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/ The Industn1a1 Revolution carie 1ate 1o Tﬁxasl - S frontnen 1mage npt wathstandang, as, the. north-
'mmssm&fmnawwmwmﬂymmlma - n,'-aﬁwnﬂuﬁbmm1mmgmwhhm as Taboy”
‘Urbanized state has been-swift, and until the mid-~ - . costs grew, as work stonpages increased, as: takes
. sixties sonewhat haphazard, During the sixties, " skyrocketed, as fuel fo run factories became dear, |
n%m&mmwmwwmwmmMMMw“ hmmmeMMmWWmmnM
j/. industry to the state. The recruitment of . andustry o~ e
* " industry is premised on diversifying the st te s . SR : o
- economy- and 1’ basgg/on such fagtors as existing. : The features JUSt becomnng known nthe 3
;mmnw,umwwmuM,mﬂastuﬁ,nd o nﬂws%wmanmmmwfmtmtm eventies, -
.the Tabor base o N Texas' "Wide open spaces" have Tured cramped
- ’ - industry in need of room to expand A booming
The ecnsion maknng p ocess on the: part - ~ petrochemical industry offered money resérves for-
fOHMMNWMmmMSWMN%Mﬂmw - emmmeMmmmnWMmmmwmd
- 1s.long mewﬁnmz wmgmwwswemw“‘_-‘ mMSOMNmaMtMCmtwlwmgmstn-~‘
-mmmemummmmnm , | Vwmummﬁwmmms ‘,,-
-~ "costs versus the benefits of such-a move, Whers - R
a4 the best existing markets and what isthe - . - K Taxes on 1ndustny are. appnecaab ) lowen
~potential market? Are the raw materials ecessary - land is readily available and'the.cost per acy
10" production readily ava11ab1e? Do existing - ~is substantially reduced. A network of fine
- transportation facilities give ready access to ©highways, new airgorts and ample port’ facahtns ,‘
markets? What percentage of ‘industries' profit = * has reduced the time and cost 8f transportation::
E¢WHHMMMHmﬂBaMWMMr n)‘-~WﬂmwwmmNMMWNMmmm
- .pool available? Basically, where will the profit - expanding markets of the Sunbeht The ‘state's
- made exceed by the greatest percentage the cost = labor force {5 Targe and young and becoming more
uJMWmaMMNmMﬂ 5 o ofboth, Mmﬁmmmwﬂwmww
: - ST ey iF any, desmzae deft unfifled. for S
I “\; - B sagnafncant 1ength of tme )
WHAT-TEXAS“HAS‘TO OFFER.l S | N
kumhﬁmuwmmwmmm S R

| "recnunt new industry -into Texas and to encourage’
“existing industry to expand, Texas has begin to -
receive.national attention for the posntnve aspects_i. | Lo
v,ﬁﬂwmmuaMMWﬁwmmm hm AP E R S
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. The basrc factors 1nuo]ved in the cost of goods .

: 1nclude construction-costs, Tand prices and capttal |
acquisition, . These costs, while high, may()

~amortized over the Tength of the mortgage, \Other
than the cost of raw materials, the single largest

< o5t to the hanufacturer, and thus to the consumer,

| ts that of 1abor o

,u;lewMammemmeyWMm
- They include capital invested per empToyee in many-
facturtng, employee welfare, legally requtred pay--
ments, trainingcosts and pay .for®me not Worked,
-whether that be vacations , excused absencesor /
[z‘non occupattonal 1njury or 111ness

In August 1975 the Conference Baard in

EMHMMMMHNMMMMMMWM1M"“ 

- entitled Capital Invested, In Nanufacturing. Using
1972 data from the Bureau of [abor Statistics, the .
- Internal Revenue §

| 1t Was’ stated that™

..the total capital invested

~in manufacthrtng establtshments 1nc1ud1ng factory 3
: butldangs mach&:&ry and equipment, plus inventory

and cash on hand;Mamounted to $603 billion by. the-

“The report went on to say that capital invested per

production worker averaged $43,194. [See Table | for',

-+ individual industry figures.] While these figures

are appltcable only to start-up costs, it is. srgntft
-mmﬁtme#m4%&th2memmwlmwum

per production worker increased at an average annua1~-..

“raté of 8.9 percent. Regent:Texas Industyfal
 Comission figures for three plants engaged in

 divergent types’of manufacturing show per emptoyee' L

a\ L

.;ﬂtnvestment, rangtng from $20,000 to' $60 000,

1o February, 1976 hhe CentrJ Power and Ltght
-.Company of Corpus Chrtstt released: figures corcerning
. the aforementioned addtttonal factors concerned wrth
MR st |
~-IZIIJ}:

mmmwwmmmmm;~

v

—

Central Power & Ltght
Lorpus Christi

f/.

In order to document the costs for trarntng

- of productton work employees, the Texas. Industrtah'

B IS

end of 1972, or-an average of $31,50 per employee."

' ". ‘ﬁ;

!

“time and cost by 1ndustry IRT .
| I Survey | |
(complete survey Table It 1n appendlces)

| | Tratntng '_. | Ttme to ]\

| slost 0 _Traip

v nppa‘ret‘ “ $1 81,81 *, 2 vesls
‘-E]ectrom s OB e
) "‘n Médical and Surgtca] - S ’
Supp]tes - 93, 33 olweeks‘ -

" . -.‘ N . " b B o 0 N .

. ! . "' —‘. ’ ! . . .
. R , . . . ""' B P
;tmqﬁeaeeﬁwmﬁu“rrhvwfgn’uxmvrmafaav:’

o Industry

r

Comnission conducted survey [See Table I1] of

The following

- 1976 - |
CCostto  Amual st
Company  Per fmployee
moloyee Welfare: -+ S44045 § 1800
Logal e Required
3 Payments ;]’8325]22 - 778.9%
rwwwmwm tt:a -
Norked LR 1488
L Mtsceltaneous .u o c " .
(incldes traivinglsy 49,404 S 3
d ”‘Total Emptoyee AR d N
Bty :'$1o~,ooz,;zs4 RO
r . ' /’

160 industries falling wrthan three major Standard ”
Tndustrial Classification codes. |
“fable. 1nd1cates the per productton workeretratntngn?

tr"‘



| Nhat aH the ftgures say, ustng the three‘
g industriés surveyed by TIC 1s-that on an average

. a mafufacturer will {nvest between $19,100.03 and
> $47,316.53 per production worker durtng_the first
"~ year, on the-basis- of-tapital invested per pro-
 duction worker, benefits and train ning. costs, " For

example, an appare] manufacturer with twenty pro-

~ duction workers will ipfest 362, 00060 during
smnmmWMManﬂeW'“

per emp]oyee

Wiile these ftgures may seem staggertng (they

i'ido not include wages), a portion may be defrayed over -
tMMmHMw@nBMHWmean.
‘.of the invéstment 45 in buildings-and machinery, it - -

15 also true that the company would vecoup. none of
-Jts-Hvestnent were it not for {ts-investnent i ina-
~ trained Tabor force. Labor product1v1ty isan
offsetting factor to the high rate of 1nvestment
i capttal 1ntens1ve 1ndustry -

. ‘f.'iﬁ‘f" S

s manufacturer with- -_-;.l.ﬂ'
Ats 20. productton workeps will 1nvest $946 330 60

"LABORPRODUCTIVITY ,.“.?i' L

\‘The Dtct1onary of Economtcs and Business
dﬁm%lwwpffawuyw“ ..the amount of

Tpmmmmnmwwmﬂwmnmmﬂ

- Two factors are used to measure Jabor product1v1ty
. The first-is value added by manufacturé DEF pro- -

duction worker, which is measured- by dividing.-the .

“hﬂmaﬁmbymmhdweWtManrﬁpm-

- duction workers,
‘added per production‘worker per wage dollar and
1s determined by dividing the value added by manu-
tummbymeUMwMMrmms .qw

The" second factor is the value .

Accordtng to the U.S.: Bureau of the Census,

l ,.fDepartment of Comerce, in the 1972 Census of
- Manufactures, the U.S. average for valte added -
* by manufacture per production worker was $25, 554,00,
. In Texas, $29,638.00 was the value added by many-
- facture per production worker, a creditable 15.9%
above the national averagey giving Texas a.9th
g place ranktng among the states |

mwmwﬁmﬂmﬁhMWRMﬁ'

. 3workers added $4.07 to. the value of the products
. they-make for every dollar they are paid, The

", mational- average. for value added per productton
. vorker ger wage dollar was $3.%5.

U51ng the apparel 1ndustry as an. example, o

‘;land based anly on the difference between capital

invested per production worker in 1972 and the

value added by manufacture,per production worker,

. eagh product1on worker in Texas' returned §16,638,00

* more than was invested in that same. employee |
-QmmthfwﬂyurMommnm

ﬂ,kmh@m&ﬁMmeNme'
1.‘1obv1ous drawthg card to out-of state 1ndustry It .

0
]

.l
| z}h
. . . A . “.- ".‘.jl
. “\:- ot .



e -“THE "CHA’NGI‘NG T O T 1o ‘LABOR: Fbkcs L

mwaewwmdmntMsM%r&eﬂpm@ﬂWﬂy -.iInw% mwemmlwlmmfwewwlm o
wwwbemhudeMMemmnmmeMnme‘v *m;-wmnthsumspwmkawmdee L
state's Tabor force, bit this i, tn fact, not the ,@yameNWMde%nmemsf”;
A case, What s surprising is that the Texas labor % Bustness: Review, published by the Unfversity of Texas' -
%meMsmmwdmhlwdofmmeNWwMM g wmwofMﬂmanwmhcHowwshmuﬂs
undergoing dramatic change g™y JP indicating that by 1980 there will be only .5,
o o LI <+ Ten pér 100 vomen-in the papulation, | Census-estinates
- ~‘, *_1mmnmmmmmmmMmumu -
S, fpoulation gain from 19701975, - Projections  show
’ g ﬂ'fwmthtW1%mTuuwmmwﬂlmmwowr‘t;
L B ng.,;,ﬁ - 6,500,000, Hhile the fmpact on the state's economy -
B o ,‘duuﬁwmnmmmmwmnmmwmmwgf"
e S o s the dramdtic dnceease An the number of woen -
Y e S enterdng the Yabor. forge ! very cettainly have . ©
Dt T e g L R fwﬂmeWMmt mmnmwmm,,:
SR e N e é 1ndustry - | R

RTINS (| 1940, [ heid 2 connwnddng 1. 9% of the :
e ',.-,,l.labor force, withacorrespondtng Tabor-force
Cwe | ©own o patieipdtionrate of 84,43, The Yabor force of ..

'&7%;5u,f~u.%.f‘v~,r?~;”,amuHMMMmtmmmmeMWMN';;

IR R I - sixkeen and;over willing 0 work at,prevatling
oo o oo wage ratesy thus, 1t includes both the employed. . -
S T WN' ammmmdeerwmmmmvy
oSy s rate ds the ratio: of labor force o tota): popus
T wmmmwwmmwm.wmmmuwl,;

W;”h:[gm'; ;quur,y:fjmwmmmnmwmmmmmmmmjv*

"Wj"*'~N~NVP”WﬁthMmMMHHMU%mmmm ,

VT wmmmﬁmmmmMummmg,,e
O . Mﬂqvﬁ"\“mmmmmmMMMMWAWMﬁme‘g
oo T T fnereasng mumbers of. Worn Who are single heads .
S e e of household, nore than gne. 1 T1on wonen entered
Tq~w,wh;,.,r~'xw';,,,ww-mmmhwmmmmmmummome»»
IR j;ﬁwy« ~@gjh~ﬂ,'meMmeMMMwmmmm o
MNV~ f-PW'».‘f f‘VNgg@ﬁﬂMﬂWNMMHHMMmNWHh e
S o e rartdcipation ates fab these, same yedis 1ncreased‘l -
iahglﬁﬁﬁg<g,ﬂw-;fz;yjfm%HMMHmmmms,u; L




o Texas Labor Force Part1c1pat1on

,w: AmSmemofmekms o e
| 3 by Sex b Age Selected Years 1940- 1970 o

- Labor Force by Sex, Selected
L Years 1940 1970

[Source\ See "Texas Latir Forqe by
%wmdMeSdumd%ws“***~w.ﬁ

| """’  1'j_[Source S "Texas Labor Force by
~ n 1940 1970", Texas' Business Rev1ew, |

. Sex and Age, Selected Years,

i I, T B e
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S lf\ff‘.;-q, T

Female

25 34
. 35 44
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wonsu IN THE TEXAS LABOR FORCE (- SR ,, B
As the ratgo of women t0 men.in thgs state - B ;“ i o The apparel 1ndustry 1s thé heav1est user
j‘_'increases, as- the number of women in-the labor | of women i production work, but: 145 Women begin to |
"+ force continues to. grow; and as economic uncertain- - * - J move- into nontraditighat f1e1ds‘ the training
ggmmmmmmmanmmmmw 'j,‘Vmwmtwmwmm mmmHmMy
" major role-in the labor base in Texas. A Texas ‘}“*Mmtmmwgnwwmhmwwgﬁrwmdwwmm
continues=its aggressive progrm of industrial . skills-as netal fabricatfon and crane operatipn. -
development it is apparent that wonen will be mOV1ngv S Theonly femaining factors keeping woven from
;1Mommhﬂwmgmh1nww%rmesam - 4‘- eMwmgﬂlNasﬁmmwuwmmwwkueme,i :
;ggmgwmtthWb%nuwnwmﬂmmhdmmuw | “gm«fwawnwm1uMmmp%wmsmdmn
;;Asm%ewmﬁomw,ugmmmNmtmﬂaw ,/f':;dmlwmﬂmwﬂcmmmmngmswa ﬂ'f*
“ spacial factors cancerning the vomen in-the labor 1 L et Y
Q,‘Jfgrce be identified and dealt with in order that - . o f' [Souree Texas Industrga] E ansgon
w*hMermhwWasammhmofmmuwrmmn ﬁ?,;*fﬁ. - Buregu of Business %amh o
: .‘ment not be seriously 1mpacted L j’i o ; R Un1versity of Texas at Aust1n] '-"‘:f;
¥ Between 1960 and 1970 Census filures 1nd1cate o T
-*”that the' number of women 1 the Tabor force. rose N 1975 19777*7.

: ‘ -
" by 50%, and further that the nunber of wonen - fﬁv' ;//
*“%NWﬁINMMﬁﬂngWWﬁwdﬂmlﬂto /-

. ; T )

L
_.;W ,-——'1’/ .

~ 25%, MWere curvent figures avatlable; theywould "7~ - Food & Kindeed . . -
ge;gcerta1n1y indicate a continufMy pattern’of growth in ;+, o Products - &1 -
*“both- the number of -wamen in the Texas labor force, L P
,jesmﬂasﬁarmﬂwmmgnmmhawmg SR Tatie N
Co Since 1971 the 1ndustr1al start up tra1n1ng .g‘, | | “Producgs:, C ']]f*: o
ﬂmmw%mmWWWMMMMNf, me&mmﬁjw
- Comnission and the Texas Education Agency, has been: - . .~ prodycts 8-
-, responsible for training over 8,600 women for emplgy e ; Lo
~ment, in manufacturing, - 1t fs-anticipated that they” _' Electrical &
- percentage of Women entering these training progrgms | E]ectron1c Equgﬁg
- w11 increase, and that during 1977, over 5,000-women B "ment 45

gf-gwill be tra1ned for

iiious types of manufacturi7g Jobs. o

iy o i ;':Profess1ona1 L
A mweMSﬂsbmnaﬂ%ﬂthmwawﬁnWefﬂ"'gSmmuﬁcy,. e
:au,logat1ons and expans1ons of industries in Texaséthat 7 Optical'boods < 18 . <18
.+ hire-wonen as a najor.portion of thewproductinstaff s

. The following table fndicates the mimber of neand »..'\.. e
;:ummm1MqusWchuﬁnuwnhrWMfmwama L .
;rﬁ'where Women dominate the labor force.f‘j,‘f ) AR EEEEN -
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socuu nnu ECONOMIC cnnnncrenlsmsnr A

. huueu t me ruhs LABOR RS

A In 1974 the Ofche of Early Chﬂdhood .
~ DeveToprent, Tefas Departnent of Comunity Affarrs, -
" published a'stuly entitled 46 Things You Need to
-+ Know About Texas Children: “The Barker Side of

' ChiTdhood”

75 document identifies not only

w%wﬂmthMHMMmmmmetf%

“women. of: this. State, as well, Conbining-his data
with more current 1nfornatron, as availabley the
| be wing soclal and economic characterrstrcs of -
n-n the Texas Tabor force are cTear

. Tabor force increased bu 50%

\- *Fron 1960 to 1970 the number of Wonen i nanufactur{-f-g "
| 1ng einoyment grew frnm 197 to. 25% -

*la The number of narried nomen‘rn'the Tabor‘ L
UﬁmNmmHmﬂHﬂ%an'
1960 and 1970,'n | ,'[, - )

we,e of chdebearrng age. |

-rnwnwmmmmenmmnw f'
~* §9x were in- the-Tabor force in 1970
: Y this ftgure had risen to 40%

[
-

'T*%W%nwnaMTWGmewmwofmmmﬁ
n’ Texas.rose from 60 33't0 76 685

gy 1970, 98 of te et i the labor force R
L T (1973)

L
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w o , o i ' bk MY
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' ‘.*847 of Texas WG With cherreh under six are f-”-aff
-workrng because of ecofonic necessrty

]WWWWMWMMMW%Mf”f
. rncreased 34% -

b

."megmewmpwwdhwwmwsmmm

{*MWMMNmemmﬂﬁmmmmTfe;ﬁbmmmmw%% o

r

: t;*mtththmmMMmrnkmsmw .
. children under six are the sole support of s o
EE therr famrTres o '

. B L
N TR R ‘
- uj f .

. s
X

”*40% of the women in the Texas Tabor force with. ,‘
s _cherren Under 51X hgﬂe Mot frnrshed hrgh schoo].-j‘r

‘oufnumber the Ticensed chrld cafe spaces by -

L *Texas cherren under six wrth (rking mothers



~pany's output. .
"~ - absenbeetsm, do without the services and output of

" EATRS F PRONTONY

.V"

e | The dtrect relattonshrp between proftt and

" prodictivity Is undeniable, IF Tabor productwrty o

{5 defined as the amount of product tursed out by

~"a vorker per unit of tine, and profit,is deternined

the factors affeotrng 1abor prdductrv1t

+ by maximn output at the lowest per umrott” then
1
q dtrect influénce on a company's profit margin.”

“. Of the factors affecting the productivity of the -
worket; the three that seem most: significant are turn-
. "'over rates, absenteersm and workmg condrtaons -

t
The oss of an emptoyee, parttcutarty } produc

so exert

"ttom worker, is-costly toacompany Sporadic o o

| .“absenteetsm can have a stgmfrcant effect on ‘a con-
A manifacturer must, in the case of

- that employee for the duration of the absence. In~

* the case of small manufacturing companies: where there
15 not a backup to that absent employee, ttme and |
,_j,._,;jj]money can be 1ost "

" problens,. The Fexas Maustrial Comission survey
.- Tndicated that training costs may vary fron g averae "
o of 933,33 to $1,821.87 and that the” 1ength e

':: -~ $0.train 4 producttdn Worker ranges from'six weeks to |

2] weeks. ~The Toss of a trained employee, ‘coupled .
With the cost of tratntng a new employee, as. well as.

- the production problens assocaated with the loss and

the traintng ttme, can b gt

 The Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor

A Statistics, veports that in 1975, the Tabor turnover
o rate-for "uits" fn manufacturtng, on-the basis of .
- an annua). average, stood at 7.4 per 100 emptpyees, »
" dpwm.from 2,7 per 00 1n 1973, What thismy - -
" {ndfcate 15 not growing Job or wage satisfaction,
"‘;:-.thé ttwu reasons gtven most often for leavtng |

Hhether pmatl or targe, a company vnth 3 medium

to high rate of turnoer can have sétious economic

SNy

one $ present emptoyment but rather the ecpnomr
, uncertainties that make a job more rmportant

¢

] than "the" Job R ,

0 s dntfated eartier, st Wofen in the
Texas labor force are worktng due to economic

© mecessity, The fact s that 043 of Tewaswonen
— "—wrth children under six are working because.of :

-economic necessity. However, while it might seem -

otherwrse, documentation- does not show that

economrc necessity and a Tow turnover rate are

une and the same

‘r" .

. The Texas Industrrat Commssron survey of
" the apparel, the electronics,and the medical
__and surgical supplies industries indicates that
- women- employees have, in most cases, a higher
“annual turnover rate than all emptoyees by &
factor of fron1%t0 74 on an average. In the

" industries surveyed, the difference between the - 7

~amnual turnover-vate for male emblofMs versus
women emplayees ranged from 0% difference betwee

{‘}" o oer rate anong wonen workers

s

~ well.in manufacturing enployuent. It is rather
- a function. of the dual careers held by warking

mothers, - The 46 fndustries responding to the -

* Texas Industrial Comission questionnaire repre-

" sented 13,089, wonen employees, 9,054 of whom Were. .

, productton workers, The industrtes when asked
to "1dst two major. reason’s for wonen employees. -
* Teaving your company”; in 76% of. the responses
‘__1ndrcated child, care responsibilities as the -
*prinary reasof iidnen were Teaving, - In 954 of th

1n etther ftrst or second ptace -

N :‘v ' o . T i
v L T o
o yee R PO

*the to groups to as high as a 314 greater turn

- This htgh tur‘hover rate i not rndtcatrve o ‘.
" of these wonen's ability to perforn and perfurm K

g

responses child care responsibilities was Hsted

. : ' . ‘.
T ‘ . )
N . & e
e } : . .
Lo e
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Ty - ‘
Hhat are:the percetved beneftts to your company

ftfwuwmwmdﬁﬂdmmfwywrmﬂw%ﬁ ”f

5 Answer n~'*,"‘rﬁ"\f o

a nFewer ]ost man hours X ‘ V -
;.5;;trupossrb1y better attendance " “,; R
s absenteeish, 1ncreased producttvrty,
o - ability to hiee

2 ‘.]1nrted number of happter emptoyees ! ‘{t

7,1”"More conventence e for mothers and posstbty
" could help in our recru1t1ng ! |

- “Better 1abor re]attons "

and retain better people, _fhfﬁ

L

r‘.‘t;. .

[,-‘"Reductton o absgdteetsm andvaccess f a larqer R

nmmnwumw

. “tonnunrty 1mage ! 'f' o

' Z" t'-»" o [

#-WMWWWWMMMMM%wwm

‘wnumnmmmnmmhmmmmmu.-;

'*mmmmm«mmmwmmwmmnnt

ammMmmmmmwsmmmmm_

“WﬂMWMMWmmWMwwmmv‘
;! chttd care for their enptoyees. A |

g In its 1973 Annuat Report, the Nnrthstde Chttd
| Devetopment Center, 4 consortiim of six Minneapotts.
t Mtnnesota, based compantes stated

. R ‘. o + .
. [ e D

- Jrate Was 5, 47%

. 1ttgmsmmw,memwﬁwﬂmnﬁtMeﬁuﬁ
" of theCenter on parents' absenteeism, turn-

)

o or 3 2-nopth pertod the average monthty
~ turnover rate for mothers usin-the Center

Was 1,708, mﬂehrﬂ1MMrmmn®mg
{he same job, the average monthty turnover |

v o
/u
' @ih—

~over and-job performance continues to show,
‘_ahmeemdmmh%th“ -

T 3 1973 ru]tng, the Interna Revenue Ser ,f.'l' E

‘vice declared a corporatron § payments to 3

" child care center in behalf of its employees’ . -
. children an ", ordinary and necessary business = ¢
" expense, deducttbte under Section162 of ghe . -
“code: "+ The ruling stated that the .. .purpose \ -
* of - the taxpayer’ (ranufacturer). in, providtng the .
avar]abtttty of the cht]ﬁ care center is: ‘

R

rov1de an o to 6 wath ; La_c__
- to send his -or her child while &t

"'MMMMmmH*WT_

E receavrng proper are, . ;;M‘x~..,;, | -f~:'

R ) redice absenteetsm, ncrease.
- productvity and reduce company R
o ratntng costs, 5, a0 ) BRI D

’ 3) to reduce emptoyee turnover.‘,,,\, - “ﬁili
. s ' L . ‘ ‘ v o AT "" llv' ‘v B .‘l "f..i

B ‘rk ,“ “‘ ‘

:;rntnn,nanrntntn,nnt-;- W
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'fm“ﬁﬁmmmﬁtf{f“}:fff"”**mmmemmmmme 'fﬂj?

L, .
N oAy
- N

"what e the major drawbacks t 1ndustry T
sponsored ch11d care?" | |

Answer' N
| “mw 'r

| -~*i.ﬁ"Re9u1attons make 1 }”. bit
1osize bustiess, . ,,,v\‘=.-

S e G
o "Ndninistrative costs; ved tt pe. ": -
;f}y"mﬁ.nnhmnwofwﬂﬁwtﬁd o
e satts;v_':ory help, S

\ “gmmm“~””r" ‘

mwmmmmﬁmdmmmt*«a;-
respondtng to the TIC-Survey regarded the cost
- of. such-an operation as.a major hurdle in R
1mp1ement1n94th11d care for employees. The ”'zf;_'i"“
- vemaining.48% nentioned insurance and state
gmﬁWMumNWwwﬂMmM%m T
?Mmmmmmnmwmmmp,kw

l|‘
' i 1 : "
. ' m'
0 Wy
| I I |
‘ ¥ -
i ! “
L
‘ [ I\

"rffrony ‘untapped-resources which can anelforate:
‘some.of - the start—up costs of chﬂd care |
T,w',facrlttres. B T e

-} Feasibility Report,

i Was "presented to_the Brenham Day Care Comnittee, < -

" -based.oh 21974 degision-to 1ott1ate |

. g.;'the builging of a child care facility in Bremham =
" using. Felferal finds; The study Tays out. severa]

¥?“a1ternat1ves, be‘ed on-the minimim- state‘regu- z

-+ The-report, §

- ‘7V.;.[f1attons - promd

. N R W N . N S
' . b . Vo '
' ‘l o " W PR Lo .' [
. S . .

ey

e b o e »
', TS ,\ .

S Ihere e many varrables 1nvo]ved 1n f) -
- evaluating the cost of ‘child care, The'threer
- basic cost-items are staff, faeilities and‘
-+ firnishings, but the true'cost of these .
- factors wilt vary: dependtng on the. area and
- “the:ages of the children'served, Itii§
. essentfal that a-thorough surveyi of the |
*comunity as 4 whole dnd the industries ha
-femwwﬁtnmﬂwmabemMmmdmany
ST in-order to ascertain’ fhe real needs and to
R uncover expertrse. o ; e

Mmtmmm&hs%wamssmagmn

A fine exampte of i program rntegrattng

- '5r, the desire for quality.child care and $he B e
- '1n-depth research-necessary to sound. dectston~ Yo

.. akings is that of .the Social and.Public
t?&wnﬁcnhmsmmhmeﬁtMCHyﬁ
-+ Brenham, Texas. " In-Septenber of 197%6,2 .
‘”whWMemmmelhmmwpkj‘r
by Janice Archer,

althored

gated and enforced by the State,

" Departont of PubVc elfare and founded i the
| ”ﬂ mmmmwwmmmm e
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renham Day Care Center
MINIMUM SCALE FOR BAPTIST CHURCH

. . “Tgtal

: oo Uoense, e g oot e
it | ang o, - Rent b UbHTATes $250/m6%‘$ 12)
Bétions: for both & "miniun ‘scale” \Offfce Supplte &.apostage 000
cmamseale'foton:-Renenber, oo, thit : -i';"‘Rehovationsf T gy
chles are based‘on qualtty:developrental .- " - Inslrance

chi-ld;care,,ath‘er.:than custodial,‘cgre P,

theen "t',the' age! of‘ b

0/chi x50) ' loo-‘-oo;
o ?_;T: R0
3 il ]2) . ‘_.50 00

Source' Brenham Day Care Center.. A Feasibih J
eort JanTce, Archer. and ., Douglas Sodwn, -
. . ] 7 e. Brenham Day Care Committee September,
= P 9 6 ‘

¥ 7" I“




BUDGET PROJECTION

1f-;?“”"" Bremham Bay e Cemter

m\xmum scme FiR TIST cmmcm B

(50 cht]drem)

Program.Budget Summary 'amhi" ,

g&hﬁ%(NsﬁHmmMm&
. fringe benefits)
S Materiah and supp]tes

.lFood and snacks

h

el &mm; ;;}ea a1

e

o ment §. suppltes , ‘\'
- Removatton RS s

Subtota]

h
T ,:\

,;mﬁfa;;ﬁﬁigomhhfafv Y

Total

$ 73 022 92 SO
CTL08E
= - ML
- Telephone. ($22 00/mm { 12) = ’g .0
Codeense R0
_3,000 0w ..
fal suplies . ];zg;g
m:Mme-mﬁ e
L LHMHW Smﬁ s
}LMMHWMM%WMHH 6000 .
. Staff travel. | 480 0
;*= *Staff tratntmg (5 days) e\ R

doee ’"‘*s“m* 0'4‘4 Mo
b eonamg | 555 LN

$m 599 54 e o

> =

A copy of the complete study out] gﬁmg

ﬂmmuW%,wwummthda wwmﬂmt .

"'a‘ - and including.a fletailed breakdown. of the-
~ L maximum and: i budgets may be obtatned
,~‘5;WWMNMM L

~Early Childhood Division -

| ':;,:5'”: 210 Bartan, Springs-Road -
"-_ Austtm, Texas 78701

R Based on the mimtmum scale. the per '
¢anmmﬂmMMMM WM'
Lo e maximim scale, the cost per child would

o ohe$.92, It §s also-clear that these'tho .
. budgets leave room for adaptmq t0 4. company s |

- needs, and there 15 room for reducamg cost in

o :several areas while upgmadamg the program

e
T

"‘Texas Departmenh of Community hffaarsl o

- Some; Bmemham Day tare Citar A Fj%stbtltty

. %gpgg%? JanTce Archer and Dr.Dodglas Godwin, - " T
o eBmMmeCwemmummSmeN,,ﬁ,?j,
<4€- 1976 ,ﬁﬁ_,: e ce
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The 1dea of 1ndustry sponSored ch11d care j o

}if'eis certaiply neither new to. the United States
S or dndustry., Between 1941 and 1944, the ntmber

. of womgh working i the V.S, 1ncrea\ed by four -

- milldon, By- 1942, Congress and the-President had
7 provided over $150 millfon-for- facd1ities. incduding
. child care centers for war-related, fidistries. By -
7 July of 1945, oyer 1.6:million chi]dren Were par- -
" ticipating. in 1ndustryrsponsored federa]ly funded
'”*WHdmmpmmms v .

S The need today 1s no 1ess than it was durrng
jf;:*world War I1, ‘Ten years dqo, national figures
- indicated there were 4.1 million workihg mthers

- with children under six-years of age and 6.4

+ni71ion mothers Wit children between- the:ages of

o 81k and 7 seBy 1975, nationa] figures shoded that
21,6 million children have working.mothers and

- thet 6.5 nfTTion of these children are ndersix R B

‘,eryears of age.~ . g n
..‘,r \
- Texas figures are no 1ess‘dram§d1c Whnne
L h 3 nunber of wmen entering the state's 1abor\
©foree ncreased fron 1,1 millionto 1,6 niTlion,
- between-1960 ‘and 1970, this same:period saw the! |
- munber of working mothers. with- children undér V
o siX.qrow from.184,951 tp 267,583, . If 4. has_beed
* projected the fema]e populetdon in Texas. reaches |
6,540,000 by 1980-and 1f curpent trends. hold, \
" *;1,831 ,200-women wi1 be i theTexas 1abot forcé*

ﬁ%mmdl”MmmmrmoMWMMWMN

=5«:‘in three, 610,400 wanen in this state's 1abor force

..by 1980, an increase of over.220,000 in & ten- -Jear \\ |

. the employmen"vn qoods-producing industries. '~
| P

'1 | 1‘? havrng a high turmover vate anong woren enployebs

ohildren under. Six years of: ﬂgﬂ~h9«d~»ﬁt-9 T *"J!'

LT Tore productrve.. -

¥
¥

“n 1970, women workers made up 15 8%fof (

I has been pPwious]y noted that the. numbers -
~of 1ndustr1es h1r1ng predomrnant]y women,

* moving: 1nto Texas il the. 1ast' five years have . -
increased dramatically, Teaving Tittle doubt

- ‘that the percertage, of wonen'norang‘dn Dods-
- producing industry has. increased by as-much as
© 0% 2As the humber of women: movnng into; tradr-
~tional.male jobs increases, particularly as.a
rmWﬁMwWWWWMmmme \
trarning programs for ‘the skilled trades ‘the '
1mpact on 1ndustry wrl] be notable e

As was addressed earlrer, those rndustrres

1nd1cated that: child care responsrbrlrty Wasa-
*major factor 1n both ghe turnover and in absen-"
.. teefsm. “And-a high turnover rate and absenteeism

-Jmmwme%mmmmmwwm

ductivity, Before Tabor productivity. decreases,l

i ‘f as a result of an 1nadequate nurber of child care.

i

facilities to-meet the qrgwi
~ bilities of 1ndustry—spon
be addressed e

wing néed, the-possi-
dmﬂdwnnmt

Soonsor1ng chrld care for an 1ndustry g

| "{ Lo enp]oyees need not mean the building of a new

- facility, nora huge capital gutlay, It'may only
- mean bringing together those eiployees: iféneed

" of child care and giving them direction toward °
awhﬁumwsMMwn It may mean. taking -
drawMUMeendnredcomehﬁ;-

, T ity into addressing the neej/ for-child care,
WY be-in nged of child care facilities, - ',R\k |

_ What 1t will mean fob those industries whose -
-surveys show a.rea) need is that employees are
“generally happter-in theiy work and certarn]y .

. A oL
. s

. .
o . s .o . o N
. ' o 31 .
. . ;
‘ ! r'.'”‘ v
v



umuc pro ucthon thne 1s 1ost o, absen~ -

:nwummumm
- with; children?
L ashow much: absenteeism and turnover can be
? .ig; ltr1buted to: chi]d care responsihilities?

‘;;f;l'ua Survey he enp]oyees (see samplé questionnah o | '4".-{. G B
SO o B Ahahyze the uh ]

o In appendi) ;n .
gﬁ'ghwmwmmMnmmmwMM

oo oneihatare. the ages of the children?
‘;",AMMtHMofmmathywumﬂgnmwmw

T ikt ccononic Tevels do-the enployees’ represent’ o .

<. ainchow mahy. Rouseholds. 4o bath parents. opk?
v eohow many’ arg sinahe heads of hotigefiold?

S dbeteelnt |
< seare the enphoyees content nnth the care the
"-fjmﬂdmnwrmde’s*“*. o

e hownany: tribute-toreh1d care responsfb1‘1t‘°§'*,h'*‘°

S . - avatlable:
causing prob]ens for enployees f~':. e
oo forehildren-fn your commnity?

o ;:'connunity-to

| ,',,fr[:',--are‘reh1red persons whth experthse in.
i IR 7
- teetsm and tumover? - . En

-child deve]opment or heaith rnatters |

40 assist? .
~ ==are frée health«care facr]ities avarlable

- --are there\volunteer organrzgtnons in your :
asshst? %

.
’ r‘l

rl,‘
T

Insurance

mecwekmﬂﬁ%amchﬁﬁmdfﬁ
uWWmaMMMMMm~'
“Landlords, and Tenapts L1ab1]1ty Insurance.- .

o Rates-are-based-on~exas' experdence, but

ww%mMMmemsmmmc‘
Timits- per. occurénce'are $25,000 for bodily.
< injury and $5,000 for property damage., - In

RS e il ot rural apeas: and-snal cities the ate:. .
thy ‘ X : - forbasic co eragewill. be $1 10 for: bodrly
L==goRehild: - ‘111t1es already eh18t’ ~ injury and $,014-for propenty. danage per
VSMstMWmmHMWHHMM& V]QJ MMMNMMHmeImmsm
= “ouhatt o the existhhg facilit es charge per 4 bodtly-Injury rites for basrg cofierage are -
ek g | $HMMNMMmMWh¢g_g_
0 emhat 108, state or federa] programs ex1st R T
~u;mu?umnmmmmwumm;zuww“. IMNmmmmhmemmk
_cmﬁW?l ~yg1nammmmmmmmmm
”TMMMWMMNWMMWMWM nhg,

- to about a Jpint effort?- |
.~f~-does‘a‘Jun‘ r‘College in or near the area @

- -fg_:..do'the hgghlschoo1s in the-area offer vocatnona] |

L homemakingacducatwn program5’

care centers, most hngurgne%’agents feel- that
.. the minimum standards as;set by the. Depart- -
ment of Public Welfare are nbt strict enough
anosome~areaswee~warrant~honer*raees«-4hey» vvvvv
mnwhmuacmmwcwwrwmeﬁwby
 Ancluding: insurance people in on: the planning ,
ﬂmﬁfwacmwcwehmhw |
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! s Factltttes, staff 1nsurance, food. A
T natertats and supplies and utilities are but

afew of the factors fnvolved fn thecost of -~ —

ot eehitd care facd1ity, Pargiof the cost s,

. of course, covered by the fees charged by the

oo facility, but starteup costs must rely o'
a“mnhlumuﬁnﬂm.w,,.u- ‘c.‘~

t

L hany of these costs can be reduced through

.the suggested study of the comunity's resources.

S others through policy decistons. For’ {nstance, i

C 2+ were the Center to require parental transportation

.7 to and from the center, this would élininate the

. need-for center-omed or fnsured cars, Tt would: -

o tso reduce the rtsk 1ncurred by the cOmpany.

By ‘

o mmmmummemMme
L parttctpatton in the activities of the center,

 If on-a rotating basjs parénts could spend two -

.. .+ half-days.a month working in the center, it would

. have an‘effect on the staff-child ratio and reduce
. cost, Other beneftts ‘that cannot be calculated

are increased: secirity on the part of the children, -4 -

- who know their parents are- in proxinity, and parents -
< 'who know that their ‘children-are recet ving the
I,"-.,best posstble e, e

oL 0ther methods of reductng costs and of

"5 ‘bringing employees into the cohesive effort of
0 setting up 2 child care center woyld.be £ drau
"L upon conpetencies that the employees have that

+ are not directly related to their work, Many. of

~ ;& the naterdals needed for the center could be
" buflt by those knowing-carpentry, Employees =

T ;’hnowtng bustness peopte around the conmumty cou1d

RS

o .

- soltctt donations of natertats, tine and
" other commodities necessary to the start-up
~of the center, Businesses could partrcipate
by donating adntntstrattve eypertise such -
- as bookkeeping, helping to réfode] facilities
- or in donating food. :Fund raisers involving -
-, the community might be the answer, to many of
“ the start-up costs. - ‘

;wt-Mtt‘i‘gatt‘ng e ttabtltttes R

S I L . :

The non-proftt corpo;atton

An_ Industry ‘nay set up a chtld care

o facilityasa non-profit. corportion, and

lease-to that corporation and area'for a .

child.care factlity, Mot only does: this

- reduce both the risk and 14ability to the ,

" industry, 1t allows for tax deductions that
i ght otherwtse be. 1nappropr1ate

As i non proftt corporation, the chﬂd

. care center with a board nade up.of manage-
S nent, parents and comunity -experts (i.e.,
~insurange;”health, child development, nutri-

-+, tion, ett. ), can apply for-tdx exempt status

s .Donors can then take deduetions for the
o nonetary value of their gifts, ' Several cate-
~gorigs of tax exempt status are available- -
_ " “under Section 501 of the Internal Reverige * .
. Code. Section 501(c)(4) grants exempt status

to Mocal associations of employees" where the
. net earntnds be_devoted- to...educattona],_

o purposes '
o and the, pesstbﬂtty of receiving tax exempt
- status not only encourages donations. but also
- Hnrts the taxab]e nature of donattons

The non-profit corporation ™
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ameliorated in-the. form of-grants- in-the- case-*~“~4"~m- e

'“ohmwMﬂmmeAmmﬂm
“many- of -the on-going cests cauld be reduced
" "yia this’same system. - But certainly of. '_v~.
| v*.fprlmary fmportance 15 the veduced risk to° the- \.;f;jf
R 1ndnstry 1tself for lnsurance purposes EER

[

“jrffhr--In rural areas or areae where several 1ndus-’~ :
L tedesare dn ¢lose proxtmrty, “industries could |
f&.mmajMMmentomﬂWMemﬂdwm ‘I\
"7 for their enployees. This would reduce the
o cost to any one 1ndustry and Spread the
‘e,ﬁgyflrabillty Ty

,pgf--Emcourage the communrty to @t w 2 chald
o e, centenwith donatrons from the ]pdustry

ff*ﬁ:_ap 1ncentnve._;r - ;~_‘- o y. p_ T

;fff:i--eContract with exrstrng ch ld care facrlrtaes L
*-Ef‘tfto care for eployees’ chrldren. _»fl;hf 2 |

wr%mmmwmwmmNmemm
; _fappsrty 10,2 third p rty t0 prpvlde child care

lt wpuld seem that 1ndustry-sponsored chrld
are . could hve two major benefits; to 1ndustry,
1de From the overrrdlng factor of 1ncreased

supported by -and encouraged by+industry would .-
aertaimly haye: its Use 45 3 recruiting device,

emmmaammmemmmg‘*

"

e 71“’!..‘“' .

prodietivity. , The,existence of quality child care« ' B : RS ,‘ .

SecondlyJ nhrle the avallabrlrty of»chlld
care is 4 service: rather than a benefit,. it .
< might 350 serve as ‘an ncentive for employees. . ‘. |
For example, an industey Gould, after the first .
yeamopf employment, offer:a 10-15% rebate on | -

- the"cost of child care, with a s1iding scale fee '
dgsad on the. number of years 1n employment to

Tow, ”:' R r”; - C
| It is the recommendatron of thrs report,
thats faced with-the:inereasing nurber of women
enterrng the Texas 1abor- foree, and the prowrn
_number of women entering the skllled trades
.+ valued by:industry, that child: care s too
1mportanhra factor in productrvrty 10 be over- .
" Tdoked, -1t is ot Unusualand is; “in fack, .. -
hastorrcally correct, that rndustry shoufd take
“the lead in, 1nnovatlve approaches ‘tg emppoyee . r‘
el bpjng The' sutcess of aii”industry hased
on the*commrtment of its employees to turn.out -
a qood product. ™ Child care is oné way of. deve oprng :
emgloyees into a more coheslve and productjoe
qrun L RS A

‘# .

'part-time Work-would be more’ 14kely to seek

‘ servrce..‘ R

enployment inan’ andustry offerrng thrs type of " lt .‘[,
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Tab]e 1 - “Ca,pital.‘lnvesiéﬂt ﬁ Manufacturing"
TabTe 11 - TIC Survey , :
Table II; - Semple" Employee Quest’

R .Resou_ntes? '
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. SOURCES Bureau of Labor Statzstles lnternal ,‘- o S
: Revenue . Serwce" - The Conference ‘e S "
o : Board Road. Maps,pf lndustry— 1975 . o,




' Table I

Fens T L

v ..5,824

. Téxésflndusiriai Commission Survey of Industries y
TR A LT T T — _ ) T Medical &
- Apparel - ~_Electronics: _Surg1ca] SuppJ1es
6,735 1 16,838 | R 915
i £ -
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Mrchael Bruce. Charrperson
‘Child Care Committee - |
- Austm Conlmsswn of the Status of Nomen

Thas questionnatrel;(.edt ted) was‘sent to Ctty of Austtn employees 1n order to determtne the need for cfty sponsored
chﬂd care arrangements.‘__.;.y T ¥

L33

I Do you have any ch11dren under 17years of agehvrng 1n your home7 -
Mo | o
yes - If "yes" 'continue w1th que,sttonnatre. o

Next'“"":":thtnk abolit the hours dur1 ng whrch Jou are nonnaHy worktng and mark for each chﬂd whether you hawe

some fe'.flregularly care: for thtschﬂd.\ Y,

‘)-L at home: t",-.\:,_ ST

~b) - away fron home - 44 I oo

). or, the child cares for herself/hrmself Dol T

0,$:

'

II The fol]owtng questtons refer to your current ohﬂd care arrangements.,.{_n' e

| N For those chﬂdregt.who stay at home for __ypart of the day whﬂe you are away at work who cares for ‘
.‘ Pl '_‘Tse chitdren? i e | e ! |
Jhea) aparent B :
" b) -another aduft,relatwe R, ,.
¢} ‘anather person whotsno’tarelatrve_,‘; | | ‘ -
) child cares for herself/hinself or: ,,,‘fared for by off older brother or stster P
. ¢) the’ child:is not at hone durtng any of ny orva] wgpking. SIEr “

1 ‘J . 1 ’”

Answer the foHowmg questionsifow each of youﬁ"ﬂnldren' o

Y Nhat days of the Week do- you need chﬂd dﬁ 'servfces for each chﬂd?
3. At what time dbes child care oW begfn and end for. each child?. ="

4 How nuoh,ado your current chﬂd care arrangements cost per nonth ﬁoh each of your chﬂdren?




L S - S
L (jffjs;j}Do yoi need chvld care sgrvices on days of the week when these servvces are not noK avaﬂable7

SR |
‘m« yy,-.«,”;:p"'\yes If "yes" what days of the week do you need and can't et servvces? For how many children?
RRET ¥ '5"fyoubnegd chi]d care services dur1ng certaan hours of the day when these servvces’are not now. - -
o .r*,“rava able rg3‘.a Tl --'. N _.l N e :
ST Yes . If "yes ; ‘what hours of the day do you need and can t get servvces? For how many chvldren’
e Uo'you have any complaints about your current chv]d care arranqements7 . /'~
e | | .
EEES T yes - IfW%%wMtwmhm%doquw’ | ,
~‘«1lv,;8:%~Have you'hdd. any prob]ems gettvng or contvnuvng your curreht chvld care arrangements7 L
e S o -
yes If "yes", what prob]ems have Jou had7 O ‘h - o

/{"

'"”..htfyPlease answer the following questions W1th regard to a]l °f your chi]dren° )

731MWMWM%mﬂmmwmﬁwmeﬁmmmmeMmesq ,

,QWQTJ_’ o yeS Qehour care? o T T
. L e e temporary care? ‘uf?i,r-n B T O P Y
o Tm T yes drop-in-care? ;?4'“‘n. e e
.2 Do you need caré. ona vegylar basvs such- as o e
om0 yes -hourcared - o e
__mgjwmmmWfﬁﬁW‘”'““W“‘ co
T ‘_vma;;wsaﬂwsmwlwmdwmgﬁeuMMyurhrnMMamcmwmm IEEPE o
%"i;;m‘;gWQbﬁwe%hdcwe@ﬁthSmwlwwfwsmmhmemﬂhm? T
__nd;_ym}ﬂ]MyﬂﬁdwywrmﬂdmmmqwmwvuuwnomwsmmlmmUWShMMwseu.
f*;__ no. __ yes- infant care (ages 0-2 years)? .. S . ¥
o nOT;;;gyyesgptare for a handicapped and/or health 1mpa1red child’ i

~'n3;nThe Famnlyh‘f;{gh.l’n‘*"'

.During your normal work week 1f one of your chv]dren(ts svck do you have to stay at hbme and be absent
ﬂmwwkwtMtwumnmmfwywﬁjwaMto» , e

o ho |
T T e If "yes", estimate the' nunber: ofedﬂyh Vear that you have to stdy home wvth 2 svck chvld
ﬁiﬁﬂmmmmnmmmmmmwmomemMWmmmr |
©o 3, What 1. the.mainun: anount"you Wou' wmﬁmrmﬁmfwcmwoweﬁwomcmwﬁ IR
C4 T the Cigg of Rustin viere. 10, offbr qualitykchild care servvces at reasonab]e distance from your home
e and job"’ ould%you,want to use these services’ HU S | L
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14The foTTowfng people or agene\es shoqu SRR L

~be contacted foy expert technical ass1st- _ T

-ance . in’ the f1e d’ of child care and

;:re]ated areas = ..

. Pr1vate Schools and Inst1tut1ons
Lol 7 Child Nutrition Program -
. . USDA-Food and Nutrition Serv1ce
: ' . 1100“Commerce Street - e

- Dallas, Texasa 75200 Mﬁ;wsz.”

,on}COnsultant TN o ’“’_Texas Aqr1cu1tura1 Extens1on Servi
nd,Ch1Td He Tth L . Texas ASM. Upiversity . -

Sl SR ;System Adm1n1strat1on Bu11d1ng
“f,b_ o Ty "'College Stat1on, Texas 77843

.,Nat1ona1 Assoc1at1on of r‘hﬂd Care;
o Administrators ' oo
S D1v1s1en of- Education D
- University of:Texas at.San Anto
v‘_San Anfon1o, Texas 78285

.

e Ty Ch11dhood Program
2 <Jﬂ,EastTSeventh Street
- £AS 7

/

- «_j-:,fael R R I R )Forney Eng1neer1ng
'iff """ il]--f~'~"f‘i-?_;f" - 53605 Wiley Post Road .
e P e L e dd1son, Texas 75001
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