazned

“i" .w“"“\ - i
,» "3 caretakers whose length 6?"serv1céfrznged”frum~t&~u71H¥1mxﬂﬂur—

_ - and their xnclusxon greatly increased the statistic. When ad;us-

-

ted fqr?the éxttemes. the average fell significantly. The .lower

o

averages may be representative of high éaretaker turnover or a

LA,

recent increase of approved ptoviders. All caretakers stated that

hat

‘their basic qualificatipy for child care was experlencc in raising

their dwn children, baby\ 1t;1ng for others, or having grown up in
-
a large family.’

The general health of caretakers is an important variable of

‘

dqywcate.w Chronic xllne*s or fatigue, and the cumulative effects

.of age can (1), dlsruat tﬁL continuity of care causing add1t10nal

_ hardship~on-the parents who must temporgrily seek alternate care,

* R 58 . ”
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and (2) detract from the qualxty of Lnteractlon-between care- .

taker and chlld- Day care mo.hers were evaluated in part, OL‘

demonstrateﬂ energy level, aeneral health, ndlcepabllrty. Six~

-

overweight. 08; caretaker»had a bad speech defect.  The great

'majority of earetakers'appeared alert, active, and in'goqgfhealth;”

-
-

mPhysieai Setting T e e
ﬁ;‘ .Results from Lherevaluation of the pbysical_facilities of

Sxxty-exght percent of all hgmes have sultable s1zed yards. Howe

ever, very few caretakers have-wheeled toys. or. othet gross mobor

equipment for the children. ;!any of the yards abound with trash

¢ and contain large ‘areas of barren qround wbuch tends to lxmlt use

durxng wet periods. Half of the In-Home caretakers allow children '

to play outdoors on a reqular basis. The play -area is the care-

‘taker's own yard in all but two cases. .Eighty-three percent oﬁ
the Neighborhood caretakers made some prbvision in the child's hay v
for outdoor play. Thirteen percent of these caretakers accompany

the children to a fark or playground. The rest of thé car.takers

conflne the chzldten to their yards.
Every. evuluator had to record his cbservations of the non-
center physical plant usxng a common lxst of 14 antonyms since it vfﬁ

was important to standardize the descr;ptions of the many‘homes_

' . u(vxsited. The'qeneral'condition of the physical plant in sikty

percent of the In-Home situations was uniformly and accurately des-

 cribed as dirty, dark, cluttered, and 1nadequate for the “hxldren.

59 °
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“‘The Hexghborhood facllltles Judqed.by the same crlterla are

‘s‘much better. but st111 poor- Thlrty-two p@rcent of these

:physxcal plants were srmilarly descszed, fﬁapy were £sund to be e

'substandard on two or more* 1tems accordlng to the hlgher agency '

standards ascrxbed to theml e.g.. "sufficient heat, lxght;*zndoor.

‘ and outdoor play space.™ oo o Ag

e i et
o - i

EY

All hotaes were evaluated on -the basis of room size and 1nter~

ior play Space. Play 1s a form of learnzng-by experzence and-thev
“‘effectS'are dxffxcnlt to neasure. The' effectxveness of play is
dependent upoa stahulatzon ana encouragement from the envxronment .

P
~which xncludes people and thlngs as well. Play space.for the chxld

is an area that 'belongs to che child; where he is- allowed to con— ;3

trol hxs envxronmeﬂt, its arrangement and’ order. Thxs may dlffer

sxgnxﬁxcantly from adult ideas of arrangemént and_order. ‘Sllghtly g

Pl

over fifty percent of-the total sampie homes have-inadequate indeor
V ‘ ‘ . ’ Yt ‘ . . . " \'
play space for the. present number of child%enrxn each indxvxdual

f

home. ane*y—twu percent ‘of the- snbstandard ghyszcal plants were‘

-

alzo descraibed by- three or wore of the ‘ollowxng‘words or ph*aees.

j\\\\\xnterlor Play Space : | _OutdoorTPlgy Area' b
- a. Smal‘ for Number of Chzldren 14'fa.' Very.éma;l B
. b, Cluttered S | b.  Muddy
.ﬂfa Limzted,?lay Space | ,"x' e No Tbys or Equipment . '
d. Dirty . ﬂ | . dn: No Yard

Non-lénter based fac.iitieés cace fc: six or tewer chjldren and '

Vil

S are. not inspected by fhe Statc Five Marsghal's OEEice. A:social

worker from the local wvelfare cfflcu may adm;nzster a short Fire '

?L _ - and Safety csecklist deslqned to brlng to attentxon the most common

h&zards. nt the worker may have the 1qca1 fire authprxty inspect the

" 60
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Thoﬁe; Flre hazards were observed in three of ten In—Homet

ﬁ~fac111t1es. These were, . o -

:.1. Very dry Chflsmuas .ree wlth electrlc Ilghts T .

oz Obsolete heatxng system for wood frame house. and

3.( Unsafe coal stove.

Slx of the twenty—one Nelghborhood and Family bulldlngs had the

-

-

followxng f1re hazards\ ) L . ’ A T¢.~
‘1. Open gas heater[ | | - _

2. Entlre facxlzty had mmltxple hazards,

3.7 Unsate 011.heater,' .'n', e 4 .
4. Trenendqus.ciutter; o B

,é, Unguarded fireplace:

- 6. ‘Space heater and overloaded outlets and
* ' extension cords._ R .

oanger areas other than fire exxsted.ln 12 of the 31 homes
sutveyed. The most ftequently mentloned hazards were steep sta;rf'

Wi, hout hand rails, and corrdltxonff ‘the. dwell:.ng, i.e., loose

Lfloor boards, clutterh\and numerous objects on* tables and shelves
) within the;reach of'chlldren; Outdoor dangers included trash.
3unked cares. and the presence of a- decompor ing deer leég. In

summary, it ls readlry apparent that non-center physxcal olaats

.
. -

and- settlngs for the most pant fall into two aategorles. vety

,?good or very bad : With the lattEr can usually be found f1re haaaras f

- or other dangers to chlldren.y These substanddrd homes constitxb@,f»V

.41% of the total random sample.~ Thevmeanzng of this statlstlc can_

only be reali' d by projecting to the total popnlation'of 306 Ia-,
.Fome and 62 6ut-of—Home caretakers. ‘The total‘number of«sub- |
standard non-cenber based day care fachities may easxly exceed 375
and~1nv? ve some ?Ogvchlldren.
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Cammunlratlon between caretakers and parents is de51rab1e and

gaecessary 1f the needs of the chlld are to be served. At the most_u
K /
.effectrve level thlS exchange provades feeﬁback ‘to both parent

-

"and caretaker which then enables them to/arrlve at common goals

‘anabpoiicies affecting'the growth cf the-child.; Feﬁ'children ’

in thls age group can overcome the rnsecurlty and confusxon lm-:fé
‘posed on them blewo adnlts thh cyﬁferlng standards and,pollcles.””
._Bowever. if both adults are unaware of better ch11d care methods

and practzces, no amount of consultatlon will 1mpreve ‘the qualxty B
»'of care. Communication is’ also a means of verlfyxng and monxtorlng )
‘the progress of the child. Indlcators of the presence of‘these '
"commnnlcarxon apsects of day care are presented below. The eval-"
auator tried to determine if there was consultatlon betueen the
parent prlor to the placement of the chrld, and.lf so, thé.areas

-covered. The evaluator-also wanted to know if. there was fbutine

g codsuitatlon on-a contlnulng bas1s.‘ anally, the ievrewer deter-

mined the extent to whxch parents were ass;stlng Ln the operatlon

¥

of the home. ' . ' _ ' .
TABLE 10 PERCENT PA#E&T—CARETAKER INTERACTION A
Consultagtidn | ) A o e\
‘ ~ With | In-Home , , - | Neighborhood
e Parent = . |- '
R \' | . '\ ' . ‘ - .: . ' ) ' . A ,. K ‘
| Yesl- ves? No oOther [Yes! Yes? No Other’
(Y — - . ——7-
. ‘prior - | 20% 508 . "20% ‘- ! l20% 25% s4g ‘-
- Routine 308 40% 30% : 40% 13% ,29%  18%
o ‘Parent's Help | 50% ®.s08 218 *79% :
Lot Yes = Discipline, eating | e - - : N
[T Yeszc Relat;vea‘ Child _,(iz o e o

*
’
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' The flrst entry under In-Hbme (Prior Consultatlon with

- ““-rra

' Barent) 1nd1cated that in 20% of the homes ,- specxflc dlscu551on
did occéur and that lt centered on d1sc1p11prng the chlld and |

the meals to be provxded by the caretaker. In these lnstancés

__emcarefakpr did not know the child or the chxld's parents before

placemen ? The second 1tem means that.the child and child's

" . parents fere known by the caretaker, but most often all persons
were relatives. Because of‘this‘filial, or social bond there T
already existed a common understanding of the caretaker s respon-

i

slbxlxtles and parent goals. Spelelc dxscusslon was deemed un- l

ful . necessary between thesé’persons. The last item sinply'indicates

that the éaretaker provided an unqualexed no ‘when the questlon
"nwas asked. The percentages recorded under routlne consultatlon
are not dlrectly related to the responses just d1scussed althpugh
;tf- f ) the percentages and response would 1nd1cate that this is so. For

i,example,-one.caretaker who, had no prxor consulta-lon with parents’

did talk-with parents as she- felt the need;"‘The Parents Help now

shows another measure of parent influence on the In-Home caretakers
( - As the table 1nd1cates, in 54% of Nelghborhood homes no prxor
-consultation occurred and in 47% of the cases there was e1ther no.

routlne consultatxon or the response could not be. recorded in exther‘

N

ategory. In- Ne;ghborhood care, because the caretaker is unrelated

" to the parents of the child, 1t.1s 1ntu1t1vely reasonable to expect

o O
Tess parent partic1patxon,-or help than in In-Home ‘care. This ig
P ) ' : .
. . . *.,

. - ~ the case. L. . , . : _ |

£ evaluatxon by verxfxcatxon and monxtorlng of different

.

‘ aspects of the child's growth and day care environment 1s-de31r—~

.able, then, to be meaningful, it must be related to accepted
,~_;;71 “ ‘ 4.1 B . . | .
.. 83" R
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standards and objectlves.f These standaxds should be clearly
—wrltten and communlcated to the people who must opgrate by

e-them, Only then can accurate evaluatzon be. undertaken. The typef
reliablllty,”valldlty,,and frequency of data co;lect;on mustiali.mf,

be con51dered in any system designed. Feedback from the evalu-

atlon“systém=ﬁi1¢“make=possrbiemadjﬁstmentsm&nnthempregramsmanm_m“__

order to attain tn objectlves.

Seventy percent of the In—Home and 502 of the Nelghborhood

caretakers said that kthey’ reéelve no superv1slon from a soc1a1

~

serv1ces worker. Evaluation of the‘In-Home chlldren conslsts of
slmple observatlon on a day-to- day basxs by 32% of the Eare-
takers. In the Nelghborhood Homes, 353 observe, 13% don t know,--

e

.35% could not respond, and 7% feel"theyucan t evaluate-afchlld

orfsimpiy@dd not. The' ‘only records kept by In-Home prov1ders
i . - were pay/attendance 1n three cases. The other seven reported

t they haVe no records. Ten- Nelghborhood prov1ders haVe no;

ecords. at all, four maintain pay\reoords,,and seven keep atten—,

\

A

. .
nnlu \‘

Caretakers were asked about problems that they had in g1v1ng

the Wind of chltd-careathey wanted to’ provxde. A varlety of res—»-'

L]
r

ponses. were recorded. -Tﬁese responses 1nd1cate much about the v

caretakers' awareness of problems.and are 111ustrated on TablebllL

k]

N

{fr . on the followxng page.
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TABLE, 11°: CARETAKER PROBLEMS IN GIVING CHILD CARE
" In-Home o A : - Neighborhood-ﬁome
_No Probleﬁs 4 ": ' 6 . No Problem =~ S 10
' No Response ~ © - 2 ~  No Response 4
Chlld's Health R | ;~ Compensation - < 2
Caretaker's Health 1° . . piscipline ‘2
e A gt
) ) o . - 'Migc. - Eating, Wetti 2
' Iy .. don't know ' J 03
R Caretakers were next asked what *hxld—care related traxnxng
| » - they would like to rece1Ve:“f7w\ : o . )
P TABLE 12 'I‘RAINING NEEDS T\ - :
b In-Home N S o . - Nelghborhood—Home ~<' L
‘None R - ‘ None. . ) ~ o }k}/ o
- . ‘ . ¢« o T ‘ o
‘Something . 1 - ) No Response” . f 4
=% e P ¢ ) — ’
"Sicknessf '“"””"”“”“2"*-w-_ «ium.“mehxld Psychology )t.ijl““ AAAAAA
—Earty €hildhood——— % - Writingand Mise L 3
T o
. . ‘Any trarnlﬂg program-developed for ppgradlng non-center based
3 care must overcome the resxstance of the caretakers. Thexr prac--

(4

tlcal experlencefln ralsxng chlldren is useful but not suffxcxent_l.

for 1mprov1ng the day care” experlences of.chlldren in these set-

f: tlngs, Unless the caretakers aecept a belzef 1n xmprovxng servxces;

! :'a trainlng program will be’ less effectlve than at can be. |
- * At the conclusion of every home visit, the reviewers re exam»l _

%ﬂn.i.l ‘ 1néd thelr notes, reflected on their observatxoqs, and numerxcallyn

ranked all characterxstlcs of the. day care program. The strongestV

3 65
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'cﬁaraeteristiqfwas given a rank of 11 with- successively lower

':°ﬁumber.ASsigned.to.the prcgressiVely Qeaker prograg elemegtsr” o
A mean.of tbe 1nd1v1dual rank ntmbers glven for ééen'c55£5éﬁef§_
1st1c ‘has been computed to portray the best ahd weakest aspeots.

X of the In-éome and Nelghborhood Home programs .as seen- by the' "

.rev1ewers———Frfteenwsocia}=serV1ce—workersewereualso—askedctomsgzzu

: ’
rank these elements of non—center based care at the. beglnnlng S
. ~ P
of the study.. The meansaof thelr ranklngs are also presented )
- Yy | . . LT
; g Ln Flgure 1 for comparatlve purposes. o . '
‘ e > R ) _. ﬂ A -
N b 1: 7% 3 - 2
b / N . ; “
‘ > o B o
T e o H\\—_
. . N gl
? . o
Ranking SR
£ a Given to o ) 3
Eac% .Ca'pooent L
Y
4
”~ ) . in-Home . N
- K Nagmmmmc e )
. 1] 4 N a
L —— Social- Serv?e Rankmg
’ - v -0 o N
0 . . _ i
-0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - 8 9 10 lcl)
; i — . 4 m N
.. z 278 7z 922 ¢ £ 0. 5 ¢ '
S 22 % € % 8 s 8§ 3 R
. '8 3z g% g 2§ & & & & g .
- oy Q = 7 § 2 -; @ U) g’ ‘ g ‘3:
S - B S = . 8 - co
. - 2 -
e . Conponcnts ~of In—hotm and Nethborhooa Carcmr-.‘valuatcd by L ST
: hp"xcw*rs and 'a‘ocxal Qervices Workvrs .. ’ T
Figure 1, Evaluatioh of Non-centered Based Care o T ) o
’ I e 44 ST i g
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Caretakers were: asked 1f they w1shed to care for:addltlonal —=

_hlldren._ Table 13 summarlzes thelr responses. n' ‘ ."» . L

TABLE ‘13 ADDITIONAL ChILDREN DESIRED
{?{f' -Number of‘ ';, Addltlonal ' :'3 ' ' * Grand
. Caretakers ' Chlldren " Total . Total -
Tn_HnmE B v ,-7* N ] ‘ .\ n ] .. _. - - : o-, . - .a
. %5 chil dren on. Cee2 e 2« . 4 . o
" waiting list . S A L x ’ 3L T
- . lo ","S . . . 07 \ 7
) : \a ?‘7 .- . [ . It . . | E—. ﬂ \
_Neighborhood Home g* . 6 ¢ 0 -
: .. » *4 children on L 3 4 1 - - 3
- wa1t1ng 1r§t /,f - N 2 10
o . A .3 -3 . 9 .
L& 4 :
15 - .31 31
s . .,
e . - . I3 . . - ; vf-” NN .
O The data suggest that this type of fac111ty-1n the present day
o LTy 1 .
.care System is. operatlng 51gn1f1cant1y below potential capac1ty-
Yet demand for day care service 1s not . being met as’ eV1denced by
. *" -
a the nine chlldren who are on wa1t1ng lists in several areas. The
caretakers who d1d not'Qant-more children have a-wa1t1ng list of’’
I7 children. who cannot be placed in an exlstlng home in the 1mmed1ate.§“
e ‘ area. ThlS paradox is explalned by a comblnatlon of two factors'~
_ . .(&, .
}%: .I) Some caretakers, whlle approved for carlng for up to 51x_-
o ;_ chlldren cannot or will. not accept Jmore than the one or two chlldren‘
”_they presently have, ‘and 2) Some parents do . not want to- place |

the1r chlldren 1n a home wpere they do not persona}l know the care5~
q~taker._ Theuconsequence is a drstort10n»of supply nd demand for

. . , 45
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~~Chlld care serv1ce and far more homes w1th low enrollments than'

o ' is desa.rable: Another consequence 1s that *the parents of the T
g chlldren on wa:Lt:L,ng llsts-may be . prevented £rom re'celv;.ng‘traln—. ’ f_ . -
o 1ng,' or’ §ecur1ng 2 JOb if they are receiving ass:.stance. The g“

- dllemma is pot eas:.ly resolved S ; . . ‘ L

‘ _- -~ -

e T The™ 'Departme“nt"'o’f Welfare -~Agencr~standards spec:.fy a**’—w-'*r———*'“'“ -

max:.mum of 6 chlldren per home 1nc1ud1ng the careta]sers' “own .& " L

chz.ldren. A"E&roflle of enrollment, F:Lgure 2, is prese,nted in' ¢ .. -
5 the ‘two_ graphs below. I L T

G AL

Caretakers o IR - ¢ . Caretakers

~ - . . .
. . - [ -,

77 " R L .: | Neighbaghood-Home E
| ~:5":_ 3| ‘ . ‘
= .,'-3.,'37v | ‘. |
2 e
0- ~

6 No.of

’ No of - o
Chuldren per .

.Children’ per ’ B

. _Garetaker = " " NI 1= < Caretaker -
, . IR Lo .o ‘.»-"_'/ . ) SR s L o
R “-Figure 2. PROFILE OF ENROLLMENT . WL

_"f 'I‘hree In—Home caretakers P ox;:l.de care for 1 chz.ld two care

for 2 ch:leren, three care for 3. hlldren, one cares for 5 ch11dren-' 2

L e

and one cares for 6 ch:leren. ”The .total number of caretakers sam- '
. . .

31, and they were respon51ble for 80 chlldren. ‘The " -

68 '. S R
' Co. 'v-“," N ) ¢ ° R )
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| . hvumnmbor of children P‘f In~Home fwili;y was 2.7; the
m:mwr neighborhood facility was 2.5.
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. . CONCLUSIONS

This section has attempted to focus on the people, ‘e
ptq,rant, the physical setting, and the evaluative proceatires
of the prescat non-center based day care system. Weaknesses

were found and documented, but several strengths were also

evident. These strengths can provide the basis for improv

day care,
Almost 3200 chiidren, the bulk of Welfare assist d cht:aruﬁ;'
- are taeaiviné cuutbdgul care from a large group of day ca:o’
sothers spread throughout the state. This dispersion of facil-
: ities and services reflects the rural and ggonomic demogrsihics
{3. of West Virginia. Family Group Care is the nost expedient venicls
| for providing care within the welfare system, but the preaemt
services are inadequate for the several thousand children now
served an’ the additional thousands which say become & part of an
. expanded system. The current pluilosophy and objectives of dav
cate arve presently implemented t#xuuqh the agency standards,. These
. are inadeguzte and often inconsistent vith the stated goal ©of pro-.
moting the health, safety. and welfaze of children. In some CAses
the lack of standards is detrimental tc the child. Parents and
: carerakers alike are not orientex -+ the luss term developmencal
ff”g“““““ﬁagﬁntxxxt“omwtngirwqhizﬂrwnxwwhw a pesulit, meny parents are.nat . _
: wnt'lcitntly'iuvolvud either befcre or after their chiid is plaved’
) in & car«t&kuzs home., There has been 1t tle contiawe:s guidance
o and un;erviqun»of caretakers fros the lccal welfare office per- '
| sonmel, with a few exceptiors., After a caretaker has becn approved
:nmd'ehixdrwu placed in t*: home, there is minimal follow-up except




) ettt %) s e

for the verification of continued eligibility. Thin s. tuaticn
is probubly due .to factors of workioad rather than to a laci
of desire to provide help. But without evaluation af the kind
of care the child is receiving, the results of the gurvey are
not too surprising.

Caretaker evaluation.of tte children has a distinctively,
short term focus. It is largely based on subjective day-by~d$y
interpxetaticn$1uf child activities and needs. Caretakers do
not imdicate a ired for exglicitly stated chjectives fct.tnammn
selves or for the children. [he fr. caretzkers that articulated
their qagla have not gone oayond the level of cugtqdiaf care and
thai§ petﬁoéal cqncegts «f child progress and development. The
tiruted range of mmthodd used by carrtakers, the narrow cholce -
of experientas #vailahle‘ta tiae child-en, thé effectiveness of
caretakoer/ohild interactions. and thé‘shcrtaqé nf materials and
equipment are evident. These facts dramatire the gap between what
exists and ~hat is possille. ]

The physi-al settine ~-as cfbsely examined from tﬁe ch;lﬂ‘s
&tamdpbint fior firm hazards, cleanlines=, danger areas, and play

spoce. There i @ rilativnship beteven substandevd physical

‘ervironnefits and caretakers who are uniaterested, lackadaisical,

>3 oc..tent to give only custadial vare. This siv-ation is more

svprreal- 9§~4n-nean CArey. but . ‘xqugntly appears in Neigirborhood

e,

care. . l
al*‘wucﬂ the noa-center ba@ed situailon argpears very bleak

it mukt be rmemb:red thmat 0% of the sanvle honn were found

to rabge Izoon. aduqum @ O wory ani conﬁlemant the purposes

for whikth theo aqc used. The phy cal setlting can (v 1nproved

49



" inm & wwber of ways and poses no special problems for an

eyaated system although some of the worgf"hbﬂen,~in the ”Eg

anterest 8% wuf~%, alone, should not be used. The sample re-
sults confirm t}..° non-center bascd care has & substaﬁtial )
cadre cf enthuiiautlc and loving Qaj-rcare aothéts who are
genuinely intusested in these children. But love and good
iateniioni,ar«konxy the base from which better care can evolve.
Only by eliciting participation in a basic early childhood
training program, upgrading selected physical settings, adopting’
significantly higher s:tandardi and ﬁroérqnt.'and providing
‘adaquate tinancial incentives can the presgmt lavel of day‘ca:e
be improved. |

“The state enjoys a unique situation and has a dual.tnlnx

that of defining the quality of child care and that of p;yiug
for the wsrvice thus established. Not only doee it sdminister

the legal sanctions, but it possesses the financial leverage

as well. So far, too littlg has been demanded from day care, \
even~thaugh A good system has the potential for being a major ‘E
thrust in the development of human resources. :
\
- L ]
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Seventy—five (75) day care centers in the state were
E licensed by the Licensing Unit of the . Department of welfare at "

1WWT“:'ithe ‘inception. of this studY- It was matually agxeed between

:vFanily Learnxng Centers and the State Depattment or Welfare
that a stratified random sample of fifteen of the 75 centers
J would be evaluated. 'The drawing of the sample of centers to
3 -+« be _dncluded in the study was conducted by reptesentaﬁiveb of
' the Division of Social Sétvicea of the Department of Welfare,
including the Licensing Unit fof Child Care Institutiogsrand
Day Care, the Family Day Care Unzt, and the research staff of
. Family Lcarning Centers, Inc. |

| i The state was divided iqto four geographxcal xegions.

These uerm the northarn pighéndle. the eastern panhandle, the

" ‘central, ang the southern- reqioms; ~the existiggmdaywcaxe~ccate;n;:;d

 in-each of) the tegions were identified as eithet profit (pro-

| ) or non*profxt (public. charitable) centers. Approxi*

Q‘mately two-thirds (2/3) of tne centers vere non—pro‘it and one-
sﬁird (1/3} were profit organizations. The sample of centexs
~reptesented thxa proportxon of centezs in each reqion by type

‘of support (profit or non~pro£it). :
&




The'samplé followed ti:e predetermined proportions‘showh

below:

' _TABLE 14 GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CENTERS iN_RANDOM SAMPLE

N . . . . Non- Non-Profit
o : - Total Centers . Profit  Profit Ment. Ret.

-

]

Easﬁerh Panhandle | 5 1 1

Northern Panhandle \ 13 1 1 )
' Central Section 18* 1 2*

Southern Section 39 ;g_ 4 ‘ 2

TOTAL | 1 5 8 2

*Ten/of the 18 centers are operated‘by‘wést r=atral Office of
N ' Fconbmic Opportunity and are represented il the ».dy. :

Names of the 75 day caré centers were placed in a pdol

7cc0tding to the following criteria:

el 1. Location (geoqraphic reqion), - \ 

| 2. Profit or nan-prof1£:‘ S ""”"5{"”” R
3, Center for the mmnt@lly retarded;‘and |
4. Center operated by West Central Office of Economic -

Opportunity. i P

All centers meeting the same Criteria were grouped together

and placed in a box. As each center namé was drawn from the

 bo£, the name was recorded. and a code namé assigned to iqshre

anonymity.

fie the—figures -above —indicate, the centers selected Tepre=
sent the non-profit/profit centers ptoportional to their exis-
tence in the state as well as the proportionate density with

which centers are found in the various regions of the state

32
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'ask Force, }972; p. 7).
,vfhe'resaaréh.staff bg Femily Learning Ce frs,examined
. xisting day édre evalﬁation instruments. Tte project consul-"
tant and one’ research associate dzscussed the types of data
' desired from the day care study with members of the cial Ser-

vices ang Lxcenszng Unit of the State Department of M1fare.

The project'consultant‘designed the I Day Care Center Review Manual

- -

(Appendix 1II).

—~

The following represents in¥ormation 04n31dered to be
“basic to the study and around” whxch the Review Manual wg"

desaned. | - - 7. Y : T

1. Day care program objectives;
2. Da;ly activity schedules for each dge level,

3. Formal qualifications of the teaching and management

-

personnel in the centers; -

e g PEOW sions,.‘,ox,;sp'eci,aL,pr.,o_gﬁa,.mﬁ,z_.__ke ing made for

* 7 children-with -spacial education neec.,
y o _

5. Staffing ratios;

v ; o
. 6. Licensing standards:;

Preva'ling‘attendance trends;
cessibility of centers; and

11. Parefital and community involvement . o 4

- The Manual includes the following instruments:
. ) 1. Day Caré birector Interview Schedule;

2. sStaff’Profile;
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- 3. *Materials.and~EquipmentWChecklist;
4. Daily ‘Schedule Form; - | o ,i - =
5. Day Care Staff Interview Schedule.: .

» 6. Day. Care Board Member Interview Schedulev

‘7. Day Care Center Involvemeht Check. o , - [
8. program observation Form‘e » ) e ‘ :Mw

»

S, Care Reviewers Summary Report; and’

10. Checklist of Health,. Fire, and Welfare Regulatiqns.

\A g up of fifteen (15) area day care workers representing a
of the total group of day care workers 1n the State
Department of Welfare met in Charleston n December 8, 1972. The
purpose of the meeting was to acquaint those day care workers

in whose area the evaluations would take place Wlth the evalua-

- tion instruments and the proce ures-of the study.

The day care workers responded to a questionnaire prepared

by the research staff of Family Learning Centers (See Apﬁendix

were asked to characterize-daf care services with respect to
'specific strength by ranking each of the followlng components

o£ da) care from weakest to. the stronqest° ’ ' I 2 ~f

5 TR s

_I). This instrument was designed to- elicit field workers"

‘»views of typical profit and non—proﬁit day care centers as well .

as non~-center based tare in their area. For example, the workers

‘1. Evaluation of,program.

2. Program for children (curriculum);

3‘*,‘5 ’3 Ei; :
4. Qualitications of staff; L e

e5. ~Physical plant; 79
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.

'w'wnllri

6.
Com
.
9..

-10.

12.
13.°
14.
'is.‘

. . 1 b -
. - . . R

‘Learning mater;als;(adequacy, variety, “and 'use) ;

Attitude to stail ‘

-Subplies (adequacy,'variety, and'use);' S

AduPFt-child’ 1nteract10ns,

Parent 1nvolvement,_"" .

Interest of children;,  *

Organization;

Nutrition; ' o .

Medical Services; and =~ . g . /

Advisory ‘Board (Board of Dlrectors, etc .

ReV1ew teams composed of two persons, each experlenced in

were selected to evaluate each of the day care centers in the

_sample.

{

‘and knowledgeable about ‘day care’ and early childhood education,

The teams were’ oriented*to the standard procedures for

evaluatlng day care. centers deslgned by the pro;ect consultant

~.and tralned in the use of The. Day Care Center Rev1ew Manual I.

ORI NSO

A letter of 1ntroduct10n to day care center directors from

Comm1ss1oner Edwln Flowers preceded the rev1ew team (Exhlblt 4).

The letter assured the directors that the 1nformatlon obtalneo

would .in

. their cen

-not knowa
Bays in a

Each review tcam spent & minimum of one full day collectlng

no way affe the licensing of"thelr day care center.

lerectors of Centers selected in the sample were 1nformed that

ter was chOSen randomly to: be rev1ewed, but they dia.

P

rd

when V1s1tatlon app01ntments were made only 1 or 2 - il
‘ N [
4 . Lo

dvance of the actual rev1ew.‘ : S .

data 1n e

<cluded in

ach of the 15 centers Act1v1t1es in the centers in-

terV1ew1ng the dlrector and each staff member, observ—

"2 * - .
3 . 3 PR
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'ﬂ'ing the educatlonal program, observ;ng nap, lunch, and play

-flre,

. -

N
A

»

thime, 1nventory1ng materials and supplles, and’checklng health, -

and welfare standards.. At the conclu51on of each v151t,

' directors were asked- to respOnd to the Director's Report of thé

ThIS enabled dlrectors to make

Review Teams (See mppendix ;y}. .....
. . . . - wo - \

comments about the review teams’

visit and also ‘to rank each

component of the centex progfam from the dired%or's’perspective.,

Fourteen-of the 15 center directors responded to and re- .

turned the questionnaire to Family Learning Centers.

<

All- dlrectors indicated that they wereptreated in a respectful=7

manner and establlshed the fact™ that the rev1ew teams saw a

typlcal day in the operatlon of the center.

-

g




. - RESULTS - . ..
’ “ . - : ' . . ‘7:‘.

- ' .
. ‘\

fObjeCtives.‘ It is easy, ‘in any endeavor, to feél that obJectlves:'

dre well " n-m1nd" and that rt is ne1ther necessary- nor poss;ble

[

to be more-spec1f1c.j Nonetheless‘ it7is 1mportant to the successf_ _

of any program,-espec1ally -a venture llke day care w1th at least
;fﬁ*wl) part1a1 educat1onal focus, to have objectlves spec1f1ed.j Wlth- w“'ﬁ
out objectlves spec1f1ed 1t is 1mposs1ble to know what 1s to be

taught, how to assess when it 1s taugﬂf and what materlals and

RN K » * - . - .
“ v

procedures Wlll work best.. o {‘.ﬂ - S

§ R .o‘.‘\ . . .

: ‘In order to determlne if staffs of theé lS day care centers

>sampled had objectlves spec1f1ed, each staff menbgf was=asked to

state'thelr objectlves for~ch}ldren._ The most frequently stated ’"
Nﬁbjectlves were-'_ '_$;~_-”‘"_;_ T REEI ,“'_ =—-%—*?

4
1. To help chlldren~get alOng W1th others (thlS was stated

57
in’ several w!@s 1nclud1ng sharlng, mahners, cooperation,

dlsclpllne,and learnlng respect for others) ,:V | L

U S
.

C

L 2.~-Read1ness for f1rst grade (th1s read1ness 1nc1uded~
. 1 . Ly
teach1ng chlldren the alphabet, numbers; colors, andf’v
e how to'write §h31r~§éﬂﬁ§l__ R
‘ The ‘review teams stateo tgat of 76 drfferent 15 minute

actLV1ty oh\\rvatlons, 66" of them were cons1stent w1th th

stated obJectlves (see Table lS).‘ The statements ubout how S
RN chlldren are helped to atta1n the objectlves set for them

. \ Ay :
* \varied from. hav1ng chlldren repeat thea.r.names, the e'l\phabet,

~ \
SRR~

numbers, and addresses (67%) to naming sped1f1c books,.puzzles,

.

and flnger plays ﬂsed by the staff member._ ‘The review teams-

57, e
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concur that these are the methods actually used in helping“'

L £

e children’attaib cbjectives. There was little evidence of teach-.

ers using sequéhtiai lesson plans or following a planned curri-

’

culum. None of the directors had access to dailyflessbn rlians

or schedules and only ore teaci o cut of 45 interviewed men-~
1

tiéa@d actually following a l1l¢ son plan.

- ﬁ.vPéégram for Childre
Schedules. Many rofessicnais agree that young crildren should
bé gjven the fr eﬁom tc choose from among possibile independent
an? interdependent learning oppo:Funitieﬁ. The daily schecdule
. should feélé;t:a balar o Lotween édult-directed actvivities and
child-selected activities and a balance between cognit: e
(intellectual) and affective (intragersornal and ;nteréerxgmal)

learring opportunities.

-

Ir order to determince whetler children have these cppor-

- .

tunities and Iearning exprriences, daily schedulus were obtained
from ecach staff merker .nd charted. The daily aﬁti§ities de-
seribed were yrouped into +Do following categowics:  (a) free
play, (b} lunch; f2) pap ©r rest time:, (d} teacher-directed
activities, and fe! manacerial ¢ctivities (snack¥, tolieting,
and ﬁra“;;txon tire hotween activities)., ‘Ine’ schedules for

the different age groupings were corpiled and (10 percentasge of

tire spent 1in each acrivity corgputed. The data are displayed
#

in Figure 3.

v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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41%toiletirg,

Sr.acks, transition

Typical day for 2yr. uids
{based on 10hr.day}
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+

44% ff‘(?,{} Oiay

. Tymecal day for 5yr okds
" tbase on typwcal day |
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o

48%tree play
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18% o,

Tymcal day for 3-4 yr. oids
(based on 10hr.Cay)

Typscal Gay m centers »where

9
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It is apparent from the daﬁa that the largeét portion of
the day is”spent in unstructured fieé play which cends to in-
crease in ambuﬂt of time witﬁ the ages of éhe children involved.
These data are substantlated by observations collected daring
(1)- the involvement Check and (2) the Program Ob crvations by
the review teams. The second ‘most frequent actxv;ty is mana-
geiial time, i.e;, time spent in transition from one activity
tc onocher, snack time, getting ready for 1unch, nap, and toilet~
ing. According to the .chedules, an average of 1 1/4 MOurs is
sper+ daily in teacher-directed activities. These activities,
as described by staff and supported by on-site obspgvations, '
inclvde art work (colering, pain;ingl, iistening to stories,
gpsic (marching, singing, and dan&ing), and lessons on leafning

the alphabet, names, numbers, and colors.

Involvemert of Children. The (nvolvement Check is an cbserva-
tion instrument based on the general céncept that a 'g;qd' day
care ceriter wil;~gmme;éte a high level of involvement on the
part of the children (See / pendix III, o.A22).‘ The review team
oLserved a group of chlldren in each center for & period of
“pproximately one hour. The inter-observer rzliability of this
instrunent as used in this study was at least 9C%.! The chser-
vation times were.deliberately cﬁosen to represent the period

of the‘day when children were most likely to show a high degéee
of invulvement. At three m.n.ute intervels during the hour, both
meabers of the team would .can the room from left t. righ’ count-

ing the nurber cf children attending. The possibl¢ nurbe)y of



v

....children involved was counted and afpercentage'of these attend-

ing was entered on the time sheet.
*A total of 24.6 hours was spent by the 2-member review -
team gathering involvement data in the centers (one center was
not operating at the time of its review).2 Thirty-ome percent
of the time was im unstructuréd free play; 17% involved art
activisies; another 17ifwas taken vp with trar siticns from one
activity to ancther; 158 inv&iveﬂ story teiling sr readiné to - .
children; énd 12% involved nusic. Of the ing time, 4%
was toileting, 3% snazcks, and Ii exercisss. | o Figcra 4 far
display of perwentage of child n.n invoived by centei. From
tﬁe graph it can be seen that of the 14 centers, only three
show a relativeiy high (£04%) percentege of childrer attendiny

to the activities .in which they weve supposed o be involved.

Program Observations. The Program Observataor (Appenaix IIX,

p. 25) was used during the entir~ time ki vaview (€am was in
: ;- .
the center, but teams were :netructed to syend 2t leasc 45

—

minutes in Jdirect obserwvaticr., .hig 45 minute period was split
into three 15 mipute sogments ggd tac date frov cach segment

summarizey Txe Table 16).

Approximately 100 fifteen minute ok se-s/ations were recorded
icom arong the centers included In the st Uy samiile. Tach member

of tle twerperson reva:. J teams rade independent observations .» \h'
r

zEv&n thouyl the center was ¢ fiiclally ¢losed, the director and
sta!f members were interviewed by the réview team. The staff con~-

» tirues to operate ot ol tr center goirg into each ~hidd's home
to give instruction. No d.uLa were colle ted by actual obsorvation
«f the teaching rrocess, 88 : .
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B
s 'mausis p—— as -
S ?cuvxty Categories - -Nuwber of - of Total -
(In order of Freguency) Observations Mxxded)
) , &ee Play 20 19
‘ted ere Play (mmpulat:we) . 20 19
M.sie (Lxstemng Smgmq Marching) ‘ ,  16 16
pirected Language and Number 1 11
Tmmsltlaxs {Change fram one act:.v:.ty :
to another) 7 7
‘mmmdwws(eg,dmk,dmk,gocse,— e .
- yJack~in~-Box) _\ 6 6
Stary Time 6 6
' are ! e 5
" iscusswn whole f}t/oup) S Lo
helevision Views .z b,
itaps 2 2
%nack and Tz.mc? 2 2
“ | »%)utchor rlay __1____ Y
i Total Observations 103 1ne
|

F._.J
S
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- L - . ) .

order to 1nclude a wide range of actldgtles. The observatlehs
__were made most often durxaéhthe mornlng hours of the program

and should be representatlve of the more focused act1v1t1e in
each center. A smaller sample of post—lunch activities was.
includea. o

Q; .M ; ‘ Observatlons were made in one contlnuous forty-flve m1nute4
‘périod;' Each flfteen minute perlod-waswcon51dered a separate
observation. = If an acti#ity laéted more than the fifteen min-
ﬁtee, the observer simbly nered‘theigacq and eounted'the seeoné"

" -

peribd as a new activity.
The two most frequently observed activities were free play
(complerely‘uninstructed and undirected with little or no adalt
interventien) and limitec frée-cnbiEeactivities'uaiqg manipu-
lative materials‘such as pdézles; scissore and paper, or uJlor
crayons. These two activities represented 40% of the ob::rva-
" ticne., |
"The third most frecuently ebserved activiry was related te
music. This activity typical;y involved a large.éroup Zirected
"by one or more adulrs.' Groups were observed listening to records,
singing, marching to reccrds, or erercising in relation to |
recorded instructions (16 o! servations).
é}even language and/or number activities directed by adults
| were observed. Several! of these were based on the Peaboedy 'Lan-
guage De'’elopment Kit. Seveg){7) transition periods which lasted
fifteer minuces or longer were.observed and were generally poorly
managed. Six {f) story rowdxng (or tellxng) sessicony occurred
as did six (6) organized gane actxvx*zes
-
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The remalnlng act1v1t1es 1nc1uded art (5), group dlscueﬂlons,-"

- £5), televxslon v1eulng sessions (2), nap perlods (2), and out-‘aﬂ

e

szde;play period (1).‘, o T , .
Each reviewer:responded to a series of qoestioﬂé/teleted to
the programs they“obser%ed immediately after the.r observations
(See“Iable”lSI; ~ Each quest;on teqﬁited affyes“, 'no',‘o}.'hot
aép}icable” (NA) respOnSe. 'Each question was responded to thtee
times, once for each flfteen-mlnute observatlon. The total num-
ber of responses varies, therefore, from item to 1tem, but there.
ate ‘'sufficient "esponses in each < teqory to obtain a. rellabl .? o

'Jf‘
R4 4 ¥

picture of the role the “iults fxll'xn the sample of day care .Hibﬁxrf
centers observed. The complete llst of questlons is found in '

/ Appendix III.

Matérials{'ﬁquipment, and‘Supplies. Materials, equipment,,ap
.supplies situated‘in var}cos rooms or areas should be match

~accord:.ng te ‘the agcs ano stages of development of the chlldr
usxng ~hem and shoulo be in sufficient guantity so .that chllﬂién

are able to make cholces fror among 2 variety of posszbllltfr*

The materiaics, equipment, and supplies in each ceanter yéte
inventoried and categorized into the following groups: (a)%?g -

ital’equipment; {b) language development; (c) learning-to=~1é

(dy fi,. - 4T0SS notor materiafe and equipment; (¢} saciﬁ; f'? .

emotional ard GEVCLOPH,“-JT uateria@s; end 1f) expendatle

materlalq ard a;t meaia. " (See Appendix III, p. 12) : ~fi:} i
o ,‘ fﬁ%ﬁ; ‘ -

+2) Capital Equipment -} = v

This includes tables, chairs, cots, storage l1nckers, &hil-

65
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TABLE 15 RESPONSES TO PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS o )

. Speci fic Questions for | © Not

el

RPctivitizs Cbserved Appllcable Pos1t1ve "'Negative 53 Pos:Lt.we
. - - B (Yes) (No) | '
Was there evidence of plan— ‘
‘ning and purpose in the ", v
act.l.v:.ty? , -1 62 20 76%
Were the adults enmusiastici' B ) 40 40 50%
D1d each child get to partl , .
c1pate" 11 58.. . 11 84%
-*7..' Did adults help chlldren wh'.j - S L
' were having difficulty? ' 2 61 17 78%
B. vere sxfan growps cbserved? 30 24 26 48%
b. wre the adults resporxs:we to
the children? 4 48 28 63%
0. Did adults help children lzarn i
how to use and care for books,
‘toys, games, blocks or any ‘
learning or pl-y ma.a2rials? 17 34 29 54%
i‘ll._ Did adults injteract with child- :
{.  renon the playgroy:d? 65 7 8 47%
;1,3 Did adults eat.with children? 32 18 5 55%.
h3. Is one adult assignc ! to ore :
‘ group of children? 11 38 3 55%
14. Were transitions observed smooth?| 13 43 24 64%
15. Was the staff alert to chi.dren? | 1 55 24 0%
16 Were the :xdults'good models for ’
language development?, 5 51 24 68%
17. Were activifies consistent with ' ‘
obj'echvf»s) s 8 66 2 T 91%
‘18 Dld children choose activities? 19 32 39 45%
;!9, Did you observe overt physical ’
T affection? ' 3 36 49 47%
. 0. Were childrin eager to ini -iate i
‘ activities? 7 58 14 812
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dren'g_lockefg anduall.aﬁdio/visual éqﬁipméhﬁ.L'fﬁe invéntories
revealed that the major capital equipment items lacking in the

“centers were audio/viéuéi‘apparatus and apprépriateﬂlbckers fqi -

- childrko._ Only 50% of the centers have a rzcurd player }Zli”f””‘d*;

%t have three; and 14% have fouw ? players).

‘Sixty-sevEn percent have only one televis: . td servé'the

entire cernter; 33% have none. Twenty-seven percent have one’
~film ctrip projector and orne center has a tape recorder. No
ciher audio/visual equipment izoms were found 'in the centers.

{b) Languageiﬁevelopment

o

Thislcategory includes languagé development kits, pre-
reading materials,'books, workbooks, puprets, records, tests,

charts, and liSts._fTwenty~5even percent of the cenlers'hava

(O™ e .
a Peabody Language Developmer§ Kit (P-level), but other than

' these kits, there is little’evidence of materials in this cate-
- - ' PR T
- D < . - . £ - ’ wq T
gory. Inventories, tests, or charts for Ldtermln;ng'br re; rd.E§
. L £,° .
' B ’ [
centers.

. . e tk :
S . . . . . . -~
ing progress .in this area were not found :n suywf the B

LY

(c) lLearning-to-Learn Matcrials ) k. S

4

‘ ~The‘learﬁihg—to—iearn iif;géry include number mafé;iéls
(codnﬁefé, bldcks, beads, sticks, charts, flannel‘boardg, etc.y
and ccience maﬁoéials. The majority of the centcrs’havé.a |

‘variety of number materials which appeared adequéte to serve

E '~*
the number of childrern. Two-'centers have an adequate supply of .

/

‘sclence materirals ranging ﬂf%migqual arm ﬁalanées to live ani-
mals in the classrocm. The remaining ceniecs placg litﬁle em- -
phasis on sciencs as evidenced by the lack of science suppliés.

67 , ,

92




(d) FEjre- and Gross Motor Materials and Equlpment
‘ For flne and gross motor development, 53% of the centers have

adequate amounts of large blocks, puzzles, scissors, and rldlng

toys; Thzrteen percent“of the centerS'use playgrounds other~~-~Wﬂ-w

" . than the1r own, A e., nelghborlng school yards, or hou51ng pr0-5»“

. Ject grounds. Of those who have-thelr own playgro&nds, 33%

have SW1ng sets ‘as the only outdoor equlpment for chlldren, whlle_

SR 0 + e —— - B

the remalnlng centers have one._ or more of the follow1ng items:
Jungle gyms, cllmbers, balance beams, sandboxes,4teeter—totters,
football dummles, and sw1mm1ng pocls. There was no evidence of
'1nventor1es, tests, charts, or check llStS to 1ecord changes |

o "~ or achlevement ln the f1ne or grcss motor sklll areas.

(e) SOC1dl Lmotlonal Development Materlals
l 1

Most centers (75%) have dréSS-up cloth s and kitchen-type
qu1pment (play- slnks, dishes, stoves, etc ) for social- emotlonal.

_ developmenc. In one 1nstance, the dress—up.clothes.are kept in .
~ 2z ’
a nlce, new ‘locker w1th tne latch so "high an’ adult has to reach

.up to unlock it. In none of the centers were chlldren seen
dressin g up im the clotheq or belng assisted in the housekeep—
lng corﬁcr. This situation serves to/;llustrate the lack of
effec tive use of materlals for the development of soc1allv1ng

"skills which was an ohjectlve stated by most staff ‘members of

 the centers. .

(f);ﬂxpendahle Ma and Art Media

This category includes pap:r su, plies and art materials.

~

'Eighty~six percent of the cerjterg had adequate paper supplies.

Art supplies were the most plentiful‘materials found in all of

. ;ﬁ;h; : SRR R 68 ’ 9@} | ) _ e




o the 15 centers" N :

The rev1ew team ' descr;pt101 of the equlpment and supplles

-

* . in the centers was most frequently alluded to as scarce, poor,
' q

-~F~-*and anczent~w1th only»l3% O f- the centers descrlbed as hav1ng

adequate,frlch, and modern supplies.

- Learnlng materlals were desrrlbed by‘ihe—rev1ew teams as

n poor cond1t10n_~

4

1nadequate few, of narrow range, and’ genera
M“M”Mlnm53% ofmthe centers:, F1ve centers were rated as hav1ng an ade-
quate amount of_learnlng materlals in good condition. Included
in this'category mere_language development materials, social:
emotional materials, learningeto-learn:materialﬁ, and art‘mEdia;

(9) Materials'and'Equipment Needed Y
._The director,of each center and all staff interviewed Werei
.asked to name, in order of prlorlty, the materlals, equipment, or
supplles they would like to have that are currently not ‘available
. to them.v Szxty percent of the staff members llsted playground
equipment, blocks and puzzles; 22% listed’ record players, TV's,
tape recorders.and projectors. The remalnlng‘staff 1nterv1ewed,
- felt that theirvcentérs were‘welltequipped, although one comment
was made concérning the need for a bus to take trips."No refer~
ence‘was madejto educatlonal .zuipment such as lanquage‘develop—
ment kits, number kits,'science‘kits, or mat ~rials listed under
the categories included -in the-study bQ any staff.member. |
In“order of priority, the materials and equlpn nt most
'frequently-mentioned‘by the 15 directors were: teleV1siOn sets,
N\ ‘projectorsykslide-filnng and playgrcund eguipment.- The second.
o 69 | |

o 94




#
most-frequently mentloneo.ltems were games, puz71es, and pre-

.school-books. Also llsted were. Peabody Language Development
2fOKit Cl), chlldren S locker space (l), sandbox (1) housekeeplng
‘equ1pment (spec1f1call¥ dolls) (2),5m1meograph machlncs (2); and:

punchlng bag (l)
Attitude*and“Knowledge_of Staff and Interaction with Children

<. "The stafflng of day caré centers with quallfled warm,

L resp0n51ve,.1nd1v1duals who enjoy- chlldren.helps to 1nsure that

serv1ces to children w1ll ‘be of.hlgh quallty.m In This study,- .

one major.concern -was w1th the type and quallty of adult/chllo
' lnteractlons. Positive -interaction helps chlldren deyelop
.healthy self-concepts dnring'the formative preschool years.

Staff attltude and knowledge is*indicated by the type of 1nter-

actlon engagea in w1th ehlldren and the types of act1v1t1es '

planned and provided for them.,

(a). Attitude o :
One indication of staff attitude is the response to ques;
‘htions about the best and worst parts of their, jobs. Sixty-two
percent responded that tre best part was "working yith children®.
Varlatlons of this statement 1nfluded-'-superv1slng chlldren, .
watching chlldren play: and watchlng chlldren d elop.'d51xteen
percent\mentloned spec1f1c act1v1tles that they llked best such
- as 51nglng,\draw1ng, painting, poetry, arts and crafts, and
-story time. . Fan percent liked the love and affectlon (hdgs .
and kisses) that‘qhildren‘show toward them, and 16% liked every-
thing about day carE\gork.f Two percent_resbonded thatl"since ‘

-

\ . -, o -
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.5I.mUSt work, it’ s better than be1ng a ua;tress, the kids are

I

~

r.d - - % . " . . -
" nice to work w\th" o . ' ‘ e
The v?ro\'gt)part of the job .for-'almost‘ all staff"'members _

: 4 - : ' . ) » ~ ) K X

‘consisted of disciplining chiIareq, dearlng with parent confllcts'

and late parents, early and long working hours low-salary,'and?
befnq worn out.’ Tnlrty—one percent indicated that" there was o

. - ‘e . -
- . 7 .

. . N 4
. -~

nothlng they dlsllked.'

Another assessment of attltude was the ranklng glven by

- t

rev1ewers after rav1ng been 1n the. center for approxlmately'one

full day. Each reviewsr was asked to descrlbe.attltude of staff
~ members usxng a_ common- 1i'st of ao;ecthes. Often rev 'wers used;

more .than one word in thelx description of staff attitude.. For

example; some reviewers used the follow1ng words: warm, thought;

- . . T,
- . -

P . A . . .‘ ['4
,ful,:lackadazslcal, and someypaf,dlstant.

Attitude was also ranked on a scale @f kest) through

14 (strongest)- by. reviewers along wit A4 bther aspects of a-

_day care Center. - (See figure'é)" Attitude was ranked as eighthlt

-

by rev1ewers, seventh by center d1rectors, and n;nth\bx area

'soc1a1~serv1ces workers. The ranklngs of attitude by the three;~

‘ groups indicate that all‘regard staffsattitude as neither high

L

nox low but: somewhat blasé and lackadaisibal. ' a

Receptlveness to supplementary tnalnlng prOV1des aqdltxona

. .
-

- 1nformat10n concernlng staff attltuues and knowledge. Each-of =~ 7=

PRI ",
S, . .

n--,tne 0 staff members: 1nterv1ewed de asked to’ state, in .order uf .
4
_prlorlty, needs for addltlonal tralnlna. Table 17 is the llst

e 18 deplcts the directorv' v1e&(\f the tralnlng they felt that

: | 96 . M
» [ o s",. ‘ “ . : ’ . . o .

., oo o . Y : e

7.- - . "-- ) . ) . . - . -~ ) . T

- of needs as statea by staff members in order of prlorlty. Table *
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farly Childood Education ‘ | \ o

Mmmmwmm@mm fmmmoz‘uamm felt they needed, | - °

1 Horkshops on rethods and exchange 7 Beavior quidelines for | \
- of ideas | . dfferent age qroups ’

) coodbqsmmm B tvides . }
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| 1. Ducxplma Help 1, Tdeas for 2 year,olds " 11, Re.assumce in
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. .? - : S e L. Lo ' ,..,:._-'v . L \
staffs need o , ) .o - .
‘ '> ] . S—— ys’ ‘ @ ) o . . ) o '.. ‘ . .
f~‘ . Lo L - - o
"TEBLE 18 DF¥RECTOR'S LIST OF TRAINING NEEDED BY STAFF = ”
v§‘,lst Cnoicef“;i S Cho1ce - | -
Workshops B _ - 1.".' E".xperienpe JREPa \
'ow to Plan Sdhedules 'kafp,.f 2. .ﬂaking~chilaren'uind
| Chlld Developmenf’ L T LN
'»Oa o " | ‘.’_. - ' N S e \. | ‘ e
‘ None o : ‘ e LT
. Py . , . ) ) - ) e YT .. ', !
B None o . - _\ ’ . '/"‘,..,w'.‘, b ) ’ - T

: ﬁi. Chlld Development Courses//“///f —— } T

8 Educatlonal/Actlv;tles im- ﬂ;
'f-‘ Sclen e

9. Behav1or Management .
. . )
10; Tralnlng in the proper use - ) ~*Tﬁ 1f . . -
' and care of equipment AR TR
. :' R i \ & 4 .
11.‘-Ch11d 3sychology . , 1 Child Development
°12. Early Chlldhood Educatlon ' .o S .
"f 13..'Early Childhood Educat;ona-‘ : Lo .
;/ld.' ﬁarIQ‘Childhooé'Education- o s ¥ '
15. Training to work'wlth excep- '
tional chil ren . - e -
"" . o ,‘ .- . -
An effectlve day care staff must be knowledgeable about . .

. chlld psjﬁhology, Chlld development theory; behavzor management
T technxques, currlculum for preschoolers, and approprlate teach-
1ng methods and materlals.f In an attempt to«make varld state-’

ments about ‘the. knowledge of staff members in the 15° centers




;fedgev

1mp11es that qtaff members.are aware of

, .

‘thod of_ eval’uatlng chlldren &PIOgre ss-.\ .;.v ]

e

Another,lndlcatlon of.knowledge is reflected in the dally
'lesson plans and actlvltles engaged Ain’ w1th chlldren. A rev1ew‘f
. = .

of the data found 1n Flgure 3 shows that the act1v1ty observed

-

- . -

"most frequently in the day care centers v151ted was vnstru ured
VTfree play. These data are also substantlated by addltlonal ob-'
g ;servatlons .from the Program/ﬁﬁservatlon Form (Table 16} whlch

- shows tnat 40% of all act1v1t1es observed durlng 1@0 dlfferent

kY

'\ ' -

v observatxons 'was free pléy. These observatlons were most often

PP \

.

. ’ .
made durxng the mornlng durlng more. focused act1v1t1es. o F‘.-
The aWareness oﬁ the need for addltlonal tralnlng X&mwn-ln

1Table 17 shows ‘that the majorlty of staff members fee{ a eed
» \ - .
for add'tlonal fraanlng. The percent of those who though they -

needed tralnlng »n currlculum plannlng and avaluatlon is v%ry

small (2%) compared to those who llsted courses\ln ch11d devel~'

»

'opment. Although it is de51rable to understand chlld.develope
1
ment, it is quallv 1mportant to know how to planvand execute

act1v1t1es and evaluate chlldren on the ba51s\of the act1v1ties

-

»<planned.. f : o _“.‘ 1()4 . . - h o

. . 76 .‘ . | )



i-Eew examples of p051t1ve relnforcement were observed.; The

e

acceptable procedurevln deallng.wrth/dtsczpllne was to talk to

/

the chlld, then have,thé/chlld 51t in a{'bad chalr s O 1solate o F;

“dhlm.for a tzﬁé///;;;; staff members sald they ‘spanked chlldren.
o B / ” " v
other technlques‘us dld not- result in changed behavzor.' ' - -

- .. 4 - . . .
o . PO N } .
- . by - 4 N . . P

ﬁc) Adult/Chxld Interactron

e

Qne method employed to evaluate adult/chlld znteraction

N\ :
cons;sted of hav;ng each of the revzewers in the center make °_

o
e

three 1ndependent lS mlnute observatxons durlng a tlme when a.

focused'act1v1ty was 1n progress. Eacn revzewer tallled each
positlve and each negatlve comment heard. These flgures we*e
then converted to percentages show;ng t;;.proportlons of 9051— if Q?E
t1ve to negatxye comments observed durlng the sﬂEcxfied time ° '\"iﬁf
perxods.. A total of approx;mately 100 d1fferent observatlons.

were recohéed. Each negatlve comment was wrltten by the obser-"; ‘;;

. ver. ‘A review of these anecdotal notes revealed tﬁat most of -
- the negatlve statements were of a correctlve ('stop, don t do // 5‘~

that: “) and bélittllng pature. ("well, Johnny messed hzs pants /

: agaln——he s such a baby"). ;
7 The data dlsplayed in Figure 5 shows an average percen age
-of pOSlthe and negatlve comments for each af the- 3 dlffer nt.
vvvvv act1v1ty observatxons (100 observatlon perzods).
- R ¥ . : : \ . '_ . . L v
. -« ) - . ~ .
¢ ’ c ’
. . e hg g]i ’
FET : 105 T
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

?IGURE 5 PERCENT OF POSITIVE TO NEGATIVE OMMENTS

on the act1v1t1es observed and respond elther

serzes of questlons.

r
es" or no to a-

Speclflc questlons adidre 51ng 1nteract10n

'-After each observaflon perlod each rev1ewer was asked to reflect

L )
‘are shown in Table 19.° ‘. \, | L
' " TARLE 19 ADULT/CHIID INTERACTION i.i ,
AT < j )
. Vo ! —
' A T B
'”mestlm ~_‘applicable Positive Negative $Positive|
[p- Were the adults enthusiastic? 0 | 40 | 40 - 508
6. Did each child get toparti- | 11 - | s8 | -1 | 84
. LN ,clpate‘> .u_l‘; ' . . . .
. . Lok
- [7. Did adults heunchlhmxeWho : . T o .
were having difficulty? =~ 2 T | el 17" | 78y
95 hbre1je ahﬂts:nﬁmnnsunato : : . - :
the ‘children? 4 1.4 28 63%
11. Did adults interact with child- -~ |
ren on the playground’ 65 ] 8 4%
1; Did adults eat with c:l'u.ldren" R 18 | s 55 [
. ‘[» . '
154 Was the staff alert to Chlld- q 1 55 - | 24 708
ren? . ; J : o _ B
19. Duiyoutﬂxxmve<mmxt1xuslcal . : ';ﬂ . : _ :
: 3 1 36 40 47% ;
i .affect:.urun‘> N K | , | \§ . £ B
4 o> ' o . lf
| . 78 . ’ D
| 1f0‘6~ . N‘ i t * ’ *




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~
*

,by the reV1ew teams (see Flgu‘.‘G) was seventh on a scale of

service woxkers'srgth;. o . e o

fcare programs can usually be assoc1ated w1th effectlve leader—"

;tratlon of day care centers and 1nqludes ddta about (a) leader-yl

W'IShlp (Dlrector and Board of Dlrectors),v(b) quallflcatlon CStafﬁ

‘Administration of Day~Care Centers -;;”,;'

Leadershlp by Board of Dlrectors._ Establlshment of good day

shlp.' ThlS 1eadersh1p does not necessarlly emanate from d1rec-

tors nor Boards of Dlrectors, but cap be 1nf1uenced by teachers,‘v.

‘and dlrector), (c) organlzatlon, (dr~reie of parents, and

,(.‘.‘-

’Rev1ewers-were asked, after leavlng the center,,tofi‘

‘. . -

; back over thc total day and~rank cegters/on 14 dlfferent W?///-

e o /

“;characterl tics. Adult/chlld 1nteractlon was one factor xated g L

4

J . .

'Q An average 1ndex for 1nteractlon in the 14 centers as ranked Ly

< N . )

1 through 24. Dlrectors ranked/fnteractlon “as elghth and soc1al

. .
e -
> o o

0 L 2N ‘/ . _:,,

-

~

. / . _
the pub11c (parent ), and‘llcen51ng agenc1es. Thls sectlon re-y L

. .

ports the results of examlnlng the effectlveness ofothe admlnls-f

. >
RS .. R
L ,' ”

HE

(e) superv151on-

-
Tu S
:.I—m ‘ A

o Non-proflt day care centers are requlred by the 11cen51ng
» LT . . -
agency to establlsh "a respon51b1e<583rd OF: d1rectors " The o
respon51b111ty of . thls board 1nc1udes. v B o ]
e , e e LT A,
1. aSettlng up. legai base, - ‘_‘%{“ ;_ NG

‘Deflnlng the purpose and scope of serV1ce,

v -

L ,(3—1
3

'App01 t1ng dlrector and delegatlng responslblllty for

= ..

'admln;sterlng the agency, W4_i- ”f:g '47~ ”f
. . u'. . "'. 107 Sy ’
R S TR

_Estab 1sh1ng and ma1nta1n1ng sound fnnanc1a1 ba51s, .”,ﬂ'ﬁr




ERI!

K

‘5¢*n: 'g pollcles,. Yo
':egh Accountlng/for expendltures

. . -

7., Interpretlng agency s services to communlty.

Prlvately owped centers are the full respons1b111ty of

”he owner and/or operator. Of the 15 day care centers, f1ve¢fwf”w;

L

are prlvately owned and ten are non—proflt centers, Each~of

s ..,:,—.

fthe ten non—proflt centers v1s;ted had a board of d1rectors ;'

'although one centen d1rector commented that it was just a paper

P - et .

ffunctxon to satlsfy llceﬂ51ng requlrements (they have no ‘meet--

--'.“‘—. . . -

b . -
. . L - . .
. . . -
- ¢ -

:‘. *L N ° : . : . o . S

slx board of d1rector chalrmen were 1nterV1ewed by the

.f . . ,

revxew teams us1ng the DayLCare Board Member Interv1ew Form

1) . .

- . -

h(Appendlx III, p. 20)._ The number of members on each: board

Q- .
ranged from f1ve to forty—two, ‘a - total of seventy—s1x members e

-

' were on these 51x boards. of/the seventy-s1x members 34% are

h.parents who have ch11dren actually enrollew”

- { . '

- n. OEO funded eenter and requ;res chat.,i'q:J

oard members“)

Elghty—flve percent of°the : -'\-:o'

vold meetlngs monthly whlle the nemalnlng 17% hold meet—

'sings quarterly.; One hundred percent of the boards hlre the

.= " ..

.dlrectors., Elghty—three percent also hlre all staff
. \

Sets of pollcles and procedures from 2 chalrmen w1th 1~st

of board dut1es were obtalned. Such statements were,eﬁthgr:no

'"'exlstent or. unavallable from the remalnlng chalrperé’hs;

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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umum 19 MM o luu the purpose of t.hnir day cno

- e\m“flo ) , . /“. T ¢ ) .
. ‘The purpose as micuhttﬁ by thp mm chiairman m-innﬂ ,
of the !ollpvgng u&umtu _( \ NG ' o

3. 'l'u dwc the church~~the quq m the community ot

»~ El

* the Church zesources;
"2. ALY ‘purpdde-~serve brokea hoses, voraing parents, MWel~ )\

-

Joare, “and special problems; R
J. - Physical care and pm‘wumw-mux and -emot jonal
. " interaction; | '
| §. To provide quuli‘ty day care.for lov incone--serve
* wm‘kuq mmri: and )
S pmtmn urxy tools for basic education. _
Furscnal uuumat B?mtm of how well their centers
were maetifg the sbjectives for mfcn\a\\g Sesigned wps either .
¥ ‘mt-tmmﬁ' The major factors & encountered in
" hewping mtpﬂ !;v&%»viw an outastanding program, Amruw
to chafraen, were fimcul_ymhlm. develening wwrm; '

..
LT —n

-» -
staffing and nuf! training, snd recruiting clienats.

L]

* -

mww ct ntmmx. The director of a day care center
sets m m for :utf sesbers. If the director exhibits a
wurzu:-m organizational sttitude sand gives little directiom
OF support to staff nﬂ;n. morale declines snd sven & ’i‘ *
wm care uutf can become lackadaisical or uninvoleed. JIthis )
m dirsttor's :n-_umubuuy to see that polizies set for
: ' the cester sre implesented, for example, insuring that regular . .

-

a
109

e k *
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,Qtuff seetings are hnlﬂ. bha; f:?ulax cnﬂ!cﬁ/;pen are ‘held with

uous staff training and in~
"».‘ o )

parents, and thac there . is ¢aﬂt
‘,;oxkshnpu. an enthusiastic, facilitative director can’

L sepvie
‘ acénnplinh these tasks with few ngfft conblaints.‘ Directors
‘te-il.o reipnﬂ-iﬁle fox keeplnq their center oper;ting within
the, licenntnq standatds of the licensing agencyq FPeference

:hamkd ‘be made at th:, point to the section of the report

entitled, Attitude of Staff. 1t was pointed out in this section

that stafr attitud a8 neither e:tfemely high nor e¢xtremely
low as cvidenced 4y the comments concerning ihqir job. With
gore effective leadership by directors, perhaps staff attitude
and morale would have rated higher.
Regular staff seetirgs aré extre Y h@neficial in-t;ug’
bp-x-onnalﬁfeul thit they are aktfrng:L:ht decision~making
process which detd mines tieir responsibilities. Staff meetings
occur less frequdntly than is desirable in the centers sampled. .
Nhen staff serders were interviewed abnut the frequency of total
staff meetings, & small percentage (7%) peet daily fros 2:30 to -
3130, 210 meet weekly tduring raptime}, and 21V meet monthiy. .
Anoégwmr?& pect bieyearly and 43% replied that they do not mwt.w
,mk for these meetings imclyde: discussing staff necds, equip-
v _ment apedm. problenms vith chzidr¢f tydget, and enrcllisent. f
' ' Lven if the total staff dw&sn t meet togetler, then it is
| important that thdde teachers who toach together meet with some
tegulnri y to share ideas and make lesson plans for forthoowing

L)

diys ard weeks. But thirty-six percent mf the staft vlﬁnnxuq

Wtiﬂn is tautinwly mmd independent 1y done at humr Fleven percent
82 - LA




' . h;f’ ( - /) S .

_ﬂf the staff pxun during naptime, and’ the remainder aither. dc

*not plan pxan auxing lunch,:plnn«vhile another teacher is
%

'ttachiug. or plan each nprinq for the entire year.

stuft qualiticntionn initially are not the direct telpon~ S
sibility of the ditectort in the nonwpxofit,ccnta:s because 83%
of the boards hire- for thcuedccntets. In the private centers,
it"is a contern of the dirdctor/owner. Tabla 20 provides a . -
9tutile of ztnft anubat: educatiorial bnckgtound. nupplenentnry gy

craining, age, and length of smployment. ‘ ‘ 3

. nﬂueattoal s Ii'“ A

: tota upplementary] Avezage
S . . {Average ”——!"%§=3"757551ﬁii? Training |years of

g , Ticle 1 N 1| Age P.s. Coll.lptp iH.8. % of total {°# '

' Directors | 15| 37 27 | 27 710 | 27 L ) |
- Teachers | 27| 31 19 | 3{:31,33 15 1 LI N I
Teacher 18] 33 s | 17} 61 17 12 34

A . Ai&e‘ . . ! - ! . .
. ‘ . SO ,
L - pParent involvement in the day care cent;}l. whetter in the

fatm of r wqulaz pntnats confttenccn. parent meetings, having
parents help out it the center, ot havtnq public awareness pro~
- grams, is valuable feedbfft ter‘day care aperﬁfntn. This adds
. another dimension to the director's leadership duties. Of the
centers, 251 have en organired parent group, 75V do not, 40%

4 have parents volunteering time to work in th& centers, 60" do

-

j,Th* sost frequently stated kind of coatact with parents by '
! . . r . ‘ o
81 " o
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-
v

ttaff«uenbotl ‘occurs hrietly whcn parents leave ¢h11dren in the
-ornﬁhq or pick them up in. thc evuning.. T&is inte:action in- .

vclvel puxonts telling sta!t uenbe: that the child is not feel-~

ing well, 1nstructions to keep the child imaide, or to give
medicine at specified tfuec.

thanizition and Staff Difégréntiition. Notes ?y review teams
. qconca:nié‘ staff. gikfezentintian indibaterthat. in most inst?ﬁcps,,
'";k, *  there were sufficient staff -nnbcrl but the way in which they
| operated drastically reduced their ef‘ectivonels. For 1ns.auce.
- especially in non-greuped centers {8) {(childgen not separated
into smal’e  groups) mOst staff members were responsible for
qpctyone and yet rcspontible for no one in patticulat. <This .

enigma may ‘be explatnad by czauininq A typzcax day in a center.

. (Rewesber, not all centers operate thia'gay.) All children, all

, ages, are qrouped toq&that for all a¢ttvities. Therefore, staff
penbers apent their time poaicinq q:onpu rather than spvndinq .
time with tlﬂll groups in meaninqtux activstius.~ ) £ nee-ed
times, that the entire day was np&nt in *wmoving® thm large q:oup

Eton oge room to the next tcr vurious uativitiea suc .. as shacks,

| lunch, and nathNn - The auaindcv of the day uns spent shifting.
%Q. | to various rooms to see that the older childrea were not hurting
: the younger anes. This lituatiou can be correctéd by differen~
: ‘tiating staff duties and planuinq ptuqranm for each age Group.
gf . in the eight non-grouped centers this uould not have been im- v
| | arnatical since there were adaquate staff mn-bets and space in "

-

_each.
84
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o nvaluation . : D - R
| In order to assess the effectiveness of any program-and’ ° ,  f
continmuy upqudc or modify such. pro@rans“ periodic evaluation

is euncntial. Ideally. evaluation bf day care centcrl should
include a aystematic avaluation of 1ﬁ¢'£ollowinq cowponent- af .

the centerz .

1. Children, {e.g., diagnosir, preucrfariou. early identi-

-ficatioq of phyuical or psychologital problems);

| 2. Sgaff; )
B 1 * N ".. ' -
o 4. Objectives: ' - ,

5. ‘aole of parentd:
6. Rol of ltaff And
@ £ 3, v
7. Facllities. ' - i .
. There was 1itt1a evidance of cvaluation proqzlnu tar lny -  ,;

of these nsputta of a day- care centur 1n the ccuterl snuplaﬂ.,

hq,ccnter was concerned with all of theuc components. Tuunty-
six percnnt of éﬂe centers das évaluatc child progress thruuqh

-

patiudic progress reports. These reportn are based on unsyn~  ‘;
5 tenntic‘ohsdkvntion; ?hcte,w;s no diagnosis, prescription, or .
other standardized evaluation. sifo.rolet were lll~detiné&
{only‘one center could ptovide ‘ob descriptions) and facilitiet
- were evaluated only by lirsnninq officigls. Bvaluatlon by area
social setvice workers eqn:isted of dropping in and tnlkan‘wlth

-

‘the dituctor {usually about late checks, ot other" agsociated

problems). |




‘mwition o N

[ )

A | smco approxmtely 10 hours are spent by young‘ children .
A{ ‘\‘f.\'in a day care center setting, it 1- viuuy lupo:umt that
]‘:l"nut:ition and health care policies bQ zigidly enforced._ “The

51"

rﬂcu Virginia Nutritian Suney .« o e ha;‘ahmm that nutritional

ﬁtoble'u do exist in ptelchool "hildmn of West Virginia. of" |

| the populm;ion included in the survey, 12 8 percgnt were under /

: - t.he age of 6 yeat“' (Hoore. 1971. p. 43). ~ | Q

- ‘Daily menus were conected when available from center direc-
' tors. When unu: were unavauabie. tevimrs udmtu of -

Iunches urvpd in the centars with mtpect to vu:iety. ,se’ring ‘

j pottiom. -nd palatability«-of fooda sprved. In tha majgrity

""" .. "of centers, the lunc!wa urw.ed ‘were in uccord with thc mnun

- posted and. food was qmrally rated as qood All reviewers

© stdted that children ate the foode u:vad vith gusto and in -

I k no instance dm a child have to be encoutam to est. Comnts

of uxtetut nade by, suﬂ.’ mesbers uncludinq 2 cook*houﬁekeepurs) B

pertaining to food and the policies fol lowed n children would .

not eat or onxy ut patt of their food anlmd . encouraging .

1 foods served |

i

- 'cuua to ut .uu: twm child taste some O
‘betau getting Mutt (18%); c:lun px te befom gettlmj dﬂu:t
or other m-tn (15833 elnq ﬁlltl! for star on star chart - (Gth
_‘-vvqiw small Mlp&nq {st). More’ mit:lve mmms inllu&d fercé ‘
: fnudhﬂj the child “"they need to cat". or nlsdinq theu to bed
{;um). Mty—nim perccut of the mma do not make a poliey
" j’)i lituwg or eating with chilﬁréh during lwm:h tm - l "

L d .
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J*compasaed khe following areas~*' o i ‘f_f
| ,I.J nescription of kitchen - V. waéer and Sewage Syﬁiem
A. Housekeeping . ‘VI. ,Tcilet Facilitxes‘
~ b. Uiswashing equipuaert . S
c. Layout . . as ,Watet ca:tiets
< s ¢ : S b Hand washing
I1. Focd Prctectidn o
‘ : ' 1. Basins ~
- a. Covered - - 2. Soap .
: L. Spcilage- ‘ , 3. rown{f
w7+ g, Steorage off of floor .
d. Vermin control .. VII. ?a:uonnel .
-!II. Gurbaqa stponal Method . A Genetal ckeanli-\
: . ness - . Ly
1V. Focd Lquipmant. o ..b. Health Card '_f C
a. Clean - oy IR
b. Cut of reuch of chg;nren * - ot

c. Appesrs safe ) K y o .

In all 15 centc:s reviewed, food preparatipn. znnitation.
and kitchen facilitiel were ndequate. An attempt to describe L
the amme kitchen surveyed would be futile. Each nmhen had -

igs- own. disttnctive characteristics. The most nerxoun opéra-

: tional lhnrtcominqs were (1)} the need fqt dishwasher: in some ;
cf the 1atuet centers uninq papgr platet, (2) some of the kit- .

~chens were: saalxet than they should be for efficient se:vice,'
'

and 3 in sever&l snallet centers . it was neces-nxy te haxg :

Lol

."children$ activities in the kitchen areu due to ka.k of space.

‘All of the facilities observ@d had .good fobd protection.

Vg,hll food was stored off of the flooz to minirize inttusions by .

wnistute,_insects~ or verndn.' The food and supp]ies thgt were

a inspeﬁ}gﬂ\rere fovnd‘to‘be_well covered and_gealed» In no .

-
-~
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. . ’ [

‘_B&zbage 1sposa1 techniques were cansistently effective.
odnr tree, an& is lated from the children. The most common f .

&thod used was coveredﬁplaatic, or metal cqgtainers lined with

“plastic baq:., A miﬂority of the centers had trash coﬁbactors . _ §

or eleatric ‘garbage disposals. One othef’igggggnntreon&ern was
uhether the foog'equxpmgpt was cleaﬂ* safe, and kept out of |

zeach of the child:oaf’iiiz;t the centers met these s:andards.

Y e

t All of t}e centers had both hot and cold running water andaz

R
. ﬂeré on ﬂhblic sewage with the exception of on?’ﬂhich had its 7;;
¢ own nepf&c tank. Section III, B-7, 8 of the sghte\Licensinq :

St*ndard tequire one basin and one watex waste cf *.nge toilet |

[

for every ten children. Thirteen ‘of thg 15 ceneuru wére in

&

iy coupliance 1n reqard to the water waste carriage toilet ratio.\ -f:

"?1 One center was 1# violation'of both the hand basin ragio and

Ce

wante carriage ratio. This center, 11censed “for Sﬂ'children.

had\cnly three hasins and three carriexs ﬁhiielanothnx one had

c.

three basins for 05 childten. All centcrs had soap and towel

luppliea with two centets usinq cloth 1inen service while the~
»> ' . R ¥

Lot *

xast were uath paper toweling.

-

The same recticn cf the licensing standa:ds requires -2ll
buildingt to "be screened agaxnst flies and free frow ihsects ‘
‘ and rodents. No centex was teported te nave any’ problem of ’

thiﬁ type and sevexal had quartetly pedt control procedures
fron privnte extetminatars- Tbe ‘evaluatién teams did not ob: |
o nqxvg any insects or vermin dvtfgévthexr visits. Ho eenc1u~

- ltéﬁ i:m be ngen.vith reqard to sczeeninq singe ndhy.pf the ’
et : T '88 : : Ce '

.-
o



V Day care staff members were judged to be neat and clean..

Those Invelved in food preparation had the required tood hand-5
lers permits. The review staff ate 15 total meals in centers.

Witﬁ ore enceptscn all centers served hot, wel} balanced

dQ” lunches of’adequate PrCPOrtl°“s 1°r “the children.‘- B | -

) Current weekly xﬁenus were not availab]}e to parenti at 13__ .

Lo y

“ ‘(; centers. This practiee enables parents te plpn meals at home

‘-' et

cons;stent with\the center lunches.'-gew centerq wece taking

regular advantag the serviges-and. counseltng ava:lable from’

the Bureat cf hutrition. t . : . : e

'f;“” \ The overall cleanliness and.housekeepxng of the centers

was found to be above average.‘<ﬁalls, floors, table»tops, . g
. 4 L e o
T windows, toys, equipment, and reftrooms were inspected. PR -

~

- -

L COmplaints Ly three dxrectors regarding health and food

tequlations were centened ardund the lack of. Slarity of the

S . . o

° form uvsed by the Pealth Department and the apparent infon-

'~; ‘' sistent enforcement of sone areas covered !? ;he courjty health

inspectore“ These dxrectors said tHﬁ@gthpy woyld appreciate a - ;

~

set of health- and“food requlatiogs that were clear ané much

~more. specific. B T R oy
1 - ' B B ."
qud service and sanitat:on inspectionsg‘\e-ﬁha responsi-'
;ffbiiity of theépountynnoaxds of’ﬂealth. A new‘day care center
ogerator must contact this board-nho then sends a county sani-
Sy tatian to the center to complete theﬁinspectiSn Report Food ., |

5 SQrvice~Establis&ment. Form SF-1. 1he Department of nealth S ; xﬂ

N

. | 4 R o ‘ . 89 . . ) L 5 '-
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‘

alsd uses the Nat:.onal Sanltatlontoundation 118t of tested .

"ijll £cod equ1pnent~1n a centor must coinCLde w1th thls lrst,‘ v

'ior be of equivalent standard.
_ fractlons that are regulated ip. the °tate Food . aerv1ce Sani-:
$

i l,‘ ' I‘

o ernce .

“,.

tand cﬂrtified food serv1ce equlpment 1n its 1nspect10n pngram.

et ‘ - Lo

! n
- N P N
g ) 'S . , :

a »

A

The report format 1ncprporates demer:t system for in-.

| Y.
tation Regylatlons. There are_lls 1tems listed on the report.

Dependlng on the degree of potent1a1 health r1sk, each item is BRI

"assag‘eo a demerlt value whlch may be 1, 2 4, or €: the

greater the rlsk the ‘higher the number.. Violations™ ‘that are'm7M“Mmtw

. -»

'qgfrected duang the lnspection are noted, but the demerlts

" dre not incltded in the report total. Some countles ‘use an
additxonal ToEaL§G-93 which covers hodsekeepxng procedurqﬁ. . d o
The complé(ed report(s) with ‘a narratlve stabement 1s then for-’

warded for.rev1ew to the off1ce of Genegal pnv1ronment‘and Food -

» Lo . ..

‘s

. Control by the County Boazd ‘of Health. A copy, of the. repor\g'

(SF-l) is given to the .center- d1rector 1mmediate1y after thelin-

-
l

spection is finlshed. N . T : "'.

At the oft;ce of General Envzronmert and Food Control the

1nfractione and demerits are analyzed ‘and ‘a recommendaticn to  #

S -

*f withhold the center 5 licens=.1s normally given for (1) a d

total demerxt score of 15 or hicher composed of 1 and 2 demer;t

infractionq or (2) one 4 or 6 demerxt 1n£raction. 0therw1se

- { . . »

v the center is apprcved and recommended for a regular lacense. B T

The of£1ce of General Envxronment and Food Control foraards itsv'

(4

tegcmrendations tc the Department Of Welfare L1cen51ng Dn1t and ~
ythe County Board of Health. O©ne, or‘bcth,.of these agencie§ w111~ 1ij

e - 90
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N

) N .
(] approprlate hotzfxcat:on to the center\ When a
k

'roved, an operatlng permru is isweed by the\County
I \\ “_

All persons lnlthe center who/prepare or serve food are

fthen send
'pcenter is

;Board of Healt

U

requlred to have a Food handlers,permlt whlch 1s also 1ssued at
the county level.. There are no pnlform requirements iJ;-ob-

!tainlng this permlt' Some countles may have one, or more, of -
the fOllOWlng requirements- | . . L S
r .

1. Some form of physical examinatlon,:: o

.
. - -

2. Blood’ tests er x-rays, . T

M

.
[3

‘3.“Attendance at a 2-hour county tralning program: or ¢
L ™ . P N . e .

Y. "4. vNone. - :

~

-
-

h The Bureau of Nutrltlon enters the llcens ng process when

fﬁ{{ - they are notiﬁ;ed by the " Child Welfare Offlce. that'a new center

© is seek;ng a«llcense.. A Nutr1t on staff member w111 v1sxt the

oy

RN “center and consult with the dxrector on the nutrxtlonal require-
. K q

ments of the rather vague llcenslng stndards. ’Major"topicsx

3 - .\ .

dzscussed are nutrxtxon,‘portxons, plannlra menus, buylng pro-.'

,
- 5

cedures, and the Bepartment cf qucatlon specxal food program.

”hms acency may recommend to the I1cens1ng Boaro reJectlon,

)

‘\ﬂ provxslonal, or regular approval of the llcense applxcatlcn as .

o

the proposed nutrltlonal prograr dlctate . thle not a requlre-

‘;nent presentlj, the Bureau recommends that records of £ood

-

purchases be malntalned and past menus retaaned for a m;nlmum -of

. - % \.
~ two meonths to help them verxfy the nutrxteonal values of snacgs
’ ~ 5,

”and lunches; 3 They also advxse that menus should ‘be pJanned a

-

fgjweek 1n advance. Although conetralned by a<J1mnted num’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



year and whenever adv1<ed that the center sillcense is comlng L

p fOr -Z'enewal. * ’ E ) ‘ » T _ ,‘_‘ ’ 5 ‘ ‘

\ <
R C e C " : L o . .
Healf—h Care Lo - .' (. - . . c,\_\ \ .
———— oL » A,,’ . S .

Three questlons were posed to day cale\certer staff-memq

bers concerning health care procedures. Dlrectors were asked e

for’; the wrltten proceaure followed. when obtalnlng medlcal,
dental, nutr1tlonal or psycholog;cal serv1ces for chlldren who
;'f need these.' Forty three percent responded that" they have no

\ - procedure, 14% made reference to a communlty actlon ‘program;

\_(

‘\;‘. 29% refer parents to the-area Department of Welfare and‘the. T

Regional Health Counczl or tofsocial serv1ce workers and other,

A

(unnaned) sources. 7% had a local doctor avallable (d1rector s

_.husbaho); 7% sa1d they us e the health department, but “they re

1O help"- 793 keep health certification forms on each Chlld in

-
& . - . ' B .

the center. ; R T e

The thxrd questlon Whlch was'asked all staff members.

.. »

-attenpted to- ascertaln if there is- a un1form polmcy or proce“.

te

dure followed by»all staff if a chzld becomes 1ll dpring the

-
e
.

day or 1f a chlld is Lnjured, e1ther mlldly, e.g., cut knee,'
. . S .

flnger, scratch, or 1f the chlld receives a major injury, e. g;,
head,'eye,‘or broken.bone..kln repl} to s;ckness, 77% 1solate . ."
the chlld anc call arentsr' Other response= included (7%)

i

%14 ammnlster asplran, (7%) have child checked by ped;atf Lan} ;

: R. . or Doctor; Others responded that they drive the Chl_dv ; o

hone, take hzm to the rospltal or admlnlster ‘first aid. -

. -
- .
. L [

For serxous 1n3ur1es all responded that the) admlnlster

..

‘- : ‘92
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. e f . - ! o oot b,

/,‘. o S L . L
flrst ald (dependlng on severnty of 1njury), take chlrd to th

-
-

;‘,,‘ ! .
hospltal, and call the parent. ' ‘ -t

Rev1ewers rapked all: cbaxacterlstlcs o; a center on 2 "55 "

. scale of l (weakest) throuqh l4 (strcngest) (See Flgure 6)
. A

. “, ‘ A . . N
care (medlcal servroes) as 51xth on the same scale.i Soclal )

. o

1 3 2

Servxces Workérs rated nutrltlon as elqhth and health care as

. - . . . .-
e
. .
‘ . . ’

fourtb. L. _' IR . . - £ L

Phys:cal Settlnc .- o . F,m

we .

Although centers were clean, a majorlty (60%) were. des=~

crlbed as dark, dreary, ugly, ard ir. some ‘cases, run down._

-

A, few of the reasons for this depre551ng atmosphere were (1)

the absence of rugs and curtalns, (2) plaster peellng from tbe

walls and celllnq, \3) plaln, dxab colored walls, and (4) 1n—

~ Al

adequate llghtlng The lnportarce of color and light has been '
eoplrlcally demonstrated 1n‘meny early ch;ldhood stud;es. .

Brxghtly'coloreo walls prov1de needed vlvual stlmulatlon fcr

'ﬂyoung chlldren who, 1n~many 'cases come from poorly llt honesf‘;

-The proper select:or arnd use ot color 1mproves 1nterlor llghfﬂmc

~

B 1no, mini irizes eye straln, ané can define play and act1v1ty o L

5

. areas :Ln a more meanlrgful way for t’he young Chlld. A brlght, ‘ g
cheery envlronmert alse affects, in & positive manner, the ~ "}ﬁm

perfcrmance‘and morale of the centor staff and 1ncreases parentg&

confldence 1n the center. Adcéing to the lack of color and

var:ety of. each certer was’ the obv-ous ]acx of oleplay of ,

vch1ldren s workq Only 1n ‘a. few centers were Staff nenbers
£ \ i L e

g‘aware of the eifect of dlsplaylng chlldren work to help - N
\ - . . t . . . . . . '
T e , ~ 93 - . | - .
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sdewelop prlce,_a posjtlve Self’condept,,and h1qh lnterest awOng'

Sdinges L. L

;:- It‘woula have bee very dlfflcult and tlme consuwlng to
: &n

_’(‘ o ' .

b-accurately measure thevrooms 1n_the 15 cénters and relate to -

the 35 square feet per ch11d standarc. In three centers, how--.

6-_

ever, evaluatlon teams dld observe crowded roqp congltlors K
con51der1ng the furnlshlngs,‘equlpment; and number of ghl]dren.
v [\ ' ;
Even when tak1ng /into’ aqcount the 1nc1§ment weather durlng Ry
AN -

the study\herlcd many of .the pl?yarctnds "ereﬁdudged to ke in

e

o
'

poor ccnoltlon anc 111 eaulpped. Cne centgm@glayground\had
o hd

:f cllnblng equlpment enclosed on twgggsdes Qg&;‘

ﬁ&re fencen ‘The

A STHE

fence‘was less than a foot. from the equlprent and bordered{

N

. PR 0y .
-concreter51dewa1k, constJtutlng a‘serlous'ganger to the thl—

dren playlnc there. “'g T '; )

;' Physlcal pl nt and lJceh51rq regulatlcns are doncerns for
rsS

N

both prJvate and ncn-proflt center dlrectors. Althougb ndn-‘. .

~-

g ;N‘ :

ﬁof tbe legaljtles of llcens“ng, the cent 1 ‘ctor stidl must‘

rd}‘_"malntaln p011c1es concernlnq the physrcal fac111tles. ”The‘ | ”g
Follow:.ng sectlcn enf:tled F11é Standards gzves an 1nd1cat10no RS
L v‘nof the kinds of regulatlons that must, be met ana alsc glves '

~the day ’ care rev:ew teams evaluat:on of these standards as
ﬂ

e - T . e R e

they are belnc met in the certers. B ‘ I {

.5 - . - . . -’

v ' 9 - @ : . PR ‘ S e, e R
. L . . 2 . : . KN -
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Takble 21 illustrates the 15 centersiby five types of
structure and relates the major prctective equi- .ent installec
"'in each center. The most cerzcr type of structure fer a day
'care center was a two-story block or concrete building. " The
te six centers ir this classificaticr included the smallest a;é
- _lérgeét errolilments in the'sa:plé. The next larcest grouvp of
buildings were of ufe-story block constiucgion in which three
- genters functicn. Of the renéinivg threc clgssificaticns of
structures (3?e-=tory frane.twc»stoxy’irame. and mzxed;, each
includes twc centers. The licensed ;apacxtzes of these cen- -
ters, ‘a functicn of the occcrpant load formola (35 square’fﬂet
\\?f r.et Spac?’ger chxld) ranges fror 1€ toc 75 childrer.. Capa-
‘eity cf'all centers fell! irto rcucghly two major groups; €ight
centcrs are licenseé tor l€ to 30 childreh while the remaining

e e it o o Pv— . .

seven can accomodate from 40 tc 75 ckildren. The smailer cen-

ters in the first -group had three- alarm systerms ard no sprink-

. ler systems whiie the larger certers had five and four ofv////

these protect.ve reasurer respectively. £11 but ore of the

centers had gne cor tcre fire ex?i:guish4rs.

A part of the cernter evaluation was directed towards dis-
covering any pxcfleiﬁ in mectirc the requirement; of the Fire
Marshal’s cffice. The f{ifteen center directors resporded as
folloas wher, quest;cna@ about their probiems with fire recu-
lations., Four centcrs xeporfee that they were Lot experiencs-

P -img-G1EEICUTEIES.  They are Gelinesztec by en aﬁénrlsx in the
CHILCREN ENFOLLED colurn of %“able 21. As can be seer there

was a unifcre distribution with four of the tive ciassificaticns

926
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contzirirg cne ro-prcblem center. The reraining eleven ciréc-
: ‘ . | . i PN

.+ tors stateé the feollowing problers:

1. Xc urnifore recuirements;

<

. 2. Nc uriform interpretaticns by inspectcrs: - .
3. Poorly trzined imspectors; dor't Krow regulaticrs;

4. Lack cf ccxmurnicaticn betweenr Fire Marshal's foice‘

L
.

and center; o .t : .

i%

. Show favoritism to private centers;

6. Alare systex anc ccst; : o .

7. + Stairwells, fire doorg, and cost;

E. .éir; equipment and cost: ard

9. Meeting overall réqui;ements. FPire Marshall doesn't
. : .

want day carc center to ke licensec.

Collectively, the commerts \of” these diirectors poirt to two

AL L

interrelated rretlens: {l1)an ataosﬁh;te of mistruct and N
suspicicr c{ the Fire Marshal's cffice and its inspectcrs has
émvelcped 2neng zahy di:gctc:z:.(Z) the cost of igplementinc -

the cuie, i.e., the expensive, required pfotective equiprent

ard structural modifications have1seriously jeopardiié? the
finarcial stability and legé] status of scre centers.

“Fire exit dtillé are¢ tc be held with "suffijcient ftequén- -
ey tc familiarize all oc;upants with the drill procedure ard to
have.the conduct cf the drill a xatter of estahlistqd rcutine.”
Turprisingiy, cnly sir center directors picfessec h;Qing éeri~
odic fire drills. Oﬁa of the ncrn-dr.lling centers did have the
evacuaticr préceduret écstec in the Cirector's c - ficé, but even

‘. this prectice was rare. The sraller centers haé the hest

97 v

) ‘ - o -
L 12", ; Tt



s

reccrd w:th 50% in complxarce thh thzs rule uhxle 72% of the
larger centers were ir appaxent v1olat10n. Exlt 51gns&shOW1ng
the locatlon of exits, or the path cf trsvel to reach @hen,,
are rem.xted ir. most buildings; exceptiorns are determined by
the fire 1nspectot."0ther perélnent £eatures of exits are
“éldborated in secticr 9-1 “of the'cade. |

At each center, éxigs arnd doors were~¢xamineq fer size,
rurber cf locking deui;egy.prekence cf panic hardware where
regviiéd.‘énd obstructions. 7The evaluation teans_rcpdkted"
four cenfeésvvitﬁ ;bsttuctcd exits. Obstructiéﬁs noted were:
cne dcor completely.boazdeé vp, Christmas ttee'jn front of ;| -
docr. door udtes, ard furriture blocking one exit. ﬁxits

M were, of adequate size anu rvcker for the nunber ct pe0p1e usxng

__them and the physigal dirensions of the byilcan. in two

keﬁieré,mfire doors vere being instélled.by,ozder of the Fire

parshal. In two differer : certers, exit éoorh were fcund that

h2d more than the one lockxnc dev1ceﬂa;1cwed by ¢be L1£e

1 \ .

Safety Cocg. 1970. The hgxght of wirdows from the_floor varied

frcr. center tc center with four centers teported as hdﬁing

sore windows fou: to eight feet above the flocr (hile in the

iother centers, d‘ntance from the floor ranged from one to three

fect. The najcrity cf accessible windows apprated to be casily
opcﬁgé and large erouch to serve as emergcrcy exits should the
need arise. No ha:ardoﬁs areas, such as storage or turnace

rocrs, were reported ir any cf the certers.

il

For the past several years, the Statg Fire Marshal uas
- " : '

been reducirc the fire hazards of many existirg licensed day
1 } ‘ V . 9 a . . N
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n care centers. These centers were lxcensed unde; a model fire

code that has been partxally revxsed since they fxrst began .Ax

'operatlng. Centers which are substandard by the 1 new code have \

been granted approval for contlnued operatxon contxngent on the \

‘correctum:ofthe defxcxenc1es within a specxfzed time per1od.

AlY llcensed day care cénters are :equlred to. be rexnspected at

annually. No standardxzed prxnted fxre safety check11st
‘ used by the 1nspectors or avazlahle to the centers- )

4 Every new center must recexve an xnxtxar'xnspectxnn hy a-

-

representat;vesof the State Fxre uarshal‘s office as one of the
first of several steps in the llcensxng process (Department of
wéﬂfaze Publication, July 1965). The-purpose of the insPec-
tion is to assess the buzldxng s occupant capacity, 1nhe-'ent

fire risk, and to advise the licensee of.all structural modi-

-
-

X

ficatians and protective equipment necessary to bring the build-. .

lng up the The Life Safety Code, 1970. The licensee reéeivea

| a written copy of the,;pport with a list of the necessary
changes and equipment. - It does not contain a fire'safety cbeck-
list. If the building'zn’new and expressly designed for use aa;
'a»day care centet the résponaibllity for canpliance lienyith

the architects who are thorouthz,fam111ar with the code. - How=

ever, the great ma3or1ty of buildxngs are not of thia typo, but "

- must be remodeled and converted from other uses. Estimates of

the cost of upgradinq,mayeindicate that the facility is unsuited

. for this pgrpoae. Whatever the case; when a buxlding does meet
all fire standards and is appvoved, a ce't;flcate of occupancy
-issued by the Fire Harnhal.‘ ' -
99
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!he length of tlme requlred to achzeve nxnlnun standards -

»
and recerye approval for a new center is. 1nf1uenced by a num- .

-

ber of factors, several of thch were Just mentloned - Another

varlable is the small numbe; of statf 1nspectors who work out .

of Charleston. These five men are responszb;e for the lnspai‘

tlon of hundreds of structures scattered throughout the state-

:  The workload and schedulxng problens are such that one to two ,(ﬂ

: ’3.3 weeks clapse fram the date of the 1n1t1al.reqnest to the actual
znspectlon.. It then takes another one to two weeks before ‘the - -

' applicant recelves the offxcxal report‘ If,thc faczllty mist

be npgraded, { ad:_i:.t:.onal,_ 1nspect10n is- ne"ces‘sa;ry to .'verif,g”‘

séVeral'more.hbeks mayypass befére'approval is - -

- -
-

-~

: f conplxance a

recelved.

"The Life Safetg c:de, 1970. Chapter 9, 'Educat;oual Occu-

pancies is the basxc document used by the fire marqpal. The

state fire laws under whxth all centers operate are mirrored in

P -

. this” code. The definition of educatxonal occupancies incl&aes J

f;‘j~ “all buildings used for the gathering of groups ‘of six or more

| persons...and...includes part-day nursery schools. kindergar-

tens, and other schools uhose purpoae -is primarily educational o
cven thouqh the children are of pre-schooi age. (National Fire(’li;r

{f”‘Ptotection Assoc.. 1970. pp. 101-86) The code applies state-

wide. with no county variances allawed. and it takes precedence

over any cxty fire code. At thxs tlme. the code is the only

publication available to new or exxsting operatxons and it is
noc dlstlrbuted. Chapter 9, 'Educatxonal‘Occupancies . contaxns

| ao uany references to other sections and chapters whlch nust be oY
- .. - 128 | o
100 | " ‘ '




.“j’j.“. . "‘,\,"‘_ . . . ., . .‘ ‘ | :"“' ;_“,

- Tue . - - p -
;_coqplzed Ulth and whzch refe\\to Stlll other sectxons, that the,

.....

vothers apply to specxflc characterlstlcs of the buxldzngs. but
_eiln the flnal analysls, many sectzons may not be applled for-' B
'5$pragnat1c reasons. The code is 1nter§reted accordlng to- the &“*:

o !}nd1v1dual 1nspector s knawledge and 3udgment of flre r1sk as it
‘ w' relates to any: given center bulldlng. o
2\ Y :
oIn pracflce the Fire~uarshal‘s offlce grants varxance to,;

walves, certaln sectlons of the Code For example, Sectzons

7 L4

3, sEecz l Programs for Kxnder arten, etc.,“sta s that rooms

’for chxldren shall not be located above or below e floor of
'exxt d\scharge. Chlldren are permlttedwhowever, on the second
—“ifloor and/or basenent levels of some centers if the areas are

completel§ sprxnklered and have a t1ed-1n alarm stem. Thls

éﬁ‘,_-,"partxcular Garzance from the 1970 code is based ‘on the Life

‘Safety Code, }967. but wlthin the Fire Marshal's Jurxsdxct1~nal
] KN
authorxty. N

: 3 ﬁonlnq L o
The zonxng author:ty in ten countxes and county seats was
) polled to deternnne ‘the efttent to wh:.ch zonlng laws app-y to
day care centers. Thxs sample wasg selected from the p ulatzon
ﬁ.,of counties that comprgzed the base ofvthe center anﬁ “in-home

day care evaluatxon. " The results of thxs poll show that only

two county seats. Charleston and Hurtinqton. have zonzng ordi-

nances that spec1f1cally apply to chxld or day care centers.‘

fff'k‘, ‘In beth cities, this type "of facility requxres a apecxal permit
101 . .
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or‘exemption and .the building and grounds must - meet certain
local spec1fications. See table 22 T ‘

4 ' ’ . ire

Except as- noted otherWise, the remaining ‘counties and =

county seats efther 'have. no zoning cod’ at al]: or a day care

faCility falls under a commerCial clasSification. However, the- .

;lcommerCial eSignation has not always been strictly ob*grved.

“; Variances have been granted in some cities to permit the estab---'

3 . .

Mlishment of-a day care centermin a residential area when the

"centérfis to be operated -fgém a church. The basic ‘conclusion e

- J

. to be drawnifrom thisostudyfis that each proposed penter~§ill

-«

.face'a,unique set of zoning laws in virtudlly every locale. In ,
“the absence é% an explicit zoning code for;centers, a'widelf

‘range of’ commerCial class;fications Will ekist related to

[

‘-specific ceographical districts Within ‘the zoning authority

juriSdiction. Proposed centers will have to be 'located within

.vthese districts except where variances are negotiated and
grahted for reSidential districts. Finally, a particular c1ty
may have no zoning‘code and the center is limited only by the

availability of a suitable faCility which«meets Fire, ﬂealth,

- and LicenSing Standards.

.
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o . fz;' The f1fteen.center d1rectors, and

'separately. This enables comparlsons between the-type—of pro— .L

operatlon.

Ranklng of Day Care Components ‘ i ) . o ':L L *
A summary of the toplcs analyzed in thlS report on- center—
based day care is presented'ln Flgure 6 Thls represents an

average of the ranklngsznf tbe components of day care by each

.- 3. “The random group of f1fteen soc1a1 serv c , , -
- workers. ' . .. e ‘ oSl

L
\t

. In th1s evaluatlon, earh component of day care was compared

to every other aspect.' Therefore, the numbers asszgned to each T

.

“component do not represent absolute, -but relatzve values. —¢h§‘ !

- - . a

.scale,ranges from one (the weakest part of the center) to 14

(the strongest part).

o

Rankings of prlvate and non-proflt centers ,are dlscussed
N

-

gram offered by each as seen hy the thr,ee groups. The-rankings

0

of each group, compares the v1ew the dlrectors and sorlal services

i

ﬂworkers have of each part of the enter operatlon to that of. the

_review teams who systematically eyaluated each‘part of the total

[ . - T A ’

. When comparJng the ranklngSAglven prlvag% cent\}s the N {f

review teams rated the evaluatlon of program, program for ch11d-~ '

ren, 1nterest of chlldren, and adult/ch 1d.1nteractlon lower

(weaker) than dld the d1rectors or soc1a1\serv1ces workers. «The

.

'rev1ew‘teams rank1ng of 1eadersh1p of d1rector was the same as

. the d1rectors ranking-and both were lower than th: social services

worker. ' The same holds true for quallflcatlon of staff learning

: . . ™~
materials, -and organlzatlon. Phy51ca1 plant was rated by rev1ew

e © 104,




e

Parent 1nvolvement in prlvate centers was rated very low by all

’” . A - - -

- three gro&ps. f' 7{ ‘_ ' - R ,g‘. : ff

" In comparlson to all other aspects of center operatlons, ‘
- q T .

attltude was ratea hlghest by rev1ew teams and second only to
o . N e '-‘\ . :
leadershlp of d1rector by the soc1al serv1ce workers Dlgectors,:-74

- -
- wol

on the other hand,,ranked att1tude~as s1x, whlch 1s a m1d- .

., -
. L

ranklng. ‘Dlrectors dxd not rank nutrltlon or medlcal serv1ces,

’~- £ 0

-»but rev1ew teams and caseworkers ranked nutrltlon h1gh eleven

j'and elght, respectlvely, and med1cal\serv1ces e1ght and. four,‘v

<

L’

- . . - . . -
T - . N - : v ..

e respect;vely s : “o B R

-
‘¢ -

\"fﬁgai Slx rank ngs out Qf 12 were the same for review teams and

d1rectors but the review: teams and socrsl serv1ce workers agreed
Jee ot €. . ,
only on .one- ranklng, that of supplles which was g1ven a six by

both.j "Directors felt suppl;es were.not as good and gave thlS » }g

aspect a ranking of three.f The d1rectors~and‘rev1ew teams, who o
werewmhch closer to the 51tuat10n, agreed more often in their ]
;: ranklngs (a total of only 3 po;nts d1fference) but generally ' W;
gaveha lower ranking than dld ‘the socfal serv1ce.workers., ."r‘f!,f

-

The comparlson of the ranklngs of non—proflt centers show

that the review teams rankéd the followlng as lower (weaker) _ R

than the soc1al servrces workers and d1rectors- ‘Evaluatlon oﬁm
) T U .

P \: program, program ‘for chlldren, leadershrp of. d1rector, quall-

vl ‘4
3

ny

-‘flcat;ons of staff: andsparent 1an1vemenq.- When comparbd tof
"prof{t centers this shows“that the leadershiptof the Birector

s "h

-

g 1s JgFged lower by all three groups 1n non-proflt centers. .

HoweVer, the reVlew teams, ranked evaluatlon of program, pro- CEREE
. e . 9‘\ !

gram for chlldren, 1earn1ng materlals, supplles, organlzatlon Ty N

. %

- - - . . - ;g

"
Fa
.

"( . Ct e N b ’V. 4

05 e el " -l ey :
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@ Dy

‘;workers.v Attltude of staff and lnterest of chlldren were . °
-;,rated essentlally the same by all three groups (elghth). Adult/

chxld 1nteractlon and” 1earn1ng materlals were ranked hlg ,r?ﬁeight*

4,and~seven) by soc1a1 serv1ce workers and review teams th by

dlrectors._"V o T o o LY e
TRUREE N R ' - ‘ - : : L
~;'Nutr1tlon wasaseen as the-strongest part of the non-proflt

e - e

centers accordlng to the rev1ew teams ~Med1cal serv1ces ‘was - rated

g

s . . . -

. low. ’ * | ) - . T hd -4. - ."_ - ~ 4 -‘v ‘ g s - ) B CL
In both prlvate -and: non-proflt s1tuatlons, evaluatLon of
R - - g

program was the lowest aspect of the total operatlon w1th programf

for chlldren be1ng low in both, but judged sllghtly better (2 p01nts)

- . -4
L . . L - . L

1n.non-prof1t centers. _ o - : oo e o , .
R v - . : . . :~.' - » '..

* All groups found thlS rat1ng system hard to resolve.; It

‘was drfflcult to place one, good aspect of" a center above another,'

- -

a

and conversely,-extremely dlfflcult to. declde on the weakest part

- . N

when most were deemed weak compared to- an 1deal day care program. -

The comblned ranklngs in Flgure 6 of theﬁprofit and non-'

- ' %, - .

proflt centers.by the bhree groups glVeS a more conc1se p1cture

~

" of the total ‘day care operatlon.

The evaluatlon program, program for ch11dren, leadershlp - "}

of d1rector, quallflcatlons of sfaff, and 1nte£est of chlldren

\.r

Were ranked'lower by the” rev1ew tesws than by the soc1al serv1ce Tl

< 2 »

‘workers or directors. - o : .
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Physlcal plant, adu t/Chlld 1nteractlon, parent 1n"olvement,

Py 1

o

‘~and organlzatlon were - ranked essentlally the same by a11 groups.

* - ~ ) .

Learnlng materlals,‘attltude of staff, and supplles were' .jg.?

.

;ranked hlgher than d1rectors by the rev1ew teams, but lownr than

. - 5 c c -

["the soclal service caseworker. _5\téxm

. . -

b
m—\, -

T?- Vutrltlon and medlcal serv1ces were ranked h1gher by rev1ew:'

| . -

.gteams than by~s001a1 serV1ce caseworkers._‘In fact, nutrltlon

' was ranked thc strongest aspect of the tota1 operatlonﬂby the - i' o

[

rev1ew team. The. weakest aspect as seen by. the revrew teams .

i

N

was ava11ab111ty of program w1th\program for- chlldren and parent

L}

‘involvement belng‘the next weakest components. R
: - - o . . . ; - ’}- L.
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/ | ‘ CONCLUSIONS

‘Program am For Chi;dren

it is obvious fros the datn collected on ob;ectiweﬁ, pro~
. cedures to help children attain objectives, and planninqg and
evaluation that day care centers as they presently exist in West
Vitqinin‘do not have strong davelopmentui programs for children.
Staff members specified few objectives. They exhibited a limited
range of means to help children attain those objectives which
they did state. Staff members are not encouraged to use lesson
plans, or to write them. There is little team or total staff
planning. In-service training is almost non-existent. All of
these factors tnprB;;nt essential parts of u‘hgy care program
and in the sample studied téay 4o not appear as strengths.
" The Zaily schedules and observations indicate that mcst
children are ailowed free play to the extent that it is not a
meaningful activity. Free play is not used +~ yelp children

fearn social skills or how to take care of tcys or games. Within

the 10 hours most children spend in a day care ccnter situation,
.apprumlmsteiy nine of those hours are taken up in trn; play,
lunch, snacks, naps and transiticn from one activity to another.
The remaining hour consists of teacher directed activity. In
these teacher directed activities the adult gives ins .actions

in art, susic, or storytelling. The learning objectives for,
these activities are not apparent. The adult/child interaction,

a key factor of qobd day care, is generally of low quality. Many )
staff mewmbers apparently think of treir function as that of a
‘ ”wﬂ&!‘b‘w rdrgry—dh reeting -tratfic -£1ow-fHom- one - CLVvity -0 - o
ssother anid making sure that children are not hurting coe aunt&ur.




-

"

There is little meaningful interaction designed to foster a

hnalthy self-o icept or encourage children to change their
. behavior. Staff do not interact with children during free play:
either outside or inside except for correcting childreh for
| ¢ighting or quarreling. Childrer are rarely taken outside during
5 v the winter months and children under 3 are not taken outside
Detween the beginning of winter and spring. .
v Yhere was a low level of’'child involvement in many-activitiss.
,%, 1 thin can be cuplatnfd. in parc, by the lack of 0£2activ. cliﬁst&@n'“
w uanagigcnt‘ptoccdura‘. Staff msembers had connidgrablc trouble in °
’ | getting all the children to participate in activities wiin the
exception of %gnch and snack 7 Free play pariods were not engaged
in with the enthusiasm expected of young children. This leck of e
enthusiacs say be due to a lack of appropriate learning materials
and supplies for the ages and stages of development. A compound ing
factor may be that, in over one-half of the centers, children

i

ﬁfvdiffetcnt ages (2-5) wctc together all day. There was xxt:x.
opportunity for children of approximately the same age to play
and learg together. | *

N - Staff pembers were genarally wvare and thoughttul. but un~
informed and no: well prepared to work with childran. The prisary
qualificatiuu ost ntaff menbers gave for uor&.nq:eith childmmn

. una that they had raised ctildren of their own. ' ¥ost statf meabers
hlvu had little formal, or informal, t:tiniug in eatly childhood
education. They were not being kcpt«upwtn«date on current -
philosophies and teaching atrateqids.» The stuff -nnbers were not

T‘~*mw~-qnautti&r-cvure~a& eﬁsir -peeds -for- ak&ll;~in~beh¢vi¢;a{ nnn«quuonG.w

%f" classroon mansgement, and ptﬁftau planning which they uppnxeutly




‘ need most.
Mministration and Physical Setting

There is a need for training in effective administration of
- day care centers. Boards of directors and center direcétors do
not egarcine as strong leadership roles as may be warraqted.
Staff differeptiation and goal setting are tﬁn'ctcas vhere leader-
ship seems most ineffective. There are sufficient staff members
in most centers to develop an effective nndw;tdductive program
tW Q - undat‘itrbnq lopderlhip. nutvieadcrohib nust GQthdb fxrom a
 strony commitment to a purpose and a set of objectives.
Evaluation - b
1n- data indicate that little effort is h-inq oxpcndod on
§=  | thu evmluattcn of children, staff or pragram. Childrens' progress
u‘ is avuxuatod. if et all, by un-yutunntic observation.
Staff mesbers are not forkally evaluated. The programs are
not evaluated to dttcrn&nq whnrt they need- 1sprovtnnnt.
 Butrition end Nealth Care “
- rﬁti aspect of the centers can be cuunntti#i by stating
7+ _that fosds served are generslly weli-balanced apd that the
c;;;;;en do receive nutritious lumchns. neuuvnr. most staff
members do not eat with the children. During eating pct&ads
the utntf mesbers act as waitresses and make sure that chilﬂraa -

get hnd eat their food. In most centers hn-'style qnumj is -

” not goutiné. Menus were not posted or available in many of the -
m | Thu food service of center baucd‘éar caxé proqraus; hﬁuuvgt.
4% a streagth of the ytesent system. The major atean exau&ned"
iu the study vere found in conpliunca uith the t!levant code.

- 112 N




Center ditactoxl were expotiancinq few. if any, problems 1n
- meeoting the code but some expretscd confusion and uncettatnty |
with respect to the importance and clarity of some iteus on thé
inspection report (SF-1) and the ineonsiltency of some county
sanitaridis. Centers follow food guidelines but fal)l short on
the educational value of meal and snack times. ' .

Health care policies are of ‘the "common s;nne“ type with
staff members reacting to provléms as they arise by either
administering first aid or calling the parent. Thnfu’wun.no“ -
evidence of a set procedure usod tc obtain additional health
acrﬁ%ccn for children other than referxring parents to other
sources uha could help with health, dental, or'blychnlngicul, .
problems. Most staff nembers reported that they have never had o

. & xeftouw-acclﬁnnt in the centars. 'fhutcfarn.‘th;y were unable )
to discuss what the® would do in such & situation except to call
the parent, or take the child to a hospital. :
‘ iggnging“ctandard and Reguirement h »

-

_ The renewable provisional license is valid for a “limited
period of time" if the center has complied vith most of the
) dnjdr licensing requirements. The purpose of the provisional |
;}1 ' ligense is to enable & center to boqia;itu service and upgrade .
*“fts operationr in the shortest Qbstihlc time to qualify for a
tegular ;1ceu¢h. The intent of the Licensing Board is aot to
‘continually renew this class of llata;e. but reneval four or
- 'tivt'tin-: has occurred in enough ca@un to raiie tionu |

ennccruing the gffectiveness of thm prvvitioaal licen one

. rather extreme example involves a center which tas hueu operating

113




4 .
f . on u provuional ucenn for 2-—3 years and has yet co mt minim _
sundlrds. m regular lfcenn, valid f.or two. gyarsﬁ is grantpd _
1! the center. has utistactorily met the mnim 1icenaing req . ire=
nanta. No t’u:ther evaluation of the center by the Licensing Board
‘is nomuy conducted unr.il the center applies foz a renewal two
yurs ‘later. S¢vera1 :hoxtconinqs atc evident in the licehsing
standards and tequirmuts in their present form. There exists -
. ccninqlinq ot miniwmum with desirable standards leaving some
dcmbt in the mind cf t.he reader as to which is which. Iuterspexud
thx:owgbaut the various mtionw of t!w stmdnrda are paragraphs on
poucy' and procedure that mutc nore “to the mu) services
nmul chapur on day ‘care service than to liccn-ing 'snmlardn.
Buv&nq hn been revised in 1965, unul sections are in need. :
- of upd-tim. Also, several uoorunt amn ot cay qm opeuuw(
! are not Tegulated or ptovwed tor. o “ o .‘ o
l"; _Standards : T .
Many d&nctars fepl the fire Ln:p«:wu are ineoalutmt 4o,
m entorcement arld interpuutwn of the tire code and allude to
uh abmen of unifbnh ttaminq for thc Pire m.tul's ltlff
Mwes:tm-. 'r!w ssndates of the newer 1970 code and the costs ot
 upgrading the fasility has ‘isposed & serious financial :mam m i
| ﬁw cases. These tw factors umbtodly uplain mh ‘of the
Mtuz !ulinqs w& as ceutetn clou or upgrade to the code 'thil ;
| mu amim.: But unttl directors and new opoutms have
mcifsc statements of - whnt is expected trm them, the problu a
yill peniat.;t:haptu 8. Educatioml oec.upancies is applimi '

->

’.




5f;prinar11y to occupant capacity. i.e., number of people using
the roon(s)fﬂ} the building, the materials of which the bu‘laing _
>‘in constructed. und the physical layout of the buildiaq. The |

(-m

4of the fire lafaty ltundnrds may have some validity. It does

hard feelinqs of the directors with respect to the applicaticn Y

appear that thase ltandatds and requirements are not uniformly
.applied. The evaluation teami discovered scveral violations of

the oode. however, includinq blocked exits, lack of fire drills,

and.the absence of posted evacuation plans.
. . L . . . ‘ ’. ‘
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" 4. A PORTRAIT OF DAY CARE IN WEST VIRGINIA

A ncaod ou the; nany interviews and ta collecte&.ffom
j?thc :anpleu ot non-center based and cehter based day care in
g 'mn Vquinia, a pretilc of the pmsent :ituation can be de—
J,““vulopod In axy sunary of umwh as those
‘mlleﬁted in the px«mt studie-, the proﬂle uy be generally
eoxract. wnt. in such summaries, hwever, is the stzength o
,Wﬁ{w.*ﬂof some day care situations which are atypical of'the whole
”“f”ml‘. Also lost, of course, are the data on the truly poor
“wi‘lituntionl which may well ba dntrinnntul to the health, devolop-
*~;_‘n-ne. and vell-being of the children involvud We have ed
‘to be fair in our assessment, hm: as we acknoulodqad* in the
mumtiou. our viw of day cm is based on certain nsxwo
timu u»d. thurefore, the dau are iutexpnm in the nqht

"ot M mwuom. .

in ﬂut \urginia as largely mtoaial in inmt and pucuce
with tow cwdm‘ There are many ‘concerned and dedicated

mla wzkiuq in thu field of aay care mmamq mul u:vice |

‘m, ( uur :utta. nn:l plmu nud mgau- oa t.hu sum
WM‘ am uwu. There m. Wt. uzim wulmum Jm

m-ﬂ 01 our dathmd mwum, we pictuze day cm o

o
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objectives Bre not well specified at. any level of the

‘day care'system. Since this is so, it means that many - of the
~other aspects of day care ‘cannot be well designed-_ Without . |
. objectives at the level of child development, appropriate cur=-
‘r:ricula cannot be created and, in fact, few well- .hought-through
'?X;curricular programs were observed in any type of day-care setting.v;
‘ ”A lack of objectives also hinders the development of in-service .
‘ training, At the center-level, staff meeting may have no. foous
ior developmental sequence to follow. At the non-center level

. the area social service workers Lav idelinegﬁto follow
lijin establishing training procedures. Sl§§rvision,‘evaluatioﬁ.
’ -and nonitoring take place so infrequently that there appears |
‘x;ﬂ_to be no real, or continuoas, commnnication between welfare . - -
” - staff memhers and those who care for children in anzmof the |
settings. ' | L i
TranSportation is a problem~¢n the sense that the 1ack
. of convenient means of travel limits the options people have:
| fuhen day care services are needed.~ Attitudes toward day care |
;‘ also limit the choices of day care situations in some instances.
: SOOe centers are not at capacity and many fanily\hone cituations\j

| aré’not used to their maxisum. r N "~ﬁ.n-f o ‘A _ SR

‘ Thc reasons are couplex and involve both transportation o
ﬂw\ difficulties and the attitudes of parents toward day care.‘
ST nesponsibility for - day care programs is not speclfically
'7fide1eguted at either thé state. area, or local level. The
diffu:eness of authority and responsibility between state

&nd lren. Qetueeu licensing and proqranndng. and anonq area ;
T ua L
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w,social service workers tends to ledve efforts to lmprove programs :

 as a reaponsibility of ‘many but with’ no one in authority. -

‘There are physical hazards to chxldren withln the sample
of‘day care sxtuat1on= observed.. There may be deVelopmental
‘:nhazards as well sxnce many opportunities for enriching child

‘wvexperiences are lost due to caretaker nalvete. lack’ of plannan,'

: lack of leadershlp. or lack of direction.
Thle -rather depressing state of affiars should be balanced
',with a view of whet 13 happening to improve day care in West
Virqinia.‘ The question is whether or not’ the plans that are
being made by those at the state level can become a retlity.

The needs of the indigent as well as the non-indigent children

-

 are certeinly real enough.

wWhat do statewide planners want day care to be? The

' “peOple of West Virqinia have been ‘aggressively seekieg to

capitalxze on the growznq popu]ar awarenese of the leatninq

‘ néeds of young chxldren and their own récognitxon of inndequa- l,fgf“

cies in’ the state child care gystem. The Governor has committed

himself to the development of an Early Childhood Education ﬂ»‘;xfﬂ

Program (CXay, 1971).m Guidelines fot Regional Early Childhood
Bducation Demonstration Centers (Clay. 1971) have been prepared
Qn Interagency Councxl for Child Developaent Services has e ;’
written a comprehensive plan (Hoore, 1971). ’e Day Care Task
Porce has submitted a report and numerous reconnendations (Task

Potce. 1972). The Appalachian megxonal Education Laboratory

has focussed a major shaxé of its attention on early learninq =
prograns (Caupbell. 19$3). Hany projects haVe been proposed ;




exand some.of these have recently become 0P8r5t1°nal' e. 9".“

[

. The Btatewide Enrxchment Project for Day Care Centers (Flowers,,

A}

. 1972) ‘ . . ) - ) ) v - ) i . | [
;- The staff of the present study recognlzed the value of = . E
3 . .
L all of those productiVe eéfforts as sources of information

[T g o

concernxng what the planners of West Vlrgxnia expect from

day care services. Therefore, an analys1s ‘6f all avaxiable E

documents, includxng those described apove, was mace. The o
'data from thls analysis of secondary sources were used. to- sup-.”
plement, support, or balance. the 1nformatlon gathered frOm

“the basxr data sources used in the studles. 'What do the;r,

data sugqest with respect to the goals, programs,'other pur- .

-

poses, and,procedures in ‘day care? - -
. 2 - . ! .

.

_Goals ' | o
With respect to the children involved in day care the |

“planners suggest that day care:
1. nShould help to reduce the first grade retention rates .

3 “a.

“hy getting chzldren more adequately prepared for
first grade (now that kinderqarten is a reality for
many'children it is assumed that the expectations
for kxndergarten will include the same goal). ihn‘

“often’ mentionvd goal of center-based day care staff

was the same - preparation for‘school.

2. Should help in the prevention of dxopouts in the

}later grades of school. :Obéiously, the chain of .

reasonxng is that better preparatxon for school will

.

B¢

wn}eaﬂ to greater success and, therefore, w111 teduce

- -

S " - ‘--4__,_
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o

',the frequency of one reason for drOpplng out of - ‘,y

. . ‘-1
. B : NN - :
»‘ .o g : i . ! . ". . ‘ -
\ . . . N Cw

H

;séhool. This goal was never mentloned by day care
center staff or any caretakersxxncluded 1n the studles.
,Should promote optimal development. Th1s~goa1 of . L
day care is frequently mentioned in proposals and

the documents revzewed, but 1s rarely stated in ‘any . L
wform by those who 1nteract da11y with children.' S
Should develop a child's self-esteem and his abllxty

to respect tne rlghts of others. Thls statement, 1n_‘ ;)

various forms, appears in several documents, but is

v s s I

'rarely art1culated by center staff or caretakers.

oA,

The latter half of thls goal is, however, directly -
related to the day care staff members' concern w1th

the qoal of helping children learn to get along w1th

~ - .
' B PO -

one another. o ' o R : B N

Should relate to the mental and emotzonal needs,-

.‘# . .
T -

1mprove well-belng, evaluate growth and development,
nutrition,'and correct physrcal defects of chlldren.
-

Only in written documents ‘'such s the Comprehensxve ‘ ‘n“r§

Chlld Development Plan (Hoore, 1971) does a statement

. -".-t.- i

.as specific as, thls appear with respect to the goals -
of day~;are. ;"f S \y, N r"vl “' ?1-"‘, Ghvﬁukpf
Should " enhance-:he soclal, emotlonal, physlcal, and - 'h
1nte11ectual development o£ each child ..... ‘ The Gulde— “fiQf
'lines for Reglonal Early Chlldhood Educatxon Demonstfa-bv .
tion Centers (Clay, 1971,'page 20) " presents thxs \}

tatement whlch is followed by a serxes of broad goals

of the early childhood proqram. ;.{ ) o
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Nelther day care staff nor non-center caretakers art1cu—
“lated the1r ‘goals in a s1m11ar fashlon. . These on—llne ~ persons '
were slmultaneously more general~ "get the child ready for A

'school"_ and more, spec1f1c- "teacn him his colors

Y- .

Program planne s/fn West V1rg1n1a hold hlgh expectatlons

'

for the potent1a1 effects of day care services whlle those

.who-actually dellver the servxces in the day - care program fe-'
. x .
celved in this study are much more modest in, thelr expecta-”, ; —

L4 S . v -

Itlons. Our experlence suggests that this dlscrepancy between

";?l ideal goals and obJectlves for children and the acqual dellvery
- 4"
. of serv1ces that can lead to these obJectlves is not unusual

- -
-

in chlld development enterprlses natlonw1de. It also suggests'!f

- the many complex1t1es 1nvolved in program dellvery 1nclud1ng the . -

‘tralnlng and educatlon of the staff of center-based and the ,‘.m o

. * : \
aretakers in non-center based day care services as well as the '

- 4 /‘, - . .
'evaluatlon and mon1tor1ng of such serv1ces. ' B - "/

" . . . .

Other Purposes ‘ . ' ;f . e . :. .

bay care has seldom been concelved of as a.service that I

RS

.1s developed only to serve chlldren s developmental and LNifnlng

-needs. In West Vlrglnla, as elsewhefe, day care has other

2l

:ft purposes; What are these other purposes -as . they are expressed L

‘»,by the planners and eonveyors of serv1ce Ln West Vlrglnla’

-

.7ﬂ«‘ . l. - Day care serV1ce 1s ‘a méans by hthh parents can be
freed,to secufe thelr own economic 1ndependence S

- , .

«throuah educatlon, traﬂﬂing, and ultlmate employment , o

For the'state'thls means that‘day care 1s-a;necessary,

. -
o ) - - ¢ -~
" . . - L. . . -

0“7»:ﬁ;‘ . " but not‘sufficient condition which enables welfare . ~

149
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‘?tecipients to "become contributors to the egonomic - R

A ' ] . - R e e . e

o baSe of the state.xu---’ o S
2. Day care prov1des a Tneans through°wh1ch parents may e 'fw;

learn to more effectlvely manage thelr parental‘re— . ) ﬂ;~;

' v . L -

,*7“‘spons1b111t1es~ Although thls statement may seem Do

paradox1cal, 1t is a: fa1rly well—establlshed fact

~
»

that some parents need the freedom from ch11d—rear1ng

. \. .
respons1b111t1es for part of the day. Such freedom -
\ . . o ‘. N :
"enables the parent to accompllsh their own-@oals w1th -

..
. >

less frustratlon and pressure than is true when all

‘.«I )
o « -l -

, of ir chlldren are with- them. tWenty—four hours v

\\per day. Parents who appear to be less effectlve gk
N T ¥ NP

s'“ parents under normal c1rcumstances are’ sometlmes qulte‘ ,

~

'_:_f adequate if thelr parentlng responslbllr;les are ,,'Q

1ntqns1ty. f}-

A -
L

~shor€ened in dhratJon anu

'f3‘ Day care may be used to“elp famllles lead more sat1s— flj

" in chlld rear1ng. I o

. // . i
‘ b
All of the above goals of day care ‘are " recognlzed by those B

Iwho are worklng toward a’ broader scope and h1gher quallty ef N ﬂ
‘ ‘,“’

fday ‘care. 1n West V1rg1n1a.;kAll.o£ these goals are 1eg1t1mate, e

‘_but 1t is apparent from our analy51s of both primary and secon-«
fdary data fromkthe agency pe;égn;eiiand the planners that 'f5

o A
Jvday care as a development&l and learnlng resource for' chlldren‘ o

» . N . ‘_-:

vifls the prlmary goal bf ﬂhe emerglng SYS ;5 :.4‘(7', L .
| What do the program planners des1re w1th reSpectato thei“ﬁ ";;
[ opé?;tlon of programs forsyoung chlldren° l? “!";;”.!f L iFJFf

> 1 »e : -A . el S

’ﬁl%b‘c;{% - ,:;piff_*ﬁ:pf 1{50 S o
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1.- All indications are that state'pérsognel want an
- .. integrated, well articulated comprehensive system
of day care that is built upon @nteraqéncy cooperation.

° The emphasis is on the word “system" and that which

P this concept implies. Those thinking about the system
?@wfwﬂ%“- - want it to be cost effective. They want ii to include -
] infani stimulation both in center-based faciiities
¥; f' . »mmmmwﬂ:j;;%win QOn—cehﬁéfﬂbasédkéervices. They want it to
| " include all services needed by children and their
families including those related to education (both
e parent and child), nutrition, health, dental care,
f- 3 : . psychological, and social factors infringing on develop~ .
‘ ment. They want the system to reduce overlap among |
services and to increaséwéoﬁmuniéégién among agencies.
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, “ The system should also insure that statewide planning
is net fragmented. w '
,2. Planners want individual programs themselvcs to be
planned and baseéd upon goals which specify the behaviors

that both adults and children are expected to demonstrate.

-

3. Planners want day cafgwgﬁgétams to be differentiated
~on the basis of ezzgfahild‘s abilities amnd needs.
4. Planners believe that programs should also be differ-
’entiated.on the basis of the quality of each program,
e.g., basic, minimum, and developmental.
St , 5. Planners believe that the system should include pareﬁ%
education designed to improve the quality of child ﬁ

rearing techniques used in the home.

123 .
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Procedures '

o

Many suggestions and proposals have been made (aﬁd some
are being implemented at the presert time) to foster the develop-
ment of various aspects of the system that has the above features.
The following procedures forbimplementing the system were .
extracted from the planning documents and proposals available -
to us: ‘ »

1. Provide'a public information program designed to

help the public understand the values of day care.
2. Provide more in—servﬁce training for day caré workers
3. -Enhance céﬁmunication between day care proﬁiders
and the agencies concerned with day care. ;o T
4. Prévide incentives for the imptc)venent of the educa-
tional and enrichment exposures érovided for children
and parents. | %

5. “Improve transportation systems within specified areas

in order to‘make services available for all those
who need ihem not just those who can get to them.

. 6. Provide a basic orientation course for family group
care parénts and In-Home caretakers. It was suggested
that this may be done by parent educators. Provide
a casic gquide for day care mothers.

7. Provide a training program for parent edudgrgrs.

8. Prcvide staff training packages for center-based day’

9. Sct up an evaluation system for center-based pro-
grams based on the early vhildhood content implemented
in the center.

124
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10.~.P:ovide consultation and licensing services to
vconnunities who wish' to establish =ow day care pro-
| grams when study shous that thesefprograms are needed’
in that particulax area.
11. Provide new standards for InTﬁome, Family Group
'Home?'and Center-Based Day Care. "

Is the present system sufficient to meet the goals and
objectivgs\in West Virginiaz fhis'questipn can be answercd on
many different,levels,'but based on almost Any criteria a fair-
minded person would have to answer it with a categorical "no".
But alixpersbns involved realize that such aﬁ answer is'oniy
telling the people of West Virginia what they alreédy kndﬁ.

. The more important gquestion is whether or not, from amonq the
various agencies, proposals, and activities is there an adequate ‘
system emer91ng° Will that which is row being triéd, plus ‘
existing serVices, and that which is planned merge into 4 res-
pous;ve, effective, and efficient system? The answer todluch

a broad question depends on many factors--political;)econamic,
and social--and many of these factors are quite beyond the ) .
control of a single agency in state governmnet. There is no ﬁyf
reason to retreat from the question, however, if the reade;.' ¢
is williaé to accept the gualification that the ahsyer‘is'very
much dependent upon the stability or improvement of the political,
Social. and gconomic situation with respect fo child care. .

In summary, it has been shown that Lhe contrast is great
between what the planners want day care to be and what day |

care presently is in the State of West Virginia. The results

125
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_of our’ studxes indicate this.gap rather dramatlcally. The
reductlon of the dlstance between what is réal cnd ideal will

requlreweven more systenmatic and vigorous effort ‘than has

gone hefore.
In the nexq sectlon ue have buxlt six wmajor recommendgtlons,

;to present t» the state as one way to be -sure that the major
>

components of a day care system are sequentlally developed
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] . INSTRUCTISNS ' .
Based on your knowledge of Dax Care Centers, In-Home, o

Eamlly. and Nexghborhood Day Care services avallable

‘»

in your region of the(ﬁtate please respond to the

followxng ‘to the hest of your,ab111ty. : o - .
. _ . . X - . . ‘ .- N . ‘ w .
. e . ‘*“ e =
. F
- . - v
. . . - ,
, . e .
’ 3 - -
-
] M - . P
] : N . .
- y . N e .
. * ) N
. ,, . ’
. +
]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



, The typxcal Pr0pr1etary ‘Day “Care Centers in my reglon can be -
sharacterlzed as showing the following order of strength. - .
‘Rank components from. the weakest (1) to the strongest a4i.

Rank all 1tems o . ) T

-

Evaluat;on of Program _ o
-~ Program for Children (Currlculum) :
Leadershlp of Director -
.~ . Qualifications of Staff
b oo Physical Plant ) ]
SR Learning Materials (Adequacy Variety, and Use)
Attitude of Staff . : .
T - Supplies (Adequacy, Var:.ety, and Use)__ : ’
‘Adult-Child Interactions = - .
Parent Involvement - L = B e
Interest of Children ' < .
Organlzatlcn > , T '
Nutrition BT S ]
Hédlcal Servxces

- e

.The typlcal Non-Prof;t Day Care Centers in my reglon can be
characterized as showing the following order of strength.
-each component from the weakest (1) to the strongeet us).
all items. o . C
.o Evaluat;on of Program. . ‘
~ Program for Children (Currzculum)
_Leadership of Director
Qualifications of Staff .
Physical Plant '
"~ Learning Materials (Adequacy. Variety, and Use) . .
Attitude of Staff )
T~ supplies (Adequacy, Varlety, and Use)
—  Adult-Child Interactions
Parént Involvement.
Interest of Chxldren
Organxzatlon
Nutritign 1
T Medica) Services -
Advxsory Board - (Board of Dtrectors, etc.)

‘.

The typzcal Non-Center—Based Day Care servxces in my :egion can _
be characterized as showing the following order of . scrength. Rank
from weakest (1) to strongest ( 8). Rank all items both fort o
Vendors and for Department operated. oo

VVendors Department .
‘ Physical Facxlxtxes‘

‘Nutrition

. Caretaker's Attxtude
Caretaker-Child Interact1on
Activities planned by Caretaker
Parent-Caretaker Interaction ‘
Learriing Materials Available to thld'f¥
Caretaker's Skill in’ Child Management‘jk

357 : ' ! .
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4. The typical Non-Center-Based Day  Care services in my region can
- ‘be characterized as showing the following.order of strength.
Rank from weakest (1) to strongest Q1)- . Rank all items both

. for Vendors and for Department operated. : . : .
-~ Vendors® Department : i
: ~ - _ Physical Facilities i
° -Nutrition - .
o — - °  Caretaker's Attitude , L e B “
. . I T . Caretaker-Child Interactign . ;
‘ - - ) Activities planned by Cargtaker :
o Parent-Caretaker Interact . ‘
Learning Materials Available to Child
L Caretaker's Skill in Child Management
T Variety of Activities for Children -
R . . Shelter provided Children- o
t : Nt Training of Caretaker .

-

5. Approximately (of exaétly, if you reball-theiprécise numberx) how -
many vendors of full-day familyé neighborhood, -and -in-home day .
g : : S

 care services operate in your region?
- No- ) H . - * ’
‘ “. 6. Of these services numbered in iﬁemv4,'how many vendors: o _:3
(R : " a. Provide a wéilQbélanced lunch o ' No.:
S * . b. Serve a morning and afternoon snack . No.: -
{ N . c. Follow a planned set of daily activities ., No.: i
' ' d. . Have outdoor play equipment . - No.: ;
: e. Have had any kind of training related to S X
g wl services L B ‘ No.: :
2 ' - f. Meet minimum physical standards . No.: .,
e T - g. Have indoor play equipment (more than 1 piece) s
3 - h. Have learning materials (like instructive toys, = =~
. e ; - dolls, telephones, mobiles, puzzlea.‘itc.) ~ No.:_ -
e . i. Have workable T.V. sets S S No.: i
oo - 3. Are-rélated to at least ond of the children, SRR
ol ' - other than their own, for whom they care & No.:
i 7. Approximately. (or exacﬁly,'if you recall the nxecise'nu ry .
e —_how many Department operated full-day family, neighbdChood, and :
a in-home.day care serviges operate in your area? - ‘ : e
* 'l . ' ’ = ' . 4 . ’ . 4 .
. ' . ‘ . NOQ: ¢ - " k .:' - - ¢‘ *
T P . ) . fa) , . ,
:58 L ]
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Of these serv1ces nnmbered Ain. ltem 75 ‘how many of them-

e L a. Provide a well-balanced luneh ' o No.: .
*ﬁ.?‘ , b. Serve a morning and afternoon snack . . No.:
BT c. Follow a planned set of daily act1v1tles  No.
~ .. -+ d. 'Have outdoor play equipment No.:
S I g:fjﬂave had any kind of training related to service No.: '
Se . Meet minimum physical standards . No.:

P ~ .g- Have indoor play equipment (more than .1 plece) Nof:
...~ h. Have learning materials (like instructive toys, ;
L L dolls, telephones, mohlles, puzzles, etc.)
R S i. Have workable T.V. set ’

' oo j. Are related to at leas ‘one of- the chrldren, other
: than thelr own, for whom they care. : No...

9. - Please rank in. order of 1mportance to you the needs of. your aree
with respect to Day Care Services (Put some rank by those of
equal 1mportance) (Add your own 1tems before ranking) .. -

_More Day Care ‘Centers
More In-Home Vendors ‘
Moxe Neighborhood Vendors
More Family-Day-Care Vendors
More Department In-Bome Care
Better training for Vendors/Non-Center based
Better training for Vendors/Center based . S
' - Better Training for Social Services Day Care: Workers
! ‘ _More Social Services Day Care Workers
' “More staff in Licensing Division -

Better reimbursement schedule for'Vendors
e More comprehensive program guldellnes for Center 7
Services - e
‘More comprghensive program guldellnes for Non-Center
. Services

" Better facxlltles for ‘Cénters
‘ Better nutritional programs
-k . ' More referral sources, e.g., psychologxcal, medlcal

H"

.|-

1]

l

EN

. evaluation -
More time for staff . to monltor or consult w1th servxce
provxders o :
- . ‘
. - ) ‘, . !
v . ‘ Lo
A . ‘ . ] B i
. —
. - o o
- ' - n
3




lo. Please make any’comments that you wish concernlng the
. . Day-Care . ngeds in your area’ of the State. Please be -

frank. . " .

. B -
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_11. what can you suggest to make Day uare Servxces,of hlgh
quallty available tq, your clxgnts’ , ,;7 . S
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his manual has been prepared for use in the assesmment of the

aulity of non-center based day care services (In-tHome ard Neighborhood) .

This menual is to help a reviewer chtain an cbjective view of the way

ir which the caretaker (s) manages the services provided o children.

The review is not intended to assist in the assessment 6f the eftm
.+ of day cate on the children. The focus is on the irput to children

4
)

- previded by the caretaker (s}.

The review should be done in the coeparry Of the area Social Services

* worker who krcas the caretaker (s}. “he caretaker should he selectad
at random Srom those available in the area. The arstaker (s} should

1 assured of the fact that (sihe »:111 be identified by a code and
his/her idenmtity not revealed ir © o reports.

£ thee children and adulte and completimg the Tbservations fotm. After
Loavirg the Tacility the revieser will corplete the Rewviewer Sewasy

*
¢




1.
2.
3.

How meyy children do you take care of? N

HOw ity more children could vou care {or?

How mary children are on your waiting list, i any? o
How old are the children you are presently taking care of7 .  fy how

marry of each,
4. Infants 8. 4 year olds .
5. 1 year ol 9. 5 year D)3 .
6. 2 yea: olds 10. & Jear ods
7. 3 yemr olds _ 11. Older — ——

Are any athur adults helping you take care of the children?
12.. yes no
13, if yes, hiow many?
:4. how many hours doos each work a week?

Do any of the children = parmts help out m runnitey the home?

15. yes
16. Lif yes, how mx:h time &0 they give?

What hours is vour hore open for day care? From:
.. AM, te r.M.

phat meals do you serve” (check)
18. Broakfast ,
9. laxxh
30.' W ) S
21. Midworning Snack
22, Jftermoon Snack

Do you plan any lessons for the children? yes ne
Do you take the children outdaors regularly to play? yes no

44 Ty&m. dwre? (i.e., pack, ¢ o omoand, own pard)
Prw mayy of the children have “oolers whn work?
How many of the children are ! om ope-parent hames?

Do you rooeive supervision frowo a public or private amency that offers
child wel”are Ssecvices? yos " _

-

1f vez, what agency oOF WIM"

F



* Shan was your home last inspected by 4 Topresentacive of:

M. the liw\smq aency?
11. the building oxde authoritv? T

32. other agency? {(specify)
How much do vou chiarge for a week of full-day care {at least 7 hours a day?)

33. All pay the “ome rate, which is
i

M. . Th fees vange from oy

o . .

W

5. Are-the fees of amy of ta children paid by public funds? ves o

3. If yes, from what sour.el

D: you know how many of your fawlies oarm:
J?u m' s."«‘,i}oo

Ay 1.; o

}3. 55-.00"! - 510.000

39. over $15,000

a4¢. viat are the abjectives for the chiliren? what should childres learn
wnder our care?

41. what 9o you 3¢ to<elp ciilfen otain these cojeclives?

"




R )
42, B ds you tell if children are learning, demlopim. or qmuing
in vy certex?

LN
43. What records are you responsible fUt B’ceamn; on’ the dxi.mnm with'
whom you work?

44. wWhat do you do if a child misbehaves? .
7 »

45, shat do you do if one of your children gets sick?

’
L
-
. “\




LY

46, what do you do when a chiild will not eat, or only eats part of
his food?

47. wvhat do you do when a child gets hurt? | .
47a. Minor injury? e.qg., a cut knee .

- * '

#Tb. Major injury to head, eye, broken bone for exawple?

. K’.’ What. & year childven like tp do vOst?

1. —

2. . . .
3~ o .
4.

49. wWhat do your « iidren Jive to do least?

X,
2.
3.

R

-

5, wWeat kinds of toys, games, wooks, emuipment. ov suterials would you 1like .
‘ ta:hmef'mmxmkﬂﬂ.dﬁmmmmwumm‘wm? Last in
orsar of priority. . ‘

1.

2‘

3. _ -

&, ¥ — -




. ‘ ‘.51.

s,

-

ihat is Ui best part of your job?

what is the worst part of your job?

-

. Describe a typical day for the children? (Use Daily Schodule Form)

: llmt tire do they oome? vhen do they g0 OUtdOOES? o
“ Mdaﬂwlm? : | ﬂ;athwwmbndwaw dny.s?;;‘l

Wen do they eat? .

170




£

55 ‘What do you do if ypu are ?id‘? : | g | .}.

.o F" who takes your place if you ar® sick? . :
o . Vo ‘ 1 |

™

58. Do the chi watch T.V.? S
. yos o :

¢+ 59, If yes, what progr. doﬂ'neyﬁatd\?u ﬂ .

o

60. Do you take field trips?

. 61, Tf yes, what kinds have you taken?’

"

v,

- 62. Pmselistfotmthemstmalpmblmmfmh;rmmwthe’w
- MOfdﬁld-Gmeymmtmpxmide? List in crderofmﬁame.

10 ' - *
- ’ . :
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: . ‘?20{ m:

S. Date began offering present mim

. N . . J
3. m: o .

' High School Graduate

G.E.D. Byuivalent

* Technical School

College 1 2 3 4 (circle ons)

College Graduate ‘

Advanced Work?
wes Degree

Major:

. : ttai.ningj

-

Major:

Institutes

e .

'
.
-
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DAILY SCHEDULE FORM ’
J Group of Children

N N
. A -
7:00 !
8:00 . . .
|




. '. om‘ m'm : FORM

* .

7. Data for this form should be gathered during the entire tile a Reviewer
" is in the fscility, but they must.be pased on at least 45minutes of direct
- chservation. -The Reviewer should break ithe. cbeervations into three (3)

~ fifteen minute periods. List activities for cach period. — -

7 Usually the data will be in the form of Yes-No responses by the
. . Observer. .Wherever you are unable to observe.the particular activity,
simply check the N.A. (not observed) colum. If you cheerve an acti-
vity and mdrk a nedative response, please try to remember the event
and putwdown the anecdote, Give examples for any negative data parti-
cularly and for any poritive data that you feel needs to be pointed out.

N . . ’ -

-y A

- o N . . . Obs. Tally
Y. During the cbservation periods count the number of I R
positive coments made by the, caretaker(s) to any II | - o
child or group of children. - . 111 - - :
2. Oount the number of negative, or corrective, I -
corments made. by the etaker (s). present to XX f N B
_any child, or group of (ghildren, : . ¢ o il IS NS
d ‘ o . . '. 7'3"; R g 1] e
- 3. Total the total nuwber of adult-child actions I T )
e “noted in 1 and 2 above and divide the fpositive ' II t -
| caments by the total mmber. Pogitive + Total = _ $III | -1
‘ ‘ . ' ' » v - INA. _ Yes - No
. In your estimation were the activities engaged in . 1 3 A
during your cbservation period preplanned? Did- 11 - N N |
there appear to be a purpose for the activitic=? 111 b ‘
4a. viere materials and equipment readily availe..* I | S
» and in the right place? . N II}t ) L .
N : § 4 ~ o
4b. Was there a written plap that the caretaker(s) I ‘
following? * . . 11
: - * I1x - - wd
4c. Did there appear to be a purpose fox the | § o j
ivities? Could you tell what the children  II N
sugposed to learm? Ny e s 4 TN N R &
5. In your eéstimation did the adults you observed I ‘
" appear enthusiastic about their tasks and the [/ ° II
children? ™ IIx

B T 7




6. Inymxobser\atmofu:eactxuuesdxdeach - I
child get an gpportunity to manipulate the matenals II.
answer questions, ask questions? ‘ “IIT

7. Didyoaobsemmecaretaker gimgpazticular I
attention, help, or suport to a child who was 11
having diffl.culty uith an activity? : I1I

8. 'mecaretaker(a) thatyouobservedwasrespmsmetol'
; . the children, answered questions, and interacted II
. with ﬂ\ecmldrmwiﬁ\out havingto&nunate? IIT°
9.. Did you observe the. caretahar(s) helping cluldren 1
. leamtmbouseandcamforbooks.wysganes 11
: block.s ‘or any leaming or p!ay matenals? III
-10. Did you observe the caretaker (s) inberacting with I
the children when wtsxde i.e., playing with him? Ii
v III
-11. Did you Gbserve the caretaker (s) eatinq with. the S ¢
¢hildren? o _ II
...... ' ' ' - III
_ 1la. Dxdt.hecaretaker(s) eatmesmrefoodas I .
g the children? II
' IIT
- 1lb. Didthecare \Ts)talkmthﬁ\eduldrm 1
. ~during mealti 11
o IIT .
llc. Did the caretaker(s) sit down. with the childrenI ‘
at mealtime? IX
' o ‘ ' IT1
12, Dpid you observe that the caretaker(s) appaar.s tobe I
alert to all the children for wham (s)he IX
responsible? , . 111
12a. Did you observe the caretaher(s) antzcipaw\g I
~ possible difficulties and acting to prevent  II
s pltermtims o: pmblau—@usmq behavior? - I11
12b. Did you cbserve the caretaker(s) cbanging I
. actxvitms when children were not. intex:ested? 1x
oo ) 111
12¢. Did you “cbserve the caretaker(s) ignoring I -
; imppropmte behavior? I1’
. 124, ﬂoyouthnﬂcﬂattmwts) T
CL T observed knew what each of thelr‘chxldren II
. was doing rmost of the time? Ix1
- | S s
o . e ‘ 10, i

N.A.

Irr |




14, “In yohr judgerent do you believe that the caretaker (s) I -
: you observed prov1ded models for good -language S &
developnent" ‘ - IIX
15. Did yoh observe that chlldren shad an omortumty to I
: choose\ fram* anong a variety of possible act.w1t1es’> I
' IIT
' 16. 'Did you observe the caretaker(s) touching,” embracing, I
or holding cluldren to dettonstrate affection? 1I
- IIT
17.’Di.dymobservethatch11drenappearedtobeeager I
~*  to initiate activities? . II
. 111
18. Llst the activities you observed . .
. Observation I : Activity: © Y
Materials:
~ Observation II : }\etjfvity:-‘ .
Miterials:
e
| Obse.fvatim" II1: “ Activity:.
Materialst—— —
: 176 - -
- 11 h

N.A.




25.

26.

amng the. chlldren" RN

- -

'Does the fac111ty have adequate play: equlpnent

for t.he number of chlldren served”

e

for t.he mnnber of children served‘—‘

/“"

boes the fac111ty have adequate- Bcpenda.ble &19p1,1e§ =
for the mnnber of children served"

. »
- . »
N2
‘ - \
-
.
-
. ’
.
.
' 1
w N s
>
\
-
. -
-
.

led you‘observe that the caretaker (s) valued 51lence

- Obs.

II
III

II

TII

I :

III

L]

IT

II1

Yes X

WA

. 12 .
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REVIEWE‘R S SUNNARY REPORT

NON CEN’I‘ER-BASED DAY G&RE

. . . .. . o .
. : - - L. : . - -

! v " . . ) . P
. e L R
Y e S . - . s

1. ”Please ratey frcm your own pomt of v1ew, the: degree of cooperatlon
. received by you frcxn tHe caretaker in the corduct of your review, - .
4 ‘
: 'Dotally obstructlve : .-
. . - Moderately obstructlve e
R Blase-Neutral : o . : =
- . Moderately helpful - ... T o .

¥ o Totally helpful .
2. If you rate the caretaker as either totally or moderately obstructlve, . g
- please give examples and any reasons that you can ascertain.’ - . y b
Examples: _ R ’ : } '_ | _" e '
. - - 1 ’ '
. ~ Reasons: L L "
. - é “ . . - ]

; . € v - % g
— ; — ) . x__\:_ e . L g *;__.:__T_w - ’
. . ) . 3 . . . - . . - ‘ ) . .Y..

S 3. PleaSe rank your ove‘rall mpressmn of the strengths of the serVice. - N B

Rank each item from 1 (greatest st_rength) to ll (weakest part of = o T
e fac111ty) Rank all 1tems . _ ] N
‘- , LS ) » .. . . N N '“ - . o ) B .‘\ ) - . - . o . - "
. . . . . ’ I T -
L. T E.Valuatlon of Prctgrgm e
: Program foraChJ.ldren (Currq.culum) . .
(ualifications of Caretaker (s)., _ L
: Physical Plant ‘
" Learning Materials (Adequacy, varlety, ‘and use) -
- "~ Attityude of. Caretaker(s) - . . e o
- Supplies (Adequacy, varllety, and use) '., T
N Adult-Child Interaction: = - A : o
SRR S S ___ Interest of Children. e e e
______ Lo T Organlzatlon ‘ . . -
Nutrition . R -
- - 178
- .13 -~ .vT: [




4. 1f vou need~i day care services for your own children, woulsl yos
want them to be enrolled in this iacility?

5. If wou answerad "no" tr ', please make a utatement cgneerming your
reasons. :

-~

Please circle the word or phases which best descrilcs your impression
of each aspect of the Center's operation (7-17) based on the cta vou
have gathered. Be re to circle one ~r more words but if you have
another word that better doescribes your impression - add it!

6. The Program for Children

goal dirscted - unfocused
structured - loose
benioh - helpful
systematic - chaotlic
task-centered - - child-centerad
Crerents: o
. i
Txaples: .
7. EBualuation
Pregcnt Adoser.t
’, Corp it Fiecemeal
Sy jeeT e fhiortive
M e e Mcviedal

e u it Zun AR

hemples

179
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8. rion:

. Efficiernt

£ffective
Authoritarian
Laissez Faire

Torments:

Exarples:

’ 4. Irterest of Children
r e &

. Vigorous
Corn-istant
Part 1al

o - ,,
ERIC 1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Chaotic
Nonproduorive
Democratis
Strict

High
Sporadic
Total

"8 U



Ad1lt-Child Interaction

. - P
. Detached

Negative

Productive

camments

Berples:

Supplies:
Fich

foaree
Ancient

Corments

- Distant
- Involved
-~ Positive
- Pointless
T

L 4
- Poor

- laentiful

* Modorn

”

»
\
16

181



A

12. Attitude of Caretaker
V'igarous - Laconic
Careless : - Thoughtful
Warm - Cold
Prepared - lackadaisical
Ignorant - ~Informal
Clumsey £ Lecilm

Coments:

Examples:

13. learning Ma-corials:

Inadequate - * Moexriate

Femy - Mar--
wWide—-Range - Kax T - RAL 2
Gond Conpdition - VT weaition

Comments:

L4
Lok Thakene : . .
. ~Y
é
[4
i

182



14.

Physical Plant:

Cxmments:

Exarples:

L I T T T T I |

183

i8

4



_FROM:  W. Hodges

Reviewers will have to be extraordinarily clever in getting response to
the bulk of the question$ in the manual: Put questions in your own words.
Try several different approzches. Our erverience so far is that it-is

extremely difficult to get the Caretakers to respond.
Please be sure to get the following information in addition to those ~
already included: - | . . |

1. Is there any consultation between parent and caretaker with respent
to what the child needs prioi' to placement of “he child? How much?

2. Is there any discussion between parént and carctaker on a routine
basis with respect to the needs of the child? How much? When? etc

-~

3. Write a lescription of the physical sett.ng.

~a, 8izn of rooms

b. Fire hazards

e. Play space

d. Dsnger areas, objects, otc.

e, Outdoor play area

4. write a description of the ohysical ility, eneray, capacity, etc.
of the caretaker. .

19



Describe the family situation of the caretaker, e.g.
number of children in family
§ther ults in hame:

Hxatlsthecaxetakerdoungorthechlldthatlsnotreqmred?

as getting extra clothes, bocks, toys, etc.?

o>

20 \.
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. ‘this manual has been prepared. for use in the assessment of program . -
 policies and procedures for .cen! -based child care operatidms. This
“menual is to helpa're”v.tewérdatain ‘a@n objective picture of the way in |
- sh1ch a oenter manages the delivery of a program of services to children.
The manual does not purport to help in the assessment. of the degree to ‘

which the center program is related to child outcares, such as the ,
. development of social or intellectual skills. The focus is on-the input
rmade by the center and its staff to tl?e_,childreh_‘involvd. - :

- The manual is designed to help obtain as camplete-a picture in as

- short a period of time as possible. Implicit in the structure and a
“content of the manual is the recognition of the problems inherent in
organizing, equipping, staffing, and managing child-care facilities.
. The reviewer shmld%mrﬁf _that the major task of this review
" is to secure specific'¥ tiori concerning these problems so that
centers can be helped to overcame difficulties which prevent the .
delivery of. qualz care to children. - ' T : S

. This¥nanual is based on the premise that center directors, centepr™
board merbers, and staff want to and do deliver child care up to the .
limits placed upon them by Fimancial, staff, space, and other factors
which influence program effores. : i '

e

190
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. INSTRUCTIONS TO REVIEWER .

- ‘The day care center Rev:.ewer is in a sensitive pos:LtJ.on. Th'e Reviewer

v .
-

should approach the task of -assessment w:.th a Center Directar and the

} Center Staff as a non—judgenental, rlterested obisexrver who is trymg to
_,f1.-nd out what goes on in the center, how it lS run, and- what problems
there are in dellvermg care to chlldren "The Rev:.ewer should assure

| the Board menber,. the D:Lrector, and the staff that the observatlons and
mtervlew data to Eé"gathered durmg the*v:.sn: witl not be usedﬂ.n any
.Way to jeopardlze the status of the Center s lloense. In fact, the
-data on each partlcular cend:er w1ll be 1dent1f1ed only by code in any
report submtted to the Depart:ment of Welfare. In other words, the
data will be reported as part of an overall picture of day care

- centers w:.th no, smgle, J.dentlflable center SLngled out for Welfare

De_partment scrutiny.

'I‘he Rewewer can also rerm.nd Center per*rﬂrml that the lntent of the -
study of day ] care is to help the Stat: of w«..at Virginia desmn ways
to overcome the fmanc1al, staffmg, training, and progranmmg problems
mvolved in the dellvery of oay care.  The lntent of the Deparfm'ent is

" to bu.ﬂd upon the base of day care services arready in ex15tance rather.

. than to abo ish any of the much needed care pr oscntly prov:.ded

191
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_ 'Rev:Lew materlal prov1ded by SOC* Serw.oes o each partlcular center. ‘

InterV1ewDJ.rector ) _ . T e ’ . {’

A\

oo . : Tee

REVIEWER TASKS TN APPROXIMATE CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER,

-

-

Nake appointment Wlth D:Lrector one or two days in aavance of v151t. L

Get to center before it opens in a.n.

N

T

a.

Obta.n list

of names and addresses of members ‘of the Board T

Directors (Policy Advisary

Board, Adv1sory Comnlttee, etc.) where

N Obtdln coples of

c. Gbtdin: inventory of all equipment:

'Approprla..e.. This will probably not be appropr1

center program, staff p011c1es, O.b'_]eCthé‘S, etc.

_ ate' for proprletary
- centers, but will be tor all publlcly funded centers.: :

€

'"Wl written, or prlnted, .materlals rela.ted to the

and learnmg materlals avallable

. in the center. » (If not, available,

use ‘the Ecquipment and Materials

4. Obtain ¢ nac:k and meal menus
f.. Ccmplete Staff Proflle on Dlrector with Dlrector. '

a. Flll out Staff Proflle

b Fill out Day Care Interv1ew Schedule. .

" Check for one-~hour.

. Observe children eating.

Inventory Form mth the D:Lrector and check off that which-the
centor has.) ¥

for present week and any prevmus “week

. which is avallable. 9'

e. Obtain dally schedule of act1v1t1es for present week and any prev1ous
week which is avallable . . X

,

C’cmplete Dnector Interv.l.ew Schedule w1th Dlrector. .

Interv1e~ each staff member .

Choose one group of ch.lldren and observe them usmg the mvolvéqmt
This, needs to be dofe in.the morning when chlldren ~
are actJ.vely engaged in some 51tuat1m w1th, adults. .

g

Observe adult-chlld aCtl\ﬁLtleS and ,.111 out Prog'ram Observatlon Form

~ {pee form for Inst:ructlon)

Eat with the chlldren. Campare food served withy food planned on menu.

LA - -




.8., Ubserve n.ap-tiz;e' Note tec&m}qzs-used to get childred to rest.

9. Observe p\md::cr-t:mp 1F used. Note staff roles during t}us time.
10. Observe transxtmr—tum between actlmtles Note techmcm&s usad
tos!nftctuldrm‘rm;meactlvltytoa:wﬂ:er ) N
»
11. Re-interview Director Hefore leaving center. Ask Dn:b‘%r for -
- adhtlcnal comments.” leave Director®s Report of Dzy Care Reviewing

-~ - ‘
12. Interview at least onpe Boand ra'be. using the Board Merber Interview
- Schedule.

- . N

13, Intervm parents - {rust be at center when it copens).

":4. Fill out. Rev:uawer Sumary Fom “bte ‘511 anecdotal comments you wish
to rake and ‘give exdrples of evidence gathered whers requested. .

"15. Dpeliver ompleted manual as instructed by Farily Learning Centers staff.




ik,

17.

- 194

- ‘E 3 -
) DAY CARE DIRECTOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
. Py 5 *
. . -
. ,,‘ -
What afes of children do vou ‘serve?
. ) ! ) . -
what is the legal capacity of \your Center?
What is your enrollment? o -
{Present) - “ ' BEd
What is your average daily atterdqn:e - .
{Past three months) . p
How many staff merbers do you have? -
What ‘is your fee schedule?--
oes vour fee schedule represent actual costs? Yes. No  What proportion?
N ‘ . .
¥ re Welf i ? ¢ Many? ,
Do you serve Welfare children ’ /&95 How Many No
Do you get recuests to care for vounger children -
tnan those you presentlv serve? _ ves ‘No
- ]
If v&s, about how many per ~unth on the average”
fbuld you pre%r to be able to work w1th vov.mger a
children? . PR
Would you like to be able ¥ enlarge the mxrbar b
of children Vyou now serve? . . -
Horr large a < ity do yeu desire? Prw many ,
ch.i)idren do you want to serve?
Do you have difficulty keeping your Center
filled to capacity? R
1€ ves, can you identify reasons? Staff?
Lt - "‘mncportatlm”
Cogts?
Y -fv Lack of population?
«© 7 i Other '
/.-1,.‘ ) ’ * . BN
Do yvou have more recquests for services tharr,
veur can handle? Ves NO
If yes, about how many per month on the L
averara? R .
‘ -
- . 1



19.

z‘.

22.

23.

r‘rmtymcmnakemthrespecttoﬂlerelat.mmmshlp

- What is the breakdown? - aJ How many?

Y

s htxath.ndsofpmbiezs if any do you have with

the fire requlations or the way that t_hese requla— e
tions are administered? i § L .
Rank in carder of seriousness: . 1. ' _
. . e 2. ¢
. a T S N
’ . _l . - -

what kinds of problems if anv -do you have with

the health regulations or- the way that these
regu]atwns are administered? _
Rank in order of seriousness: ' .

wWhat kinds of prcblans do,you have if any with ~
the Welfare Department regulations or the way

that they are administered?
‘Rank in order of seriousness: 1. Ce g
g ' ‘ 2. « ‘
3.
Please tellmaboutany suggestions for improve- _

you have with the Fire Marshall Health Department,
or wWelfare Weparﬂ!ent. .

How are the children grouped in your center?
By age? ' ‘

b. ~~Howmany?
- C. ,lbﬂmany’

By another method? | Yes No
If yes. by what other rnethai” :

What is ‘the purpose of your Center? _ o
(Obtain any written smtemnts) . ) S
V LE 4 '
195 .
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', IR ‘,Wtstmmchildralleamin.ﬂaewater? v : .

: 7 (Cbtain any written statements.) . | I R
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- ‘ * ’ a - A
' ‘ ‘e J = : | 2 . . -
o 25. ﬂat;n:ooechr&sdoymii:sémhe]p:ngdilldren -
. .~atta1ntheob3ect1vesthatym1rCerrterhasset '
»fortpan”or,mwdochlldrenlearnﬂungsm *
your Center” . o o . ' , ‘ T e
- 26. . Inhmafwayéd&ym.séeifdlil.&{:'ma:e 1earm.ng, - >
.. «developing, dr growing -in your. €enter? or, In o
f whathaysdoyouevaluatethedegreetowhldu -
s duldren are attalm.ng the objectlves set for them? ,
) ./ . - ,\'k » 5-' - R
co 1” o a
/ ' L) - . -
C -27. wvhat happens when haveachild,orcluldrax . .
- who misbehave m Center? .
. . "
.28. foat happens when a child qets s;\.ck in your Center? . T
s a.- MJ.ldly” : | | e
. b Seriously?
;oo ‘
t" ) ‘ -
" .29. what happens when a.child gets hwrt? .
: a. Minor injury, e.g., cut knee? :
b. Major injury, e.g., head, eye, broken bone?
30. What happexs‘ivhen a child will not eat" Or, will
X eat only a part of his fcod"
197 | ,
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35.

" 36.

39.

-

\
- - -
2 . . .
L. ( .

mylhaveacopyofﬂefomsymusef appllcatmn
%o the Center? - o .
.Mathaveacopyofthefornsyouuse.,orhealth' .
certlflcétlm" ‘ . ’
»Lhthaveacopyofthefonrsymusefdrrecorduxg
 data about the children? , 4 .
Istherea;n‘ooeduretofollmmobtalmngmedlcal, . ‘
dental, nutritional, or psychological services for .
‘t:!xase‘_hsn.ldrenwhoneedarxyofthesese::vlces'> Yes__. -No
If yes, please describe the procedure or give me a-’
: oopy of the policy and procedure, if ‘available. °
: » b _
!ﬁatt.hingsdothechildrenliketodobestinyour T
Center? o ‘ SRS
Rank order: - o { : C N P R i
! - ) ) 2. S v
S ’ ‘ ‘ \.‘ ' 3‘
\ : Y
mxatthlngsdothechlldrenllketodotheleastm »
your Center? U
Rar‘k Order‘ B ].o ) .
~ . . . ’ ) 2’ ‘
N " . \ 3_ N . . &
what materials and equlpment do you have in your | -
Center? Do you have an inventory that I may have? - ' e
'~ (If not, then use the Equipment and Materials
- Inventory with the Director.) Inventory Available ‘
\ 4 Not Avallable —
I s Y :
| 198 . )




= . L : ;: ° '
_ - . T -
7 41.. What matenals toys, gares, p]aygrmmd equ.q:nent B -"Q
books, audiot¥isual equipment - would you like to
haveformmmthduldrenﬂmatyoudomtmn' i
have" List by pnonty, . , R
N N - 2. .
3. ‘ -
. . 4. P
4 5.
2 -
42. {Please describe a typical daily schedule from - N o
- g to closing#time? *(If schedules are : . - -
vailable, pJ.dcupcurrentweekandoneprevmous o LTy N
Jaweek.) A . Schedule available -
) : A ' Not- available. .,
;f,:bt available, use Daily Schedule Form in Manual. oy o
- . - . - . ’ . - : N N .}
. s A - -
43. .When does staff get together sfor' planning? : Datly For. How Iofxg?
' : _ ‘ : T, .. Weekly For How Long?
o o o - "Monthly For How Long?
44, What a.re ‘the topics' of your staff meetings? | s ‘ T |
;". “0 v. | ’« . A‘ ‘! | ) i ,‘\" .
- "' - ) ' ’ /
45.' M’:atkmdsoftramngdoesyou staffneednnst"‘ . ,
N IjLst in order of prlonty i - L 1. . -
A B : . - 2. - _
- ; ‘ . B . | ) .» - : ) . . 3. v -
. ) | . W . /: N ” 4" { " T g:
. 46. Do you belong to any group, or groups, of. people ' L
~ who work with young children?' ~  Yes - No
47. If yes, which group or '4grqups? ’ ‘ ) ‘Association for Child-
O ' ' - hood Education
. _ Nai'l Assoc.. for Educa-
- g . .- | .. tion of Young Children
. Ve i
48. If no, {&rould you waht to become part of such a group?  Yes No T
e ‘ 199 L .
\ 6 ‘ ) ) N e i S ‘ ) .




Ce s

Doyouhave a Board of Duectors, PolJ.cyAdVlSOI'Y
. Camittee, ar other such organizagtion to wtiom you
- Treport” (Ifno,domtaskquesumsso—sll) .
1 50.° If yes,. what is the. group mlled" | '
. - ’
.51, e-Vho makes w the nsxhe.rshlp" (Get h.st of namnes.
B and addresses).

far
-

-

Parents Profezs;a_xals _ Ccmmmr.v e OENEE
. - )
52, How are these members selected? . -
53'.’choftendotheymet7. S
54. matdecmz.msdoarxicantheynwce’ i
. ! ’//
' 55, Are the parents of your chlldren orgamzed in
any 'way? ' (If no, do not ask questions 56-58.)

) 56 ~IE£ yes, ‘how are they _orzjariized? . -
. - V ; ! !r’”‘_‘. .
 57. What do they & as a group? i , ’

/ ,

58.~ Do parénts ever work in your Center?

.59. As Director, are you also responsmle for a group of

children? -
. _ B 7

_ -/
~
Yes No
Yes No
. -

“\
Meetmgs » \ -
Topics 1. |\

2. \

:3. - Y
Yes No v
Yes No



o . . b e
i e . . - . - . 'Y ) .
- ’ o : - .. B
60 If you want adv:.ce, ~“or help with your program ' j/ - "
- who &’ you turn " , S ¥
— Tel . ‘ .' L St
’ Pos:.t:.cn- ' o
: ’ : Tt —_— ~ _
s 61 Vhatha;penstoywrscheduleonbadweaﬂerdays’ R
S ‘ ) ,4 _ . .
- L . cT ' C . - ! )‘_
62. What do you do if a staff member is sick? . .
. . L]
. g2, Gets sick on the job? )
4 - ' . .
. b . : .
.62b.  Gets sick before work and cannot came? ‘ A - ' -
A ‘ ‘ - T ;
63. hat is the staff txirnqvez’? oL _
64’ " vhat is'the average lengt.h of euploynent of i ’ '
' your staff? ° ) )
T 65. Please list for me the most crucia éns you .
. face in providing the kind of. child-care you want
- to provide? -List in order of importance. , 1. .
- : 2. >
- "‘ ¢ 4. ) *
. » ‘ 5. .
. '66. Will you tell me a.bout your budget? .' YL ves No
 67., What is your total mcome for one typ:l.cal month? ' ; ]
| 201+ .
. .
) 8 o




1 o ce General Life and- Health .. ..
='Ze . - -Workmen's Compensation .

4. Plant and Eqmpne.nt .
i . Equipment N
"Educational Equlpnent
o ,Playground Equipment-
- / " Office Equipment
. Autamcbile Equipment
Repairs and Maintenance -

. Total
5 Achm.mstratlve Expenses
Office SLppllc-.s -
L . Travel
™~ N Automotive
~ - Postage '
Other

Total
6. General Experses.
" Educational Supplies
D:Letarv Supplles 0

Lai
Telephohe.
Utilities
Cleaning
* . Linens.*
Other
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1. Capital Bruipment

B, Chairs . . ., . .. 0 0 e e
{:. m. PO P T e e D
p. Disper Changing Tables . . . . . .
Eu mw‘imu « % & % 3 3 2w o #& & » &
F. Soud Movie Projector o . . . .
“"{v Kmmw P I T B I
H, Owrtwad Prbjectdr ™, , . . . » « »
| Wm L vt v s s » »
3 mx&'«l'ﬂ XEer® ., . . . v s o
nq mlf'mm [T TR T T ‘yﬂve‘“‘!
L. Listenirg Stations . ., [ s + « »
u!i : Wima * & w x & % & “w .
. M ﬂwrw N A R A
.@- m “ & & w & ¥ % » s v = s »
l’.»mv’lmr...;.'..,...
ﬁ" Wlm « @ 9w % X & & 9 W & &
D MWW- .« w e e e e s h e a
S, Heatding L . L. 0w e s e s
T. Play Purniture (see learning . . .

materials)

Ii. Languade Dewvelopment
.“L Peabocty Lorspaage Developrent Kits
2., Prereading ;

3, Gooks (Bedd condition) |

»

L

" 2 P T
-

5.!&&&%m.ﬁm1m.. “« . .
1. ‘Dests, Mii;sm, o Tharts,
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B.
1.

2.

3.
4.
5'
6.
7.
g,
9.

C.

1.
2.
1.
‘l
5.
6!

bD.
i.

T

L
"&
5‘
6&
‘?‘

E.

Fine and Gross Motor 'mmuw

Playqxuund Epupment ..o.eleeiiaiaees
mlm 0.‘.‘.00"0.'0"'..0...0.

1’%1“‘ mtim TEEEEEEE R E LN SN .

mm .‘.b.“..“...’...IQ......‘..“‘..‘I
:

WorkboOKS, Kil8, €.C¢ cesers ooosccces

m Ql*.r..ﬂil.!tli.."ll.’....n.‘.i’.

Tests, %lists, Growth Charts, etc.

mr ‘iut, ek ELrBBONIEDOERRASH O RT I Qoo

&m - v’f"wono.ﬁoch!.ooq-to.o..oht\ -

Learning-to-Learn

m!‘ mtﬂ‘l‘ia&lﬁ PP e ENKE B LIRSS CNOO NSRS
Soionoe MACOrials Lo ieeciiernasaenes
m’m; Klm m- PR UPREBROGOG L RE SR SN
m olmuuoundtooo.-o«o--'polbnﬁtl-
Tests, Checklists, Growth Charts, etc.
mt {11$t> U‘ﬁlﬁﬂ‘l.&l..Ib.."ﬁ..h.wl‘

Social -~ Protional

Dress—-gp Clothes, Hats, eti. covseense
HmumUmmmmw e.q., Kitchen type
play equipmen
mtmm *itay QU enssessrosspvscons
m P T Y E I S EE N R R R R R LR
m &tw.bo‘vtt.o*-otnn«‘t&nulu-but-'Ouo
Tests, Checklists, Growth Charts, etc.
mﬂ{l“t,) F A X T T

(‘m anl other mmrwls zyt othotwise

identified.

I11. MM Supplies

A

I.
2.
3.
4.

Pmr

CGNSENICEILNE . svessstirvscssinnsnonne

m S Y T R R R R R R R R A g
”m P e AN E T R T R R E R R N o g
m! {;ul‘gt} P T TR TR R A N R

Art Media

ta-vlu‘wlihnb.ntqthwnob«bt'vthout&

Clay
Paint, Tepera, Chalk, Finger Paint ..
W .bbtum.wobbc&«'nhontn&udd-.-at

mw sn'tﬁtc‘lamw‘t‘n»ii»ont'tn‘w»ltbtocc&
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oW .

1.
2.

4.

5.

Title: Director, Teacher, Teacher Alde, Lead Twacher, Other
Sex:

- Ages | ' .
matiml &nckgrmrd: Grade Campleted: *
High School Gradwate ) )
G.E.D. Equivalent
Technical School _
College IT'=2Z=3-%
College cm:aw- Major
Advanced Work: Subject:
Avanced: Degree Major: .
' Other trhinirqz mmé",—:“"’
-Institutes .
. Short Courses
Supplesentary Training
Date hired in present position .
-
L}
207 .
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DAY CARE STAF. INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

L

1. what is t.he purpoae of your Center? In your own words?
C-v-\ -

2. ihat are the cbjectives for the children? what should. children learn .
;n your Center? ’ ,

»

-

3. what do you <o to help children attain these cbjectives? .

A sttt bt o

”

-

* i » .
4. How do you tell if chiidren are leaming, doveloping, or growing in
. your Center?

e

5. What records are you responsible for keeping on the children with
whom you work? ‘ ‘

-

208




Is

‘6. What do you do if a child misbehaves?

' ‘

»

-

7. what do you do if one of your children gets sick?

W L N ﬂmtdbyoudov#mad:iidwiumteat,ormuyeatspartofhis food?

ES

< ™~

', .9 what do you do when a child gets hurt?
p9a. Minor injury? e.g., a &ut knee? ’

% - -

9. Mjcrvinjm:y bo"l:raad. eye, brdneanw for example?

-

1.
3* - ) ’ . g ) :
‘o ) ) . * '

10. What-do your children like to do most?

11 wWhat do your children like tndo least?
1. ~ . _
L o

o .. ™ ana




13.
14.

15.

16,

17,

18.

19.

20,

What growp do yoix mrk‘wid:? .

How many are in your group?

Doyoumﬁc with another adult? N
deoyouplanforméﬂungsyoudowithﬂxemldrm? R

wmturdsaftoys gares, bwks,equigmt,ormbenﬁlsmuldyou .
like to have f ymrwcrkthhdﬂ.ldmnﬂatymdomtnwhave?

. I.ist in order of priority. .
r. ,
2.
3. .
4. “ " . - ’ e *
what is the best part of your job?
What is the worst part of your job?
o . "*'

Wxatkirdaoftraixungvmxmywnketo
Phatdoyouneedtohmmfeab&ut? or.
to do? ustintwﬂ:onietofmed

1. ) . . -7 * N ) -
2. N " ' ~
3 —— : “\
‘o ) - ) > R . )
;-*' 5’. . -‘ - i N ' o
6. . o
ﬁmdwsycwstaffqattnqeﬂer? ] . _ -

R:atdaasymxrsmfftalkabmxtmmymmttaqeﬁar? o
'mpim. , o

2. -
3,
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23. Describe a typical day in your work schedule?

do you fc:&? | ‘ How many do you care for?
mtdoyoufi to do for your job outside of reqular hoursg?

- H

M

.+ 24 Descrive a typical day for the childrend (Use Daily Schedule Form)
‘what time do they leave? o ‘
when do they eat? o - R

when do they rest?
ﬁtmdotheygommoors?

ﬂathappmsmhadwaﬂmrd&ys? ‘.' .
N3 * .
. : 1
- k]
25, what do you do ifivouareqiék,’or‘m'tm’bo wark?
. * B ’ ' ’ . ’ v
. 1

‘26.‘.ﬁnta)_cmymxplaceif_youazesid:.orcan'tmtomﬂc?

'
i .o -

©27. Do the children atch T.V.2 .Yes. No
g |

e
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. . S

L ‘{ . v . » ,_,. al
‘2&. ¥ Ya, what programe do they watch?

’ of
v N v“‘ “.\ ‘.
. ;-
o ‘ o o 4 ,._.’—-»"“”’/‘“Ml ‘
. 29. Do you take field trips? Yes N _
30. If Yes, what kmu taken? AR
. " ‘ . . . .
. ' : .
M * - ——— . ’ .
RS 4 . -~
v
. i v M )
: . o
M 4 . \:" #*
\ LY ’
% . - \". 4
; > )
¢
o
| / h EV - ,
,
. 212 -
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2. }bdnm\ymbersareonyourboard?
3. OfmeboardnmrberstnﬂmmyarepaxentsofduldrensewedintheCmter?
" 4. vm::f.tendoes,theboardmet? ‘ o _' : oL .
- Once per woek. = A g o S ’ o ' .
Once per month. : .
. “Once per quarter. - = - .
‘Only on call. .
5. 1Is there a list ofBoardduues? Yes ____ No_
? | "‘(Cbtainacopy) L N |
6. 'Is there a set of Policigs and Prooedure,a' for the Hoard? (By-.-ms.
.Qmstitution) Yes : ;&. (Cbtain a copy.) .
7. 'Do you, asaaoard, hireﬁxeoirecmr? Yes Mnt ctiteriaareused?)
o o v No..__._’-
- B Doyou,,as a Board, hire s‘taff‘? Yes .(Wmt criteria?)
. No_'_» _ -
"9.~matist.!~epurposeofyour.p:cgram? Pleasemqymramwords
., %-
I’ . | I
. * | T~ .
. »'/“
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. -“' AT k - N ‘: . -

. ¢ N —— E ”’1
Rk . . hd : o ' ~ ! v
Coae 10, What is your own personal assessment of how well your Center is .
T . meeting the objectlva for wh:.ch it was deslgned? - .o

L Outstanding N
. Moderately weli' C _ . .
Poorly .
Not at all

11. What problens does yom: program encmmter that keeps you from beihg
an outstanding progra . oo .
a. Financial? , S
b. Staffing? .. . e
Y c. Recruiting clierits? -
\ . d. Developing program? . = . . .

M2, mtsmgestlgnsmuldyoulﬁcewmmﬂmewMﬁmdpmgrm
1iketﬂ)§:one.w1th whichyouare involved? o S

. L
*
e ,
‘ 4
EXY
b
»
S
RN
- ¥
DS
. 'Y .
§ -
LY
? 2 »
By . . )
Tt
& .
\ . .
RY o ) .
1) .
. ¢
S’ & e )
~ . ’
o -
€
L3
.
.
¥ ¢
-
.
S
-
- . .
' - LN -
v
.
v
. 1 .
: A » . N . B
* » ' * N ' . -
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. . . . .

";'nismmxmsrm
- o . . L T ) . . I‘

'Ihis form. of evaluat.mn is based on the general contept that a "good" day’
care center will generate a high level of mvolvanent on the part of the
children involved. .

)

\ LS

'.

' wWhen judging mvolvement, the recorder wxll use such criteria as visual
‘attention, body p051t1m, extraneous mvemnt, and ob*nous magprcpnabe
behavior. | \

’ Deflmtlcns of Involvauent N A
1.” Count a child as mvolved 1f when you 1ook at ‘him at any three nd.nyt{e
perio® scan he is showing: . : ‘
a. E.Yesareonﬂmet.ask thedirectxmglvm,theadult,thestozy—
- teller, etew :
b. Intense concentration, e.g., fm:‘rcued brow, bitten lip, tongue’
. between teeth, signs of tense or jntense.motor effort, sits .
' ﬁorwaxﬂmc}mr,mkeslipmvwentswithspeakerorreader e
. e. Moderate condentration, e.g., is attending but fidgety, is
mmtanlydivertedbutmtsee]dmtoleaveﬂ\etask

2. Do not tthectuldasinvolvedzf\menyoulo&athm&zrinq
. the three ute scan he is:
a. Talkingwithanpﬂmerctuldhtmtheadultissayingmﬂung
-+ to him or the group;
b. fingering &Jwtswwtadmﬂemkatm
c. waaderingarmn}therounwiﬂbutappamtgoal
d. watdxmgtheact:.vitiesofoﬂ\exs butmtengagedinanytask

of his own: : . ,’~”

At

e

e, pxdts tpandputsthingsdam : -
f. sitting passively; .
g. staring :mtn space; ‘
h. crying: ' ~ S
i. molesting another child, . ' b

4
.'meprwsofreoo:dingthesedatazsasfollows

rrrr

Z. xecurderwxllfudaqoodvantaqepointﬁatmnnot
’ mterfere with the activities of the dﬁ.ldzen .

215
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[ 4

3. 'Ihe adult mll not mvolve the recorder in any act:.v:l.ties. o ‘
4. Durmg the one hour time penoa the mvolvenent count will be ma.de
' e\,ery .three minutes. . . . v .
. - 5, Evezy three rm.nutes the recorder-will sweep the roam from left to
0 | r:.ght and count those ¢hildren not involved in the lesson .
; f 6. The poss:.ble number of chJ.ldren mvolved, the actual nurber involved
‘ : and the per cent of inwolverent are all entered on the’ time sheet at
- the. app'mpriate tme

' [‘ 7 Per cent is flgured usmg the pfovuied ccnputer ‘sheet and entered
- on the qraph paper. . : . o .
. ‘ [ . R ,
R 1| w
O . -

T - - 2186 .
¢ o . oy




0

Schedule .

"’ possible

Engaged
" Per. Cent -

."‘

" DAY, CARE CENTER INVOLVEMENT CHECK

‘,,,..

_;)/ ‘

v

Code name of center -

Activity

e v

45

148

51

54

57

- (60
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0 . . K .
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: PmGRAM‘stﬁR\'n\T‘I'a\ilmi& SUCEDENCETE S E \

,‘ .,Data for /thls form'’ should be gathered durmg the entlre time. a Reviewer
“#is7in the Center', but they must be based on at"least 45 minutes of direct - _
-.-*observat:.on If- there are- three different groups "of children the Rev1emer St
3 should spénd 15 minutes cbserving each of the-three groups. . Iif there-are
two groups of ‘children the Reviewer should Spllt the time for each group* .
.by one-half (22% minutes each) . If there is only one ga:oup the entJ.re 45 ot
mmutes should be spent observmg that group . S LT e

Whe) 'ver you are unable to observe the particular actlrvn.ty simply: K. the S ,
-/N.A.. (not observed).colum. / If you cbserve an activity and mark a. segatlve Lo
- response please tqﬁto remenber the event- and put down the’ anecdote.\ Give ;-‘:- L
_examples for any negative: data partlcularly and for any pGSltlve data ‘that.’
‘'you, feel needs to be pomted out. ‘Obs. ‘I, II, and III means the fJ.rst 3 7~

o observatlon penods of 15 mmutes each.' , :
" e " Obs. : TalIy

Y E T ;Dur'.mg the observatlon perlods count the nun'be.r I e S A
|1 of p051t1ve ooxm‘ents made: by -any adult pr esent - . IT |- , R A
_to-any C:hlld .or gmup,of chlld.ren . III R
'," . 24, Coun the ruzrber of negatlve, or’ corre‘btlve, - I"l‘ T oL ' !
: -+ comments made: ‘byany-adult present to. any " R & O DU SRR
N _}chlld or group of chlldren R . . III.| , - R i
T e Per_ Cent ‘ 1o
3. Total the total nun'ber of adult-chJ.ld inter- I et .
.~ actions noted in 1 and 2 above: and d1v1de the IT | I . o
: -:;posmlve comnents by the total nunber g o IIT T R
S . IN.A. - Yes No
- 4, In your est:unat.lon were the act1v1t1es engaged I .
'~ .'in during your observation preplanned’> .bid- .11 |-
. there appear to. be a purpose for the act1v1t1es’> NI .
ET 2 ¢ . . . ¢
e da. Were materials and equlpment readlly . | .
A - _ avallable and in the right place? : CIT BE - s I
: IIX v - . .
. 4b. Was thexge a written plan that the adult(s) ‘1. -
© . .was ‘following?. ... - : I - ‘
S ‘ . ' S IITIT ‘ .. ;
R (- Dld there appear 4o be a purpose for the PR 1 . . b
. ‘ac®vities? Could you tell what the ™ . IT R
: ‘chlldren were supposed to learn’> : g IITf e o e
.. 5., In your estlmatloa did the adults you observed . T ot I
s ' appeared enthusiasti about their tasks and IT. | - I -
= - the children? . o IIT| ’ . 3
’ - e
. 2 18 ) : ~_
N X

B I




Obs. N.A. Yes No

* 6. In your cbserwations of the activities digseach child I
' wtan::pmrtmxtytommpﬂatethemten‘iﬁfanswer IX
' . questions, ask questions? ) ‘ 11T
Y D:td you cbserve an adult giving particular help, atten- X
g ion, or support to a child who was having difficulty I
. 4' u:.th an activity? I1I
“. 8. Didyw’absemdxildrehmﬂdnginsmllgrapsof" 1
“tw0 to five children during activity periods? II
° . ) 111
9. The adults that you cbserved were responsive to the 1
children, answered questions, and interacted with II
the _dxildren without having to daminate? I
10. Did you coserve an adult helping children learn how 1
to use and care for books, toys, games, blocks, or 11 4
any leaming or play materials? 11X
11. Did you cbserve the adults interacting with the I
children on the playgromd, "i.e., playing with them? 11
, C 11X
-~ 12a. Did the adults eat the same food as the children? I
e , \ 11
- : , mn
12b. Did the adults tdik with the children during 4
 mealtime? ‘ II
’ 111
12c. Did the adults sit down with the children at . ¢
: mealtime? 11 "
. , ‘ 111
13. Is one adult responsible for onme group of children 1
" for the major part of the day? . II
. IIT s
Ya. Didyouobsemagmwofdﬂldrmandmeormm I
adults changing from one activity to another? 11
' IIX
l14a. If 14 was ves, did you cbserse that the transi- I
tion was managed well with little lost time or o 20N )
R interest among the children? IIX
15. Did you observe that the adults appear to be alert = I
to all children for whom they are responsible? B & NN
I1:
15a. Did you cbserve adults anticipating possible I —
difficulties and acting to prevent altercations 11
or problem-causing behavior? 111
' | 219
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*

15b. Did you cbserve adults changing activities when
15d. Do you think that the adults y U cbserved Jmew
what each of their children was doing most of

the time?

‘16. In your judgement do you believe that the adults you

cbserved provided models for good language development?
. .

17. In your judgement do you believe that the activities
eagagedinbytted&ildra:uerecmsistentwiﬁathe
cbjectives of the Center? ‘

*

18..- bid you cbserve that ci.ildren had an opportunity to
choose from ameng a variety of possible activities?

v 11T

19. Did you cbserve adults touching, embracing, or holding I
children to demonstrate affection? = - 11

III
20.»'Didyouabaemﬂ1atddldrmappearedtobeeager I
to initiate activities? 1I
I1X
General
21. List the activities you chbserved.-

Cbservation I: Activity:

Materials:

Observation II: Activity:

Materials:

H
Cbservation III: Activity:

Marerials:

220 -
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22. Did you cbserve displays of children's work?

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

22a. How much? ‘
’
22b. what? List examples.

o

»

Did you ahserve that the adults valued silence among the children?

Did you cbserve that the Center was conducted on an informal basis,
i.e., it was not nm on a'rigid schedule?

-

Does the Center have adequate Capital Equipment (see inventory) for
the number of children served? ‘

Does the Center have adequate Learning Materials (see inventory) for
the muvber of children served? . '

Does the Center -ave adequate Expendable Supplies (see inmto:ry) for
the nurber of children served? .

221
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1. Please rate, frunynzroampointof view, ﬂ:édegreemofcoq:eratia:x, :
= received by you fram the Center Director and staff in the conduct of
- . ) R - . M N

2. If you rate the Center ‘staff as either Totally or Moderately Obstructive,
please give examples and any reasans that you can ascertain. . ‘

Examples: o . .

-

3. Please rank your overall impression of-the strengths of the Center. )
Rank each item from 1 (greatest strength) to 14-(weakesi part of Center).
> Rank all items. Evaluation of Program : ‘
Program for Children (Curriculum
Leadership of Director
Qualifications of Staff
‘ 1 Plant '
Learning Materials (Adequacy,
Variety, Use)
- . : Attitude of Staff “w
‘ —_ Supplies (Adequacy & Variety)
Adult-Child Interaction
~ . Parent Involvement
‘ Interest of Children
" 7 Organization .
Nutrition : o
Medical Services

222




g.
. o | | . y o )
4. If you needed day care services for your own children would you want \'
them to be enrolled in this Center? i \
. 5. Ifyonianswered"m"j;o4,pieasenakeastatemhtocﬁcemingymx’” o
reasans. ' - ' . o ‘ -
*

P Pieasecircleﬂmémrd_crptmasesudﬁdu'bestdescribeyominpﬁ@simbf
e * each aspect of the Center's operation (6-17) based on the data'you have
v . gathered. Be sure to.circle ane or more words but if you have ancther

‘word that better describes your impression - add it!
6. The Program for Children

Rl _
goai directed - unfocused
structured - loose C
benign . - helpful
- systematic - chaotic . x
Coments; '
Exarples:
1 k A
7. Evaluation
Present - Absent
Camplete - Piecemeal
Subjective - Objective
Nurerical - Anecdotal
Caments:
Examples:

223
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.1

9. Interest of Children

-

Vigorous
- Consistent
Partial

-~

Exarples:

. .
ot

Ty
., -

: 10 Parent Involvement

W I S, Strong
‘ Cold
Scarce

Comments:

o

Lt

t

Present

Warm
Frequent



... Detached

Negafive
Productive

Ocments:'

S o

. o “\.\_:. L) 1
’ ‘ "s\ - . ) »- . - v
= L ’ —
s Exanpl&s- *
. 11. Adult~Child Interaction B | -
3 LT o o e :
. Loving © - Distant

Involved
Positive
Pointless

: ;Exanples: ‘ -
12. Supplies
o " Rich - Poor
Scarce.’ - Plentiful
- Ancient - Modern
[
Caments:
= - * f ;
M&:

13. Attitude of Staff

Cl!-ﬂs}" ' -

" Laconic

Vigorcus -
; Careless - - Thowghtful . .
) . - Warm - cod.
: " Prepared ; - - Lackadaisical
Ignorant - Informed

Skillful
32 o ,




11. Ie'ar'r.ﬁ“.ngklhteria]s S e

g
g

Qe 15. Physical Plant

Ugly _ _ - Pretty

L Inadequate - Adequate S
- . Extraordinary = - Normal R : .
o . Spacious - Cramped . T

Cluttered -  Neat

‘ Ckean © - . Dirty

| - Exanples: h .

) _ . & r.,-
226




' .
N ,‘ ‘, ) . ’ - < 5 -
16. ' Overall Qualifications -of Staff .
- o oo ) min.’us L. . - R Plus : -
KS , *  adequate = inadequate B
Examples: . * - ’
- ' ¢ . .
- . ~ o
. 17." Leadership of the Director o L .
| | facilitative - . obstructive’ o .
oo anthoritarian * = 7 democratic - -
P . . : LY
< Comments: ]
e T .
“ S Bemples: © :
. .. N h ) w
1 d -
: L]
~ ./ . . N ' ‘
. r '
‘ : 34 . o )
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NN .
I.J.oensed Capac:.ty (number)"

Current Enrollment
mll t:.me (nunber)
Part time (nmbgr)

ﬁuilding R
.1 (one) stofy ‘ _ﬂ.____M“
i (two) story |
* Block Constﬁx:tion D
Frame (;onstruction" |
. Mixed C_onstré.cdo (explain) ‘ L

4.

 Square Footage

Doors - d\lstance from fa'rt.hes't point
| ~ Obstructions? :

| I.oé:.kingdevicesl on door. (number)
A Panic Hardware - |

‘ Wi.ndows
.Helght frcm floor . _ ‘
Egress opemnq (square footaqe) "‘ A~

F—

Easily opened”
-~

'8creens,BurglarBars-dotheydrcpto
- gromd or at:tached tow:l.rﬂow frame

. 228
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.
.

o . . .
: . [P
N ' - -
~Prevention - < - ___ . \

A hy R \

~

} . | , L
"Please draw a rough diagram lndlcatmg waIls doors, windows, corrldors, kltclm
and ::estms::ms Y - _ R .

. i
L] ".
* . J -
- .
. \
. .2 . 4
- o8, 1]
Y . \
- - } . . . <
i -
. 3 . .
- L8 .
- ) -~ »
] . . .
. " 3 -
>

. N " v -
- - ‘F W ty .
. e P . 4,"( . Ly . :
-Additional Comments: . . o . L 5
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. N .
.
, , -
“ 3
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o - » - ‘v“,
-
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 FIRE STANDARDS FOR EDUCATIONAL OCCUPANCIES

LN

(Background material of interest for evaluators) -

P : -, . .
Definition of Educational Occupancies

(A) Six or more persons

-

(B) Includes_nursery schools,

. /\ . q

 Oc¢upant Load - . . - ‘

o : “ ) Coe < '
One person for each 35 square feet .of net area. (do not

- include"hallwaﬁs, lockers, laundry,_furnace rooms, and
iy - . s . .. :

area of kitchen occupied by stationary:equipment)

Exitibetails ) . o : . o "-

-

= (A) Every floor, sectlon or room thereof cons1dered separately
- A shall have exits suff1c1en+ to proVLde for the capacity
N (see occupant load defrnltronﬂabove). o :Y_‘v.—~J
“4B) Every room or space with a-capacity of over 50 persons/,~\;
® - ‘ : : . ' . oo K ,
or over 1,000 square feet in area shall have at least

~ -

two doorways as remote from each other as practlcal.

Such doorways shall prov1de acfess to separate exits,. but )

-,

where egress 1s through corridors may open upon a common

"{ﬁx\corrldor lead1ng to separate ex1ts 1n oppos1te d1rectlon._

Travel»Distances
Travel d1stance to any ex1t from any part shall not
exceed 200 feet excep* in open gicn oY flexible plan

‘buildings it may be 150 feet. ' . » t.
» _

-.“‘ | _ - N~ !

3 | g o : "2:;0




&

‘ Access~fo Exi4s -

(a) Any corridor shali not be less than 6 feet.wxde 1n-

L)

Y

the clear.

si" h' (B) ‘Doors whlch sw1ng 1nto an exlt ac—~ss corrldor shall
b be recessed, 1f not recessed they shall open 180
degrees to stOp aglnst the wall. L

i

(C) No dead—end corrldor shall extend more than 20 feet

.beyond an exit. - - | -

Doors . . s A I k

(a) nly one locking device shall be permltted.

(B) Any door subject to use’ by 100 or more persons shall be =

- »

Operated by bars or panlc hardware. Less thah\loo may

uss the knob 0perated lock but w1th no way for locklng o

egress.:“
Signs : '.1 | | td
. ‘ . Signs must designate exits or path of travel to themad VT
) e .. . . . .
‘Windows I | - - T
kA{; Except in bulldlngs w1th a complete sprlnkler protectlon
| ‘system every room- subject to student occupancy unless it
has a door 1ead1ng d1rectly outsxde shall have at 1east
.one w1ndow for rescue and ventllatlon.' | >
(B) Storm.wrndows, screws or burglar guards nust'be providea.' ’

with qrick opening device from the inside and arranged -

T L

so they will not drop to the ground.

¥

(c) Window opernings must he 5 foot square and not more‘than
." 32" above the floor. .

231"
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’ . v,‘:* i ] .-' 5
A - i [ :' o I. . l. ] - o . - . ‘_- v"'"_._.l
‘f'AM-VFlre Alarm System ’; o T e R ’
SRR S <+ Must be prov1ded in every educatlonal bulldlng. e '-n'u
J' {deutomatlc Sprlnkler Protectlon S g' | 7,.- e

(a) Every portlon of educatlonal bulldlng below the

;floor of exit discharge shall have this system.
(B) 'Any f1ex1ble plan bulldlng 1nowh1ch travel d1stance i} :
oo T o exceeds lSO feet or any open plan bulldlng where :,':' "lyf
,',- ' : travel d1stance to ex1ts exceeds lOO feet snall.have . “ﬁ}
) " this system. U, T e
~ i - < . . - ".' . /: L. . . . R .‘ i . »‘a N
e - ot . ¢ .
s . iHazardous~Areas N 4fifl,5£;.“_f_ _ S B S
- : . “- ’ . . ; : o ‘ i' - - .(- -. o v . ‘,A
Co e Areas used for general storage, furnace rboms, laun- .7 ;-
dries and kltchens shall have a self clos1ng flre‘ -
e ' door, or the area must be- prov1ded w1th ‘a sprlnkler o &_f
. - .. . - Coee
. systemcm If'the hazard is severe, both the door and L
2t ot . . e e . ; . .
. ~sprinkler system may be-requlred.. ' SRR : -
.', ' s * : - . b e . e
Speclal Prov1s1ons " lf- e .Z :* ’ ; A
’ Room used for klndergarten or lst grade pupllé shall - ;
5 not be located above or below the floor of exlt
N .t - . . ~ -
v d1scharge (ground floor) ' .
¢ Y os
B ki
t ’ g " . N . ¢ s o
. ~ ' - ! T : o .
- " : - : . N
L. . . : .',“ .
¢ : .ol ;o “h . ’ Lo




Yes

Misc.

Covered
Spoiled Ivems
Food stored off Floor

| Pessoveel |
| Germral cleanliness
| Mealth Cards of innoculations

Food i prent
Clean to sight and touch
Out of childrens' reach
Mw&n safe
i steassher

Describe Kitchen:

. ouid

Transported

it wo, itv handling & storage’
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Public sewer
Septic . tank
§ Toilet Facilities
Whter carriers (rpber) \x

Basings (nuber)

Hand Washing Facilities
Soap
Towe 18 ttytpe);",'. ”
Basins (nurber) .

Garbasge Dimposal
Mettod

. Clean comtainers

Wmn Crrstrol .
Fresent
Severs

]

Describe housekesping twalls, floors, clutter, storage} with specific ‘exarples.

| | 234

41




»
T
APPENDIX TV
i
DIRECTORS FEPORT ON DAY CARE REVIEWING TEAM




Dedf‘nly Care Center Director:

DIRECTOR'S REPORT ON DAY CARE REVIEWING TEAM

-

Please take a few moments to complete this report so that

we may be able to assess the effectiveness of the Day Care Review
Team that has recently interviewed you and your staff and observed
in your Center. : : ‘

1.

2.

5.

““§i—If you answered "no” to $5 please explain:

Did the Review team see your Center at it's best? Yes No__

If you answered "no" to #1 please explain?

Was the Review team courteous and‘ré!pectful of you, your staft
and the children? Yes _ ___ ¥o .

If you ansvered "no” to #3 please gxplaine

Did the Review team give you ample opportunities to explain you
program and the operation of your Center? ' Yes - No "
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7. Please rank the strengths of your Center based on your o
knowledge of the Center. Rank each item from the weakest (1)
- part ot the program to th@ strongest part (12). Rank each iten.,

Evaluation of Program

Program for Children {(curriculum)
. ‘Leadership of Director .
’ Qualifications of Staff

Physical Plant ..
) ‘ Learning Materials (adequacy, variety. and use)
Attitude of Staff
Supplies .
Adult-Child Interaction ]
arent Involvement
Interest of Children .
Organization ,
Other {Name: , ‘ )

.

"E. Please rank tha ptnbiems you have in running your Center from -
most urgent and pressing (1) to the least nrqent. pmssinq (12}

Obtaining medical or psycholoqical servicas for
children in need.
Maintaining Center at full enrollment. e
“Having enough space for all children who wish to nnxoh
Training Staff.
Developing the Program for Childrnn
Recruiting qualified staff R |
Meeting Fire Regulations
Meeting Welfare Regulations
Meeting Health Regulations
Inadequate Financing
“Evaluating Progress of Children
— . Providing uell-balunceﬁ nnals and snacks.

9. Please aakg any sugqestions that you wish to have cbnsidetnd .
~ in making plans for the care of jyung children in the Stnte ot‘
. w West Vitgiﬂil. - - > :

- v ®

for your eoopetitionu
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