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Military child care centers provide care for
about 53,000 military dependents daily at
more than 400 installations™worldwide.
Although the services have expressed a
commitment to providing quality care ard
have taken action to upgrade some facilities
and develop program regulations, GAQ
finds that many child care centers currently
in use are neither safe nor suitablédThe major-
ity of centers in the Army and Navy and 20 _
percent in the Air Force need upgrading.

DOD-wide minimum standards are lacking
for important program elements including:
(1)total group size, (2) caregiver/child ratios,
(3) educational activities, (4) staff training, - *
and (5) food services. )

GAO recommends thaj the Secretary of
Defense take certain actions to insure hat
the services provide quality child care
programs. o
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The Honoratle Caspar W. Wéinberger ’
The Secretary of Defénge - . - '
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Attenttion: Director, GAO Affairs
. , - ’ I
Lear Mr. Secretary: ’ ¢ ’ ) . |

© . ,
This report provides backgf;und informatiomn on military child
care programs in each of the services a d points out some potential
problems in the gquality of,the programs. It al® identifies oppor-
tunities to reduce child care costs.
This report.contains recommendations to you on pages 9, 15,
and 19. As you know, sectioh 236 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
: gion Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to submit
. a written statement on actions taken on cur recommendations.
This written statement must be submitted tortthe Senate-Committee
on Governmental Affairs and the Hduse Committee omr Government
Operations not later than 60 days after the date of the report.
A written statement must also be spubmitted to the House #nd
Senate Committees on Appropriations with an agency's first re-
quest for appropriations made more than 60 days after thé date
of the report. - .
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE MILITARY CHILD CARE EROGRAMS:
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF PROGRESS MADE, MORE NEEDED
DEFENSE ’
DIGEST g
In 1978, the Department of Defens¥ (DOD) desig- ’
nated child care centers-as community facili-
« 7 ties for which the Government has’a responsi- .

bility. Congress approved a DOD request for - 4
appropriated funds to construct new child care :
facilities for the first time in the fiscal
year 1982 budget. Having acquired oversight .
responsibility for military child care pro-
grams, the House and Senate Armed Services and
ApprOprlatlons Committees expressed interest
in obtaining information on the condition of
child care fag{TTtr%s, construction require-,

- ments, program operations, and ways to control '/
costs. In response to this interest, GAO haq»

reviewed military child care programs.
L] .

Since the services have made the commitment to
. ’—_////provide child care, they need to make sure that <

the programs they offer are provided in safe fa-
cilities, that the program s pOLlCleS and proce-

- " Qures address the basic needs of ‘children, and-
that program management is effective. GAO
believes that improvements can be made in all
these areas. . -
FACILITY CONDITIONS, CONSTRUCTION
ALTERNATIVES, .AND UNIFORM BUILRING
DESIGN GUIDES N

Many .facilities currently in use are neither
safe nor suitable places fory child care pro-
grams. For example:

--The majority of the 318 Army chi}d care fa-
cilities do not meet fire and safety codes.
~ (See p. 5.)

--The majority of the 73 Navy facilities need £
upgrading to comply with fire, safety, and
sanitation standards. (See p. 6.) ;
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--Additiondl facilities are needed in the
Marine Corps to accommoda&e demand. (See .
p- 6.)

.-=In the Air Force, 20 percent of 162 fadil-
. ities need 1mprovements. ‘(See p. 7.) ., . .
User fees, charges, and donations are not )
sufficiemt to .suppprt renovation and con- '
Struction of child care facilities. The Air
Force and Marine Corps have used nonappro- )
priated funds from sources other than thoi§~;;y’-
mentioned above to build and maintain chitta= *
care.facilities *‘which, for the most pa
are suitable. The Army and.Navy, o
gther hand,  found they could not ab
struction costs from their nonapproprda
funds and, at the sdme time, satisfy compet-
ing morale, ﬁelfare and recreation demands.
(See p. 5.) :

n-—-
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Some installations have,renovated excess :
buildings rather than request 'new facili~ \
ties. DOD procedures require that options--
making better use of existing space or con-
tracting--be evaluated and documented before
requesting funds for new facility construc- )
tion. (See pp. 7 and 8.) . . ) o
) The services have/éeen in the process of de-
veloplng § joint building design guide for
ch11d care facilities for the last year.
Accordlng to service officials, using these
design guides DOD-wide could reduce both the
cost and time required for the construction
of new facilities. (Seep.8).

= 3

¢

DOD-WIDE PROGRAM STANDARDS 'ARE NEEDED , =

' 1
Changes are needed in DOD and service pall— ,
cies and procedures to improve the quality
of mifitary child care programs. At the
present time, the services develop their
_own program policies-and standards, many of
which do not, meet the Federal Interagency
Day Cate Requirements,?or do not adequately
address important.,program elements to insure
that ba51c‘hea1th, safety, and developmental
needs are ‘met. GAO found that:

-==Servige regulations allow the careéiver/
child ratios to excéed recommended limits.
(See p 11.) # ,

4




‘ --The ex1s£1ng service regulations do not ade-
quately specify the educat}onal equipment,
toys, games, books, and materials that must
‘be provided or incorporate the minimum staff
training requirements of the Federal Inter-
agency Lay Care Requirements. (See pp. 12
and 13.)’

. ’ .

--The Army, Navy, and Marine .Corps have not

. provided sufficient guidance on meal stand-
ards and.food program inspections to insure
“that adequate and nutritious meals and snacks
are served. (See pp. 13 and 14. ) ’,.

FURTHER MEASURES/FOR IMPROVING PROGRAM
AND CONTROLLING COSTS '

Center admlnlstrators and careglvers need in-

service training to prepare them to carry out
’ the many diverse tasks they must perform. The

services have provided 1ns%;v1ce tra1n1ng for e

center dlrectors-\howeVer, training for care-

glvers is stiml inadequate., Furthermore, train-

5 guides and manuals already deved oped have ~.
not been printed in sufficient guantity to
- make them available for all cen?br staff.
(See p~ 16.))

‘e .

With prcper monitoring, family‘aay care homes
(private homes in which children receive full-
‘time care) can be an approprlate and inexpen-
sive way to provide additional child care op-
tions, and to aLlevBhte center overcrowding.
Although the Army and the Marine Corps have
alithorized family day care at installation
housing units, this optloh has not been fully
utilized, (See p. 17.) ‘ '

v

LI

) |
The quality of child care programs ang the /
, ability to maintain self-sustaining opgiatlons
are directly. q{fected by the fees chapged The
’ fees in militaxy centers are generally lower
than in civilian centers, often by as much. as
25 to 50 percent. The rates have been set to
enable lower-ranking enlisted personmel to
¥ fully use the child care act1v1t1es, however,'
DOD data indicated that relatlvely “few. lower-'
ranking personnel have children. A varipgble
rate structure based on rank orf tota%.fhmlly

, .
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1nc0me could increase the funds available _
to improve the quality of child care provided

without sustaining operatlng losses. (See
pulla ) . ’

RECOMMENDATIONS

To insure that the most urgent nee®s for child
care facilities are met first and shat resources
are effectively allocated, GAO recommends that
the Secretary of Defense require the services:

--fhen it im not' feasible to '‘correct unsafe or
hazardous conditions, to document and develop
'plans to overcome the problems of facilities
which should be&glosed. ‘

--To determine where appropriated funds arg -
needed to -«correct unsafe or.hazardous condi-

. Ttions. ) : )

--To use ‘uniform buildimg design guides for
cglld care facility construction where feasi-
ble. oo - .

To dssure that .military child care p}ognams
provide acceptable «h'ild care services, GAO
recemmends that- the Secretary of Defense:

--Develop DOD-wide minimum standards for the
services' child ¢are programs.” These.stand-
ards should address (1) total group size,

Y (2) caregiver/child ratios, (3) educational

¢t .activities, (4) staff tralnlng, and (5) food
services. < ‘

~--Require” the services to periodically verify
compliance with DOD standards. See page 32
for further recommendations gddressing the
need to improve program quality and control

operatin

. " AGENCY C

osts. .
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<
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“In oral .comments, received April 8,

1982,. DOD

,agreed with GAO's recommendations, and plans
to igpplement them. .
‘ r~ -~
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CHAPTER 1

- \J

" INTRODUCTION

—_— Th@ Pepartmerit of Defense (DOD{\has 1ohg had a geheral pollcy
* that the Federal Government has a basic responsibility to.provide -

T - community services which' contribute.to the quallty of military 11fe.'

Morale, welfare and pecreation (MWR) act1v1t1e§J Ruch as libraries,
gwnnasiums, theaters, chapels, religious education facilities;
family serviece centers, and child care centers are prov1ded to
contribute .to the'mental, physical, and spirituad well-being of
service personnel and to promote famlly cohe51veness. The serv-
ices have stated that child care is a program which can contrib-
ute toward an improved quality of life for m111tary personnel and
their families and that for many service personnel, the welfare

of their chlldren is a factor in- dec1d1ng whether or not to stay
in the service. Consequently, child care programs, accordlng to L:
thé services, can have an impact on retemﬁlon and, to some extent,
can affect job performance and readiness. The sérvices have,
therefore!, .increased their commitmént to and 1nvg}vement in child
-care, activities over the last decade and have been upgrading their
child care programs and facili®ies. ) '

’MfLITARY CHILD CARE PROGRAMS

The services have been 1nvolved 1n child care for many years.:
In‘many cases, the services assumed mahagement of child care ac-

' tivities, which began as parent cooperatives or projects of wives'
clubs or odher private efganizations, because the scope and demand
for child cage exceeded the resources of volunteer groups. Ch11d
care, however, was .not- recognized as an official MWR activity ‘until
the authority for fufiding the program was spec1j1ed in DOD Diréctive
1330.2, dated March 17, 1978. Under this directive, -the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, serve Affairs and. Logistics) has
overall responsibility for MWR progfams. The individual serviges -
however, are responsible for developing their own program policies

* and standards; the installations, if they decide to prov1de child.

care services, establish their own operatlng procedures. . .

Military child care centers gre currently operating at owver
400 military installations worldwide, servihg approximately
53,000 children da;ly. Child care af most military installa- )
tions includes full-time daily care, drop-in care, and/or.pre- |
school. Full-time care is used primarily by enlisted personne .
w1th_y6rk1ng spouses. Drop-in care primarily accommodates per-
sonnel w;th nonworking spouses who need short-term occasional
care for their children durlng the day. This care is also’
available in the evenlngs and on weekends at .many installations. .
Part- y rograms are also, provided at many installatrons-to
\‘glve Qz?ren an opportunrty to have educational experiences w1th
/ .otners the -safie age for a few hours 2 or 3 tlmes a week.

- ]
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While some ofythe military child care centers provide only
custodial care, most generally have some provision for develop- .
" mental care. Custoddial care is concerned with the ph sical safety
of the children, while developmental care promotes hﬂglthy phys-
ical, emotional; %fnd intellectual development. A brief descrip-
tion of the programs in each of the services follows: .

[ d : ¢ . B .
Army" ‘ . : . .
PN ‘

The Army has 318 child care facilities on- installations world-
wiée\with a capacity for 23,000 children daily. ‘However, with
intermirttent drop-in, care, the actual number of children serve
daily is higher. The Aﬂmy Community Support Diréctorate proviggs
support, guidanc®, and coordination for child care programs. The, -
‘Directorate headquarters, staff includes three full-time posift\ions
supporting child care activities. Some ma jor commands alsb have
chilg_sare‘boordinatofsh )

k]

Navy : / :

_ The Navy has 73 child care programs operated by the MWR ‘Special
Services offices on instAllations worldwide. In addition, private,
organizations operate 'to other cehters. These programs accommodate
approximately 11,0600 children daily. The Navy has a full-time Child
Care Program Coordinator position at the Naval Military Pexsonnel
Command to provide®support for'its child care activities.

. m.’
hargne Corps ' .

‘The Marine Corps has 23 child care programs at 16 installa-
s*worldwide, setving ‘3,000 children. Fifty-three percent of
thebe~children, attend the centers full-time, and 47 pergent use
the centers for part-time-o® occadional care. The Spgcial Serv-
ices Office operates 16 of thesé programs, while private organi- -
zations operate 7 of the Marine Corps’ child care activities. The
Marine Corps-has full-time position for a Recreation Specialist/
Child CQFe Coordinator to coordinate child care activities.
) $
Air. Force : - | ’ , ~
+ . ’ =~ 3
The Air Force has 162 child care facilities™at 122 instal-
lations-worldwide which sérve 16,000 children daily. In addition,
111 .part-day developmental programs care. for an ddditional 9,000
children daily. The Air Force has a Family Activities Adminis-
trator to coordinate child care programs and three staff personnel
-gﬁ provide full-time support for Aif Force cSild'éare activities.
:;ge.major commands also have.child development specialists, and
two additienal positions are anticipated in thd®near future.




. GBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLQGY T » C
- k - , \ . . |
R , In responsé to congressiconal interest expressed during the
; 1082 bﬁdget.hearingsuand subsequent discussions with staff of the \’
ifouse and qﬁnaté'cdmmittees on Armed.Services and Apprabriations) ‘
‘we reviewed militar child care programs. Oug objective was to
y provide to these committees information related to child. care ) /
) in the servicys. Child catre facilities are a small part, of the
military construction program which was $8.3 billion in fiscal :
year 1983. The $16.6 million for child care faciliti€§ represents
less than 15 percerit of the $109 million requested for the cone
o struction of community facilities. The comhittees have indicated,’
however, that oversight is essential. They have expressed particu-
lar concern about facility conditions,, construction requirements, -
program operations, and ways that the costs of construction-and
operations can be better controlled. They expressed an interest

in information on program costs, dﬁiferenges in chi care pro-

. £

grams amgng the services, construction pr rities, ter designs,
> “feés, the‘pptential for contracting, and staff ratios. _ .
1 4 ; -

To review these programs, we examine information which tH%:
services supplied on facilities and consfruction needs, program
standards, and management jnitiatives to{control program costs. ~ .
We discussed the development, operations, and policies of military
ehild care programs with officials in“the Office of the Assistant
. Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics)

_and with program officials at Headguarters, U.S. Army, U.S. Navy, .
. "U.S. Marine Corps, and the U.S. Air Force. o
* v L . - o
At the invitation of the ‘installation commands, we-visited -
five military child ecare centers in San Antonio, Texas, to observe
child care activities. These five centers were Brooks, Kelly,
* Lacklan‘and Randolph Air Force bases, and Ft. Sam Houston ’urmy
base. : ) - : " -

&

To gain further information on child care activities, we ré-
viewed policies and procedures usdd to plan, develop, and operate
military child care centers in the services; DOD directives on o 1
MWR -activities and construction; previous GAO reports on civiiian
child care and the U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA's) child '
care food program; information supplied by the Congressional Re-
search Sergiice on the*Federal role in child care; 1977 and 1978
congressional hearings on civilian child care: information on Gov= -
ernment and private civilian child care centers in- the Washington
area; and general literature on ohild care standards, educational )
activities, program qualitg. and 'training. ' .

We did not assess whéther the services should providé child
care, what priority child care should have in MWR funding, or

the impact of child care on recruiting and retention. Our
review was tonducted from March through Octdber 1981, and was

e
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CHAPTER 2

UPGRADING AND CONSTRUCTING

CHILD CARE FACILITIES

.

As the demand for child care proérams has increased, the

. services have expressed concern about the condition of military
child care facilities and about the funds needed to renovate or -
construct them. User fees and other nonappropriated funds have
not in the past been sufficient to support renovatidn and con-
struction at most installations. In 1980.D0OD directed that all
new child care facilities be constructed Svlely 'with appro-
priated funds. Congress agreed to p vifle funds in the fiscal
year 1982 budget for the constpuction of two Army and eight
Navy child care facilities. This chapter discusses some of the
facility deficiencies reported by service officials or noted

in our review and some ways to control or reduce construction
costs. . -

CHILLD CARE FACILITIES NEED UPGRADING

-

While some military installations have up-to-date facili-
ties specifically designed for child care, many installations
have child care programs in facilities which are not suitable
for this purpose and do not meet fire, health, and safety
standards. The House Committee on Appropriatje® Surveys and
Investigations staff reported in 1980 that some of the cehters
they visited were housed in old buildings originally constructed
for other purposes, such as barracks, ‘dining halks, exchanges,
and bepwling alleys. The staff concluded that the poor condi-

tion of the buildings contributed to. "program inadequacies.”

Army and Navy program officials have acknowledged in internal
doguments that the child care' facilities on many installations are
in unsatisfactory condition. Marine Corps officials said that
although no facilities presently in use are in unsatisfactory con-
dition, many are overcrowded. Air Force officials have acknowl-
edged that some of their child care facilitiegs are in unsatisfa
tory condition. . d .

. Army cites unsafe, unhealthy conditions

v

According to Army officials, although many child care facil-
ities have been renovated since 1978,.a 1980 staff study indicated
that over 70 percent of child care facilities in use still do not
meet fire and safety codes,. and the majority of the' centers did
not have sufficient room to meet current peakK demand. Problems
with substandard Army facilities are reportedly acute in Germany
where there are few alternatives to military child care, particu-
larly in remote areas. Even in urban areas, where some alterna-
tives might be available, the language barriers limit their use.

(4
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Jﬁgmy officials have cited in internal reports, and in our
"discussions with them, numerous examples of unhealthy &nd unsafe
conditions .in their child care facilities. These conditions
include . . \ . : °
-~a child catre center located om the fifth floor of/a build-
ing, making emergency evacuation éxtremely difficult;
" —~cenfers where lead-based paint is peeling étom walls and
ceilings; and :
. ~--centers with”leaking roofs which are in such popr condition
. _that roofing repairs are not feasible. A
. &n:an August 1, 1980, letter to a member of tﬂi_ieqate'Com—.
mittee orf Armed Services, the Assistant Secretary of the Army )
(Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics) cited unsafe, unhealthy
cqnditfons at the child care center at Fort Hood, one of the Army's
N most heavily populated posts.. He noted that 300 children were in
a World wWar II building that could not pass any health or safety”
standard.. At ‘an Army installation we visited, the child care cen-
ter wag housed in old barracks adjacent to stables. -Pest control ¢/
was a continuing problem, and the kitchen floor in this facility
‘was sinkKing under the weight of a new gas stove. .

LR . .

* Army.'s estimates for new facilities and renovation of exist-
ing facilities is currently $336 million. The Army indicated that
. nonappropriated funds could not absorb these costs and at the same
time satisfy other competing MWR construction demands. The Army's
need fqr'extensin’renovation and construction of child care cen-
“';grs.exceed% the requirements of the other services partly because
(1) Army operates more child care facilities than all the other
services cqmbined, (2) Army installations generally have a ,Jarge
number of older facilities, and (3) the other services began man-
aging child care programs several years earlier than Army and

Y — therefore have had more time to upgrade facilities.
- * Navy/Marine Corps assessiné conditions .
ails A . : .
_Navy told us that the majority of the 73 child care fgcili- A

ties it operates are in need of upgrading. Most of these 73 cen-
ters:were formerly barracks which are often in violation of fire,
safety# and sanitation standards. Navy currently is surveying its
facilities to determine deficiencies and renovation reguirements.

The Marine Coips is also evaluating +he condition of its child
care faeilities. ' Of the 16 service-operated child care facilities,
8 have been built since 1960, 6 are renovated masonary buildings,
and 2 are wood frame buildingg. The biggest. facility problem re-
~  ported .by the Marine Corps id lack of space. The condition of the
' - seven- facilities operated by private organizations was not reported. .
»

> - )
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'Mgjority -of Air.Force tenters in . .. »

[y

good condifion

.‘ The Air For'ce reported that only 32 of its 162 facilities
require improvements. A variety‘'of factors, some having a cumu- —
lative effect, dic¢tate the need for improvements. Air Force
officials said that these factors include not only- fire, safety, .
and sanitation standards, but also the facility's overall physi-
ctd.condition'and environmental conditions, such as air and
noises, functionalslayout, and support utilities.

2]

At the four fﬁgkallations we visited, new child~care cen-

‘t8rs were gither im use or under construction. From 1974 to 1979,

~

40 centers were approved for nonappropriated funds. In 1980, an
additional 41 new centers were considered for nonappropriated . 7
funding._ Of these 4l, 8 centers were approved for nonappro-

priated fﬁnding, gnd the remaining 33 were authorized the use

of nonappropriated funds for design. The decision ‘to construct .
the remaining 33 facilities sing nonappropriated funds has not
beeri made:—_In addition, Air Force has reduested five new child.
care centers and additions to three other centers in the fiscal
year 1983 budget. The Air Force has more child care facilities
built with nonappropriated funds than any of* the other services.
One reason, that Air Force has cited, for the large number of
child care centers builf, through nonappropriated funds is that
the Air Force has placed a high priority on child care; these
facilities have competed successfully with other Air Force MWR
projects for nonappropriated funds. Air Force officials have
expressed some concern that they will not be able to meet their
needs for new facilities as quickly using the-appropriated fund-
ing process as they have in the past using their nonappropriated

e .

CON&JCTION ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED .
BY INSTALLATIONS

* funds.

»
N

The need to construct new facilities may be lessened, in
some cases, by haking better use of existing space or by con-
tracting for child care services. DOD Instruction 7040.4 re-
quires installations to consider alternatives pefore requesting
funds for constructing new facilities. Where appropriate space
is available from underutilized or excess buildings on ‘base, the
services can renovate the space for child care activities. Some
Air Force installations, for example, are using religious educa-
tiorn facilities, youth centers, and elementary schools to fccom-
modate the overélow from the child care centers. :

-
Ny

‘At ,three Army installations, Fort Richardson, Fort Myer and ‘
Fort Leonard Wood, excess school buildings have been converted
in part or in whole to child care facilities. At Fort Leonard ~

. .Wood the State agreed to allow the Army to convert the on-post,

State-owned schocl to a 300-capacity child care facility if the

N . { ’




State could confinue to use part of the facility for,bandicabpeq
children. . The Army plans to continue pursuing this option at -
installations where excess school buildings become available and -

. can be renovated as necessary. .

- ~

-

. Contracting is another alternative which has only been tried
on an experimental basis. An internal Army review of alternative
means of financing the construction and operaticn of child care
centers identified cantracting as a possible. alternative to con-
struction, and in 1981 one Army command contracted for.child care
services in a contractor-leased and operated facility. This pro--
gram is currently being monitored by the Army to determime the
potential behefits and possible drawbacks of contract services.

4 .
UNIFORM DESIGN GUIDES CAN BE ADVANTAGE®US

. Service officials have generally agreed that the use of
u&iform design gzides for child care centers DOD-wide tduld

reduce both the fost and the time required for the construction
of hew faciliti¥s. Design guides which incdrporate criteria

relevant to center operations can assist the vices in pro-
. viding the best usable space ﬂn?whe needs of the children and
-+ staff., ] ’

Tﬁé Army is currently funding a project to develop archi-
tecturai\design critveria including a technical manual, design
guidelines, and concept designs for child care facilities and

- outdoor play areas. Some of the results of the project have
been made available to the other services, and this information
has been distributed to the installations. The Air Force's.child
care center design guide was pyblished in June 1981, and currently
‘17 centers are designed or are being deqigned using the criteria
established in the design guide. ? - :

In the 1981 report on the Supplemental Appropriations and
Rescission Bill, the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Construction directed that DOD develop a standard design and
criteria f@r day care centers. In July 1981, DOD recommended that
the services form a group to combine their criteria for child care

- centers into a single *document. This’gro‘P, calleq)the DOD Joint
Services MWR Child Care Subcommittee, is comprised of program
aofficials at service headquarters, as well as designated service
enginedr/architect representatives. The group's objective is to
develop uniform design criteria which permit service flexibility
to adapt to local conditiong while still providing comparable
facilities. This project can help the services focus more atten-
‘tion on Standardizing cénter designs. ; )

,  CONCLUSIONS .

<

< We believe the services have an obligation to pfovide child
care in safe, healthy facilities. Our discussions with Army v

. . € 8
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officials indicate that the Army would have difficulty financing
immediate improvements needed to provide safe, healthy child care
facilities while providing other authorized MWR activities. The
Navy faces a.similar though 'less severe situation. The Marine
Corps and the Air Force have, for the most. part, provided suitable
child care facilities using nonappropriated funds. Both of these
services, *however, want to build additional facilities to meet
increasing demands. We believe that when DOD evalud®es service
requests for constructign and renovation of child care facilities,
first priority should be given to upgrading unsuitable facilities.
Therefaore, proper documentation of unsafe and hazardous condjitions
is needed. ~ : ) o
-a St

Although DOD's MWR Child Care Subtommittee has recogn;jgd
the potential benefits of a uniform design guide for child gare
facilities, the -DOD has not yet completed development of ‘them.
We believe that using desigry guides can ‘be advarftageous.

RECOMMENDAT IONS D g

To.insure that the most urgent needs for child care facilities
are met\Tirst, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense require
the services: -

--WhenNit is not feasiple to correct unsafe or hazardous con- g
ditions, to document and develop plans to overcome the .
¢ Problems of facilities which should be closed. ~.

--To determine where i;propriatedﬁfunds are needed to correct V
unsafe or hazardous conditions. .

--To use uniform building design guides for child care fa-
’ cility construction where feasjble.

.

AGENCY COMMENTS :

1

.
¥

‘In oral comments, received April 8, 1982, DOD agreed with .
Sur recommendations, and plans to implement them.

<
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T CHAPTER 3 : :

I

DOD-WIDE MINIMUM STANDARDS

! NEEDED TO IMPROVE CHILD CARE PRCGRAMS K’

The services are committed to providing quatity child care
at an affordable price for service personnel.ggToO accomplish
' this, standards for acceptable child‘care op tiens must be
- “established and enforced., Except’ for program funding guidance,
DOD has issued no departmeht-wide standards for military child
care dctivities. Therefore, program officials at each of the
service headquarters have independently develope program stand-
ards. We found that some of these gbild care standards were in-
aded.éte, partigularly those pertaining’to the grouping of children,
educational activities, training of center staff, and the Jfood
program. These inadequate standards hinder the sexvices' ability -
to evaluate the quality.of their child care activities and DOD's
ability to @ssure thafyall child care activities will provide at -
least the minimum in acceptable 'service. while we ,did not assess
the effect of the inadequate standards on program operations, the
". absence of adequate standards for essential program areas increases
the likelihood that problegs.will occur and noet be detected and 7'

resolved.

] . R )
SERVICE REGULATIONS DO NOT MEET e
MINIMUM STANDARDS OF FEDERAL ; \ )
INTERAGENCY DAY CARE REQUIREMENTS

Most private civilian center operations are State licensed

_‘and regulated, and they are subject to oversight and inspections .

by local authorities to assure that children receive adequate

care in a safe and healt environment. Although military chilad

care centers are inspected by the serviceg, they are not regulated &

or inspected by DOD or apy other -Federal, State,\gr local agencies.
—— The services have complete latitude in developing, operating, in-
specting, and evaluating their child care programs. - —_—

The Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR) were
_established in 1968’ provide minimum program standards and ,
regulations for operat federally funded child care programs .
Since Federal funding r child care was included in block grants
to states, the FIDCR were suspended in October 1981, However, .
these requirements still provide atceptable operating standards.

We compared the child care regulations of the services with the
FIDCR. We found that service standards did not adequately address
" important program elements .specified in the FIDCR as minimum stand-

ards, and they do not, in all cases, assure that basic health,
safety, and developmental needs of the children are met. As a re- .
sult, fundamental differences exist among military child care

programs. These differences'cah affect program quality as shown

in the folloying<sections. - P
. A Y
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Service Standards for Child
Care Grouggﬁﬂeed Revision

chi{dren supervised by a categlv {caregiver/child ratio
among the most important factors affécting the quality of child
care programs. 1/ . The FIDCR have specified the maximum number
of children:at each age who can receive-adequate care in a ‘
single group. Service regulatlons, on the other hand, place
no limits on the total group size. A military center can have
two or three times the maximum recommended number of children, »
thereby affecting the gquality of care provided. Although the
arine Corps has no préscribed or mandatory maximum group size,
helr regulations do include provisions for dlvrdlng chlldren
into small groups within larger classroom settin .
1]
Just as the-absolute group size is linked to quality, so
is the caregiver/child ratio. Although the FIDCR requirements
for careglver/chle ratios were being revised at the time of
- suspension, the literature we reviewed suggests careglver/chlld
: ratios within the range of 1:5 to 1:10 for children aged 3 to 5,
" and, generally, a 1 4 ratio for infants and toddlers#

.

§ The total size of a Chlld care group*and. the nunmber g i
are

The, FIDCR 1nc1ude the following cr1ter1a for grouping
chlldren in child care programs:

L3 B U

Agea Ratio Maximum group size . ‘
“ .
' ¢ 3-4 7 1:5 15
; ’ “
¢ J 4“6 . 1:7 20 i i ~
‘ 6-14 1:10 . 25° = -

&
The‘Bervices' caregiver/¢hild ratios often exceed these

recommended limits. In the Army and Navy, for example, ratios’
T + are 1:8 for children 18 months to 3 years of age: the Marine

Cqrps ratio is 1:10; and the Air Force ratio is 1:15. The

services' careglver/chlld ratios at other ages also generally

exceed recommended limits. Service off1c1als told us that‘

higher ratios help them avoid increasing fees.

7

’ ' 3
1/Children at the Center, Final Report of the National Day Care
. Study prepared by Abt Agsociates, Cambridge, Mass., 1979, :

A 0
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Service Guidance Does Not Adequately
Address Developmental Programs

. Federal Interagency Day Care Requirgments_staté that day
" care programs must provide every child with educational activ-

ities.appropriat® to the child's age.

These activities must

be provided under the supervision and direction of a staff
member trained or.experienced in child development. Further,
each facility must have toys, games, equipment, materials.

and books for educational development and creative expressiocn
appropriate:to the type of féciligy and the age levels of the.-
children.- Finally, the FIDCR state that the daily activities
for each child in the facility must be designed to promote a’
child's pogitive self-concept, cogfitive abildities, and social -
and comfmung€ation skills. The need, for developmental activities
ts also sfipported by the literature on child care. )

mitment to.providing learning experiqpces in child care centers”™ ’
which stimulate intellectual growth and social. and emotional de“
velopment. Although Air Force regulations do reguire that centers
provide each child with developmental activities appropriate to
the child's age, none of the services' regulations adequately
specify the equipment, materials, toys, games, and books which
should be supplied to provide developmentai opportunities. They
also do not adequately specify the staff and supeer;ion needed
for an effective developmental program. There #s also no specific
prohibit against extended periods of purely custodial care, sO
_ the provision of developmental activities,‘while encouraged, 1is
left up to the caregivers. Service regulations alsc have no pro-
vision for the continuity of care by primary .caregivers to insure
that developmental activities are consistently provided and to
preclude the overuse of intermittent staff. OContinuity of fare
is particularly important in military' ¢hild cage centers because
of the'higb mobility of both the children anda§h§*caregivers
who generally are also military dependents. * -

o

Further Staff Training Guidance 1Is
Needed -

*
te

Adequate staff training is essential if child care centers
are to.provide quality programs and operate efficiently. The
FIDCR specify that orientation and continuous inservice training
should be provided for all staff, including professionals, non-
pre ss\iionals, and volunteers. “This training should include
_genetral\program goals and specific program areas such as nutri-
tion, health, child growth and development, educational guidance,
and remg¢¥ial .techniques. .

*
v

1]
None of the existing seYvice regulations cover all the
mf‘lmum staff training requirements specified im the FIDCR.
Army regulations state that training should be provided to meet .
A 4 B -

12 . -

Program officials in all the services-have.stated their.com- |

*
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Guidance on Food Program Standards

any special competence a pawricglar.program requires, wit#out
specifying which programs may require training. All Arm{ center_
staff, however, are reZﬁired to complete a first aid course. .
‘ The Navy requires only that all child care center employees e,
» 1. . . . . . ' . A
~complete training 1n first aid, cardiopulmonary resuscitation
(CPR) and the Heimlick Maneuver for choking victims. Although

not addressing all the standards of the FIDCR, the Marine Corps N\

gives more thorough guidance, than the other services. Marine
Corps reguéations specify that training seminars and wo¥kshcps -
will be prdvided for child care center staff, including pericdic
" training on-the latest techniques and procedures for providing
for saﬁf care a8 the development of children, Current’ Air .
Force regulations require all caregivers to have first aid and:
CPR training, and the new regulations will contain further guid-

ance on staff training reguirements,, v
» . .
) Y

Needed

Children attending DOD child care centers need nutritional
meals served in a safe and sanitary manpner. - The food program in
military child care centers is especially important because the’
centers are open eyfended hours; children may receive more meals
at the centers- than at home. Therefore, an adequate food program
is essential for their well being. Since military child care
centers are not inspected by outside agencies, service inspec-
tions, when they occur, provide the only oversight of their food
programs. With the exception of the Air Force, the services °
have not provided aglequate guidance on meal service standards
and Pnspections to 1nsure that aﬁgquate and nutritious meals
and snacks are Served. .,

The FIDCR state that child care centers must provide adeguate
and nutritious meals and snacKs prepared in a safe_,and sanitary
manner. The USDA €hild Care Food Program has specified meal .serv-
ice requirements for minimum quantity and components for meals
and snacks served to children in day care centers.

The Air Force has 160 of 162 centers participating in an
extgrnafly\funded food program. The USDA sponsors 124 . centers
while the remaining centers are overseas and therefore are not
eligible to participate in the USDA Child Care Food Program.
These centers receive funds through an equivalent program funded
by the Air Force Welfare Board (AFWB). All centers eligible to
.participate in the AFWB program were visited in the spring of
1981 by an Kir Force headquartéfs or major command specialist
and are now receiving funds. The centers patticipating in the
AFWB program musg. follow USDA meal and snack requirements.

The Army has qﬂout 40 centers parficipating in the USDA
food program. Army officials have indicated that most Army

-
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[ N
denters are not participating in this pro
facilities do not meet the basic health,
requirements necessary for participation.
tify’ themselveés as being in compliance wit

ram because the

afety, and sanitation

he Army centers cer-
e USDA standards,

h,

- a procedure which is not the generzl practice in civilian centers. ‘7
Eight Marine Corps centers and one~third of the Navy centers are - -
participating in the USDA food program, or have applied to, parti-
cipate/ ’ . >
-  The militany child care centers that participate in the UUSDA '
Child Care Food Program must meet the USDA meal service standards.

A

A

The majorityyof military child care .center

s 'in the.Army, Navy, and
and do not have meal

Marine Corps do not participate, however,
standards tb insure that minimum quantity and basic food grou
components are served .for meals and snacks. ) | .

-

CONCLUS IONS ] co

We believe that the child ca¥fe standards developed by the
services do not, in all cases, adequately regulate critical pro-
gram areas. Service guidance on group size, caregiver/child
ratios, educational activities, staff training, and food service
do not meet FIDCR's minimum standards for federally approved
civilian centers.,

We believe that @ervice standards which allow child care
centers ‘to keep fees low, to plade no limits on the number of
children in a group, and to hire foo Tew caregivers for the 4
group adversely affect program quality.

It is standard practice for civilian centeys to provide
resources for planned developmental activities. We believe that
the services' lack of adequate guidance for conducting develop-
mental activities-and providing educational materials for thes;
activities weakens their programs. ‘ '

The child care staff gﬁBuld know abput such things as nutri-
tion, health, child growth and development, educational guidance,
and remedial techniques; however, service standards do ot require
traini in all these areas. WB believe that the lack of adeqiate
guidangg-oq training can adversely affect program quality.

We believe that the lack of adequate standards and inspec- .
tions for food service in the Army, Navy, and_Marine Corps can
result in substandard meals and unsanitary conditions' which ma
adversely affect the health of the children in the centers. With-
out regular program inspections, critical operating deficiencies
can go unnoticed and uncorrected. o
We recognize that child eare is a fairly rfew program area
and that it takes time to develop adequate programs. Many DOD

centers may now be providing excellept care; howdver, DOD can

14




children of service personnel.

I1f the services are going to
minimum department-wide standards must be dévelqped and enr
forced for healthy, safe, and educationally sound care.
RECOMMENDAT IONS

steps to insure quality care must be taken,

not assure tﬁé{wall its centers provide acceptabIE garé for the
provide child care, as they'p;esently'do, then  the necessary

able child care s
Defense: N

As a first step,

v

1
care programs.

«

+ To insure thai military child.care programs provide accept=+

ervices, we recommend that the Secretary of

--Develop DOD-wide minimum standérds for the services' child
AGENCY COMMENTS

These standards should address (1) total
group size, (2) caregiver/child ratios, (3) educational
activities, (4) staff training, and (5):food services.
with DOD standards.

In ,oral comments,

~--Require the services to periodically verify compliance

»

P

récéf;:d April 8, 1982, DOD agreed with
our recommendations, and plans to implement them.

'
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. . CHAPTER 4 . _ ,

-~ FURTHER-MEASURES FOR IMPROVING THE : ' .

-

e

PROGRAM AND- CONTROL

IS - . e

Various service i‘nitiau_i,veé‘i‘@%ﬁ &

o ¥ :

' : ?% ge@gwﬁrgg:am operations
and control costs. Our review iq@ﬁcé,@ﬁﬁghat pro%iding con- .
tindous inservice training-for all ohild cdare stmff, increasing

use of family day care, and revisifg cetiter fee sc¢hedules can
assure more successful, cost effective child care. ., ..

fe &
T o gl ML
- O - .
,/N - .5

IMPROVING STAFF TRAINING ER soen T

< .

A 1979 Health, Education and Welfare child care study 17
found that c¢hild-related education and training shows a moder-
ately strong and consistent relationship tJ measuxes o6f quality
care but little relationship to cost. Thg study recommended
that child-related education and training¥oe required for staff
providing direct care to children. '

‘/' Continuous training opportunities aré’particularly important
in military centers becauge staff turnover s generally high. All
the services have recognized the need for training center adminis-
trators on all aspects of effective center management. Center
‘managers have to make trade-offs among desirable program elements
to maintain high gquality -chiild care that is affordable to mili-
tary .personhel and that stays within limited budget resources.
do all these tasks competently requires considegable skill and
training. All services have provided nymercus training oppprtun-
ities for center managers; however, to date, the services hawe not
provided adequate ‘inservice training for paregiversSbnd other center
staff. This training is essential if the services are to provide”®

quality care. ) , -

In 1977, the Army received Health and Human Services funding
to develop program and staff training materials and administrative
guides, and by September 1980, had developed 16 training manuals
and guides (Ft. Lewis Project). These materials cover child de-
velopment from infancy throéugh school age and provide assistance
in planning appropriate educational activities and in-managing .
all major aspects of military child care centers.

= N
-~ * "
Prior to the project's completioﬁ( the Air Force had used .
some of the materials in training workshops. Projectxstaff
also worked with a small number of center directors ard care- .
givers in tle use of these materials at Army, Navy, Air Force, -
. v . .

.\\\ N M . . -
~ “1/children at the Center, Final Report of the National Day Care

~' BStudy, Abt Associates, Cambridge, Mass., 1979. ..
y 4 16 .. . .
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and Marine Corps $ites. Although the projecf materials were
initially distribdted to each installation, since the completion
of the project in September 1980, no further distftbution has
been made. Consequently, with hf@h staff turnover, the services
cannot assure that their center martagers and caregivers have
access to the successful management technigues.and experiences
of the F€..Lewis Project.

I 3

FAMILY DAY CARE -

Family.'day care refers to full-time child care provided-in
priyate homes. -I't is especially suitable for infants, toddlers,
sibly groups, and for those children needing before or after-
school care. Although not réplacing the need for adequate Center
care, .family day care homes, if properly monitored, can:be an
appropriate and inexpensive way to provide additional alterna-
tives for child. care and to relieve facilj overcrowding. A
project of the MWR Child Care,S _committex:Zecognizeq the benefitgp
and savings which gould result from a c¢oor inated family day care
effort. The Army and the Marine CoPgs have developed guidance
on family day care and have authorized family housing units for
family day care. The Air Force eXxpects to authorize family day
care at installation housing units, and- guidance will be provided.
. The Navy has not as yet published specific guidelines.on family
day care. ' i .

In the Army, family housing may be authorized to provide
day care activities only with the appfoval of the inatallation
commander. Army regulations specify that not more than six
children will be cared for at one time including the provider's
own children. Also, no more than 2 of the chil&%en in a family -
day care center can be under 2 years of age, The regulatigns
also state that the primary caregiver in each family day care
home should arrange for another responsible adult to provide
backup support in emergencieg. The regulationg Tedyire that
where installations authogize family day care centers, local
policy must be developed to insure that each hame is evaluated
by the medical authofity, Each home must' be approved to operate
as a day care home, and the apgproval will Hepend on whether local
needs could otherwise be met, and on health and safety consider--
ations. - , ‘

The Marine Cofpé?;egulations-authorize family day care
segvices in housing argas controlled by the military installa-
tion with command approval. L If family day care services are
authdrized, local policy will be developed to insure that each
home meets health and safety standards as established in Na-
tional Fire Prevention Association 101, Life Safety Code. Family
day care services are not authorized when other suitable child
cake faciliti®s and services are available*vn the installation.
The Marine Corps regulations also specify that th@®se activities

&
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. will bé self-sustaining and that appropriated or nonappropriated -
& funds/cannot be expended in support of these activities. {

-

: CENTER FEES CAN BE INCREASED .

Installation ngmanders‘are authorizeld to establish reason- ]
able- fees to help pay for the costs of operating child care cen-
ters. The fees charged in military centers are generally lower
than in civilian centets, often by as much as 25 to 50 percent. | ‘
According to service officials, this lower fee structure is .
necessary to endable lower-ranking enlisted personnel tojfully
use the child care activities. ~

r

However, as of October 1981y DOD data indicates that rela-
! ~tively few lower-ranking personnel have children. Fewer than

€

2 percent of E-hrpersonﬁel have chkildren, fewer than 3 percent of
the E-2s, and only 6.5 percent &f E-3 personnel have childregﬁ\‘

It is not cost effective Oor necessary to base the fee struc+
ture for all center users on the financial status of tﬂis sma
group. For example, the average married E-4 .service member with .
over 4 years of service in 1980 made more than $15,000. i/ 1
the spouse worRs at minimum wage, the combined fam inc
» woulf be about $22,000. Full-time child care in civIittd@n cen-
g ters for families at this income level would cost substantially ..
more ‘than the weekly average of ‘$26 to $32 paid in military
centers.

A}

" v

While installation commanders do not, in all cases, ' set,vari-— -
* . able charges for recreation or entertainment activities such as N
bowling or theé{ér , they do have the authority to set variable
rate structures fdr child care. Many commanders have exercised
this authority by reducing rates for the second and third child.
However, installations have not generally adjusted fees on a
variable scale according to rank or family income. §

According to our survey of Government agencies in the Wash-
ington Metropolitan argqa, civilian center fees often do vary
with family income. Many private centers have reduced rates for
families whose income is not sufficient to cover the full tvost of

child care.

7 Service officials informed us that having more children
per caregiver helps them avoid increasing fees and operating 3
costs: However, according to the feviously cited,child care,’

study (Children at the Center), these higher ratio$ adversely .

1

nsation Tables.
ives -allowances
sation such
centive pays.

1/Source: October 1981 DOD Selected Military Comp
~ This fiqure assumes that the service member rece
in cash. This does not include additional compe
as variable housing allowances, or special and i
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affect the quality of care provided. If the services maintained

or reduced their fees for persopnel at ranks E-l through E-3 and +
for hardship cases among Wigher-ranking personnel, the f ees—fbr

all other users could be‘increased: The additional income gen-

erated could help the centers to upgrade the quality of care by
reducing caregiver/child ratios and could help the centers be
self-sustaining. The increased revenue could also reduce the

need to subsidize child care by nonappropriated fund-support

from other MWR activities.

CONCLUSIONS _ " - .

We believe the services need to provide adequate inservice
training to all center staff. The Ft. Lewis Project guides and
manuals are an excellent training resource and should be made
available for this purpose. ’ ‘

Because child care centers on many installations do not
have the space and resources to meet the demand for all types
of child care, the services need to try other on-base child -
care options. With ‘proper manitoring, family day care homes
can be an inexpensive and appropriate way to expand altgrnatives
for meeting service members' child care needs, and, alle iate :
center overcrowding. . <

The fees charged at many centers could be increased to
enable the centers to operate guality child care programs ®n
a self-sustaining basis. ' While a variable rate structure based
on rank or total family income coulg accommodate the need for
subsidized care for lower-ranking personnel and hardship cases,
increasing QQ§ fees for others could increase the operating funds
available toNimbrove the quality of:the child care program and .
could help the centers maintain self-sustaining operations.

3

RECOMMENDATIONS

To improve program quality and control, operating costs,
we recommend that the Secretary of Defense require the services
L)

to: - ] .

--Provide, individually or on a joint basis, training pro- |
grams for all child care staff. The training programs ‘
should make, full use of the Ft. Lewis Project manuals |
and guides. ’

--Use family day care homes, with proper monitoring, as an ¢
adjunct to child care centers where feasible.

--Use a variable fee structure, based on rank or total

family income, which accommodates the financial needs of
lower-ranking personnel and hardship cases.

' .




AGENCY COMMENTS - .0
*In oral cgomments, received April 8, 1982,, DOD agreed with *
our x‘eco_mmenda&)ns, and plans to implement them. ’
. . 1
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