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HEARING ON H.R. 3, EARLY CHILDHOOD
EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT ACT

FRIDAY, JANUARY 19, 1990

Housg oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMIITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABCR,
San Francisco, CA.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:00 a.m., in Auditorium
C, Golden Gate University, 536 Mission Street, San Francisco, Cali-
fornia, Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins [Chairman] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Hawkins and Hayes.

Staff present: Carole Stringer, legislative analyst; Beverley Ever-
ard, executive assistant; Lisa Morin, minority professional staff
member; Susan Wilhelm, staff director, Subcommittee on Human
Resources; and Damian Thorman, legislative associate, Subcommit-
tee on Human Resources.

Chairman HAawkins. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.

This is the convening of the meeting of the Education and Labor
Committee of the House of Representatives. I know that many indi-
viduals will be late this morning, but we do have a time constraint
and several witnesses do have a time problem.

May I first of all introduce, to my immediate left, Congressman
Charles Hayes of Illinois, who was kind enough to travel across the
country to be with us today and to make this an official meeting of
the committee. To my far left is Carole Stringer, the lead person on
child care issues from the majority sta’f of the committee. There
are one or two other staff people who will be introduced later.

I am very, very pleased to convene the Committee cn Education
and Labor’s first in a series of regicnal hearings on child care in
San Francisco today. We chose California as our first site for a
number of reasons.

Although California devotes a significant amount of resources to
child care, it is unable to meet the growing demand for quality
care and affordable care. We feel that there is much that we can
learn from California and the western region of our countx;y.

It is my understanding that the state has one of the finest ve-
source and referral networks in the country. This is a critical com-
ponent of a comprehensive child care system which benefits all
parents, whether or not they receive financial assistance under the
act.

Almost two decades ago, Congress gave the final approval te a
comprehensive child care program. Last year, we came very close
to giving final approval to H.R. 3, the Early Childhood Education
and Development Act, which is the main focus of the hearing
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today. We are repewing our efforts to enact H.R. 3. This is the
opening gun in a battle which we hope will be victorious, and we
are determined to be victoriou's.

The demand for child care will continue to increase more rapidly
than the supply. I believe that H.R. 8 provides the compreliensive
approach to address the crisis by building on existing programs of
proven effectiveness such as Head Start and early childhood educa-
tion. It is the determination of the committee that a good chilc
care program will be highly educational in nature and not merely
custodial.

In addition, this legislation provides the funding to states for
direct services for child care which is commonly known as the ABC
Title. The bill also provides funds for improving quality, providing
resources for training, monitoring and enforcement, and improving
salaries and other compensation. H.R. 8 clearly addresses quality
as opposed to custodial care by emphasizing educational and devel-
spmental care. A separate authorization of $25 million for business
incentive grants is also included.

The legislation has been endorsed by more than 150 national or-
ganizations, srome of which will be represented here today. They
seem fo be in some way pushing, supporting, and talking about
H.R. 3.1 would like for you to know it is not because I am the prin-
cipal author but because the bill represents a proposal that is sup-
ported by these 150 national orgarizations.

I would ke remiss if I did et also mention that the committee
supports tax credits as a complementary piece to H.R. 3. However,
since tax credits provide income and not direct child care services,
this component must be viewed as complementary and not as a
substitute for H.R. 3.

I believe that action on a Federal child care bill is long overdue.
Too iong have we been talking about it and doing nothing. It is
time that we challenge those who would delay the action until, as
they say, we have a balanced budget. There is only one proper way
to balance the budget. That is to take care of our essential needs
and at the same time provide the type of mvestment in education
sng child care that we need to make in order to achieve a balanced

udget.

This goal-can only be achieved if we go through the development
of a partnership between the Federal Government, state and local
governments, and the private sector. We cannot and must not
allow another year to pass without enacting a comprehensive child
care bill. It is my hope that today’s hearing will clearly demon-
strate that the public overwhelmingly supports our efforts to pass
HR. 3 early in this session of Congress. I look forward to the testi-
mony and views of our distinguished witnesses today.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins follows:]
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OPENING STATEMENT
HONORABLE AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS
January 19, 1990

1 AM PLEASED TO CONVENE THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR'S FIRST IN A
SERIES OF REGIOGAL HEARINGS ON CHILD CARE IN SAN FRANCISCO TODAY. WE CHOSE
CALIFORNIA AS OUR FIRST SITE FOR A NUMBER OF REASONS. ALTHOUGH CALIFORNIA DEVOTES
A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF RESOURCES TO CHILD CARE, IT 1S UNABLE TO MEET THE GROWING
DEMAND FOR QUALLTY CARE. ALSO, CALIFORNIA HAS ONE OF THE FINEST RESOURCE AND
REFERRAL NETWORKS IN THE COUNTRY WHICE IS A CRITICAL COMPONENT OF A COMPREHENSIVE
CHILD CARE SYSTEM WHICH BENEFITS ALL PARENTS WHETHER OR NOT THEY RECEIVE FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE UNDER THE ACT.

ALMOST TWO DECADES HAVE PASSED SINCE CONGRESS GAVE FINAL APPROVAL TO A
COMPREHENSIVE CHILD CARE PROGRAM. LAST YEAR, WE CAME VERY CLOSE TO GIVING FINAL
APPROVAL .TO ¥, P, 3, THE EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT ACT. TODAY,

WE ARE RENEWING OUR EFFORTS TO ENACT H.R. 3. UNLESS A MAJOR EFFORT 1S LAUNCHED,

THE DEMAND FOR CHILD CARE WILL CONTINUE TO INCREASE MORE RAPIDLY THAN THE SUPFLY.

1 BL..EVE THAT MY BILL, H.R. 3, PROVIDES A COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH TO ADDRESS THE

CHILD CARE CRISIS BY BUILDING oN EXISTING PROGRAMS OF PROVEN EFFECTIVEMESS SUCH AS

HEAD START, AND EARLY CHILDEOOD EDUCATION. IN ADDITION, THIS LEGISLATION PROVIDES
FUNDS TO STATES FOR DIRECT SERVICES FOR CRILD CARE WHICH IS COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE

ARC TITLE. H.R. 3 ALSO PROVIDES FUNDS FOR IMPROVING QUALITY, PROVIDING RESOURCES FOR
TRAINING, MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT, AND IMPROVING SALARIES AND OTHER COMPENSATION.
H.R. 3 CLEARLY ADDRESSES QUALITY VERSUS CUSTODIAL CHILD CARE BY EMPHASIZING EDUCATIONAL
AND DEVELOPHENTAL CARE. A SEPARATE AUTHORIZATION OF $25 MILLIOM FOR BUSINESS INCENTIVE
GRANTS IS ALSO ENCOMPASSED IN H.R. 3.

THIS LEGISLATION HAS “FEN ENDORSED BY MORE THAN 150 NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS,
SOME OF WHOM WILL BE REPRESENTED HERE TODAY. 1 WOULD BE REMISS IF 1 DID NOY MENTION
THAT THE COMMITTEE ALSO SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS AS A COMPLEMENTARY PIECE TO H.R. 3.
HOWEVER, SINCE TAX CREDITS PROVIDE INCOME AND NOT DIRECT CHILD CARE SERVICES
SUCH MEASURES MUST BE VIEWED AS COMPLEMENTARY AND KOT AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR H.R. 3.

1 BELIEVE THA. ACTION ON A FEDERAL CHILD CARE BILL IS LONG OVERDUE. PROVIDING
SAFE, AFFORDABLE, QUALITY CHILD CARE FOR AMERICAN FAMILIES IS MY NUMBER ONE
PRIORITY FOR 1990. THIS GOAL CAN ONLY BE ACHIEVED THROUGH DEVELOPMENT OF A STRONG
PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, STATE, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND THE
PRIVATE SECTOR. WE CAN} [ AND xusr‘tm AJLOW ANOTHER YEAR TO PASS WITHOUT ENACTING
A COMPREHENSIVE CHILD CARE BILL. 1T IS MY HOPE THAT TODAY'S HEARING WILL CLEARLY
DEMONSTRATE 'THAT THE PUBLIC OVERWHELMINGLY SUPPORTS OUR EFFORTS TO PASS H.R. 3
EARLY IN THIS CONGRESS. 1 I0OK FORWARD TO THIS TESTIMONY AND VIEWS OF OUR DISTINGUISKED
WITHESSES %ODAY.
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Chairman HAWwKINS. May 1 also at this time announce that we
have asked our witnesses to confine themselves to what is really an
inadequate amount of time so that we may have a dialogue with
them and a question and answer period of time: but at the same
time, we want to assure them that all of their j:_epared testimony
will be included in the official record,

Mr. Hayes, do you wish to make a statement at this time?

Mr. HavEs. In the interests of time, Mr. Chairman, I am going to
be very brief in acknowledging my appreciation and the persever-
ance which you have shown as chairman of this coimnmittee to keep
this issue ofy child care top on our agenda against some odds, odds
sometimes that seem insurmountable when it comes to getting Fed-
eral dollars te support the program.

I know your convicticns and your support for this kind of pro-
gram is one that stretches out across this nation. You fired the
bullet here in San Francisco. I hope 2000 miles away in Chicago to
have a similar hearing on this issue. One is necessary.

Thank you very much. Let’s get along with the witnesses.

Chairman Hawxkins, Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

STATEMENT OF HONORABLE DIANE WATSON, CALIFORNIA
STATE SENATE, 28TH DISTRICT

Chairman Hawkins. The Chair would certainly like to welcome
as the first witness in this series of hearings and in the hearing
foday the Honorable Diane Watson, state senator from the 28th
District of the State, a part of which I am very, very pleased to
have within my congressional district in Los Angeles.

I mentioned the cooperation and the partnership among the dif-
ferent levels of government, including the state. I know of no one
in the state legislature who has distinguished oneself on issues per-
taining to children and families. It is indeed an honor and a great
inspiration to us fighting for child care, fo have the voice of Diane
Watson. We are very, very pleased to welcome her as our first wit-
ness before the hearing today.

Diane, a pleasure.

Ms. WarsoN. Thank you.

Good morning, Congressman Hawkins, Congressman Hayes,
members of the committee. I am State Senator Diane Watson,
chairperson of the Health and Human Services Committee. It is an
honor, Congressman, to be your leadoff witness this morning on a
subject I feel has too long been ignored in the 1980s. That is child
care.

I commend the efforts of the chairman in supporting H.R. 8, the
Early Childhood Education and Development Act, and in holding
today’s hearing. This signifies a continuing interest and effort by
Congress to enact comprehensive child care legislation. And, by
holding the hearing in California, those of uc who have been long
involved in our state’s child care system have an opporturity to
share our experience with this committee.

I'have been asked to provide an overview of child care in Califor-
nia and to comment on the need for a national, comprehensive
policy. To supplement my remarks, I have two handouts that pro-
vide further detai! on Californis system. The first document was
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prepared by our Senate Office of Research at my request three
yt&ai\rs ago, and traces the development of the program we have
ay.

The second is an excerpt from an analysis of child care programs
prepared by our legislative anelyst’s office last year. Both docu-
ments, which are the source of tue statistics I wili cite today, con-
tain detailed descriptions of the various types of child care pro-
grams available in California. I think you ought to have them in
your hands now. If not, staff will provide you with them.

Whet I will do this morning is summarize the highlights of Cali-
fornia’s program and show how our efforts here in the state will
dovetail nicely into the program proposed in H.R. 8. I might add
that congressional action is especially welcome in light of our
state’s fiscal picture and the fiscal constraints under which we are
op2rating at the current time.

California’s subsidized child care program has its roots in child
care centers set up during World War II for the children of women
working in shipyards and munitions factories. The Federal
Lanham Act provided funding for these centers. After the war,
when Federal support ended, the state legislature continued the
prcggrams using state funds, largely in response to advocacy by par-
ents.

The state-subsidized system that has developed over nearly 50
years in California has these main features: First, it is adminis-
tered by the State Lepartment of Education; and a variety of pro-
(gl'rrams are available to meet different needs of parents and chil-

en.

All programs must adhere to certain standards for staffing,
health and safety, and other reauirements. Parents play a major
role in advocating for programs. Specialized programs have devel-
oped to serve targeted populations, such as the children of migrant
workers and teen parents. A strong resource and referral, or
“R&R” network has developed, with state support, to assist parents
in finding care, regardless of their income, and to generally pro-
mote quality child care.

We are currently spending close to $350 million annually on
state-subsidized child care programs. Child development services
were directly provided on a sliding fee basis to approximately
110,000 children in 1985-86, the last year for which we have de-
tailed enrollment data. Of these children, about two-thirds were
from low-income families headed by a single women. The majority,
61 percent, of the children served were preschool ages, from three
to five years; 98 percent were under the age of 11. The vast majori-
ty of the children, 93 percent, received their subsidized care in
child care centers.

Now, turning to all child care programs available in the state, I
think we here in California can be somewhat proud of our accom-
plishments. According to the legislative analyst’s report, if we
added all the state and Federal funds available in California for
child care in 1988-89, those funds would total around $1.4 billien,
of which 45 percent came from state funds and 55 percent from
Federal funds. The state-subsidized program I just described and a
state tax credit for dependent care together account for most of
these funds.

Q




Although we appear to he spending a lot on child care, we know
that many parents still cannot find affordable, quality child care.
Most of us know at least one parent who has had to settle rfor what
i available, rather than what is desirable,

To bolster the anecdetal information, our legislative analyst has
estimated that our state-subsidized pProgram serves anywhere from
12 to 26 percent of the demand for that care. This means anywhere
from 155,000 to 405,000 children from low-income working families
did not receive the care for which they would have been eligible,
had it been available. This estimate of unmet needs was done con-
servatively, and I am sure the actual numbers are higher than
those I quoted.

My point is-that much more needs to be done, both at the state
level and at the Federal level. This year, I am again trying to get a
child care bond measure on the baliot to provide low-interest loans
to child care providers who wish to star! or to expand child care
facilities. The $270 million in that measure would not close the gap
between the undersupply and huge demand for child care, but it
would recognize our state’s role in helping parents find quality, af-
fordable, child development.

The measure that brings us here this morning, H.R. 3, would
similarly recognize the role of the Federal Government in respond-
ing to the needs of our citizenry. The data bear out those needs.
Today, women make up nearly half of the workforce, a threefold
increase since 1940. Among married women, almost half of those
with children under the age of thres work outside the home, while
62 percent with children age six or older work outside the home.

We certainly need to address, as a top priority, child care. Single
parent families constitute 15 porcent of all families in this country.
Is it any wonder that the “emand for child care keeps increasing?
Why? Why do we keep evading the issue?

Well, HR. 3, as reported by this committee, contains the essen-
tial elements of a comprehensive national policy to address this
most dramatic need. It has many points of similarity to California’s
system. It provides for parel 'al choice in child care; recognizes a
varigfgy of child care settings; it requires providers to meet state-
specified standards for health and safety, staffing, and other fac-
tors; and it recognizes the needs of special populations such as teen
parents, children with disabilities, and young children under three.

In other respects, such as the training requirements for providers
and licensing inspectors as well as the incentives for businesses,
H.R. 3 improves our state systzm, and will certainly enhance it.

Overall, this bill represents a major national effort in providing
affordable, quality child ¢ elopment. it recognizes that parents’
and childrens’ needs differ ind that more than babysitting is in-
volved in providing appropriate care for children. As I go through
my presentation, I will use child development. That is what I am
trying to get to. Not just warehousing children.

Although low-income families are given priority, the bill recog-
nizes that child development needs cut across income levels. Final-
ly, the bill recognizes the important role that resource und referral
agencies can play in ensuring that a comprehensive system of child
development works effectively.

i0
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Besides being proud that so much of the California system is re-
flected in H.R. 3, I have a pragmatic reacon for supporting this ap-
proach. As reported by your committee, H.R. 3 would be very easy
to implement here in the State of California because our systems
are already set up to accommodate the Federal provisions.

Of the $1.75 billion appropriated, approximately $103 million in
new child care funds could be available to California to expand our
existing state-subsidized system and otherwise expand our current
efforts. We would not have to establish new bureaucracies or forge
new interagency agreements, but could concentrate on providing
xgxore services to our state’s families under the provisions of this

ill.

I wouid like to close my cestimony with a recommendation that
you view this major child development bill as a first important step
in formulating & national dependent child policy. As you all know,
oftentimes we see demographic changes occurring here in Califor-
nia before they become perceptible in tue rest of the country. I am
the co-chair of a task force on the changing family which examines
changes occurting in the state’s families, with a view to developing
public policies needed to meet the needs of the state’s changing
population.

Cne trend the demographers have documented is the aging of
our state’s population. By the year 2000, vne ir eight Californians
will be over the age of 65, and the number over 85 will increase by
81 percent. With the changes in medical technology, better health
promotion efforts, and other advances, we will be living longer.

While this is certainly a positive sign, we need to prepare for the
increased need for care and supervision of our frail elderly and
others who may need some sort of assistance with their daily living
activities. Families already responsible for finding care for young
children will find themselves also responsible for caring for depend-
ent adults who cannot care for themselves. Those caregivers—usu-
ally wives or adult daughters—have been given the unofficial label
of the “sandwich generation,” squeezed between the needs of the
young and the old.

While we do not have any ready solutions for your committee, I
encourage you to keep my comments in mind as you forge your
child development legislation. You have my full-hearted support
for your efforts, and I offer whatever assistance you :iay need.

Thank you for allowing me to share my comments this morning.

You have the assistance of all the legislators ‘n Califoraia. I
want you to know we have a GAIN program bere, our welfare
reform program, which many of you know about. It offers a tre-
mendous opportunity for us to show our stuff in terms of chiid
care, because a parent is .10t required to enter that program unless
quality affordable child development is available. I think the
framework I mentioned and w>at H.F 8 proposes to do will start

us on a road to solving this most v.3tical problem in America.
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Thank you for allowing me to sl.ure these comments with you
this merning, I am open for any questions you may have.

Chairman F wkiNs. Thank you, Senator Waison.

Without o, ion, I ask the statement accompanying the pre-
pared statement read by Senator Watson be included in the record.
These were the ones marked “1989-1990 Budg ¢t as a Source,” and
the other statement is on the letterhead of Senator Watson headed
January 8, 1987 and addressed “Dear friends.”

[The prepared statement of Hon. Diane Watson folivws:]




Wglifornia State Senate
DIANE E. WATSON, Ph.D.
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SESTINOHY OF SEMATOR DIANE B. WATSOX
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LECUATVE COMTTLE

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND DEVELOPNEET ACT (E.R. 3) bt et

JANUARY 19, 1990

GOOD MORNING, CORGRESSMAN HAWKINS AND MEMBERS OF THE
COMMITTEE., I AM SENATOR DIANE WAPSON, A MEMBER OF THE
CALITORNIA LEGISLATURE AND CHAIRPERSON OF THE HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES COMMITTEE. I AM HONORED T0 BE YOUR LEAD-OFF WITNESS
THIS MORNING ON A SUBJECT I FEEL WAS TOO LONG IGNORED IN THE
1980s: CHILD CARE.

I COMMEND THE EFFORTS OF THE CHAIRMAN IN CARRYING H.R. 3,
THE EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATIOR AND DEVELOPMENT ACT, AND IN
HOLDING TODAY’S HEARING. THIS SIGNIFIES A CONTINUING INTEREST
AND EPFORT BY CONGRESS TO ENACT COMPREHENSIVE CHILD CARE
LEGISLATION. AND, BY HOLDIRG THE HEARING IN CALIFORNIA, THOSE
OF US WHO HAVE BEEN LONG INVOLVED IN OUR STATE’S CHILD CARE
SYSTEM HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO SHARE OUR EX»®ERIENCE WITH YOUR
COMMITTEE.
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[+ »“ORKIAANDNWOHMHEEFORANAHORAL,
COMPREHENSIVE POLICY. TO SUPPLEMENT MY REMARKS, I HAVE THWo
HAXDOUTS THAT PROVIDE FURTHER DETAIL ox CALLIFORNIA’S SYSTEM.
THE FIRST DOCUMEINT WAS PREPARED BY OUGR SENATE OFFICE OF
RBE\RC.BATHYRNUBS?THRZBYB\RSAGO, AND TRACES THE
DEVILOPMENT OF THE PROGRAM WE RAVE TODAY. THE SECOND IS AN
EXCERPT FROX AN ANALYSIS OF CHILD CARE PROGRAMS PREPARED BY OUR
LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE LAST YEAR. BOTH DOCUMENTS, WHICH
ARE THE SOURCE OF THE STATISTICS I WILL CITE TODAY, CONTAIN
DETAILED DESCVIPTIONS OF THE VARIOUS TYPES OF CHILS CARE
PROGRAMS AVATTABLE IN CALIFORNIA.

WHAT X WILL DO THIS EORNING IS SUMMARIZE THE HIGHLIGHTS or
CALIFORNIA’S PROGRAM AND SHOW HOW OUR EFFORTS HERE IN THE STATE
WILL DOVETAIL NICELY INTO THLC PROGRAM PROPOSED IN OUR EFFORTS
HERE IN H.R. 3. I MIGHT ADD, TOO, THAT CONGRESSIONAL ACTION Is
ESPECIALLY WELCOME IN LIGHT OF OUR STATE'S PISCAL PICTURE AND
THE FISCAL CONSTRAINTS UNDER WHICH WE ARE OPERATING.

CALIFORNIA’S SUBSIDIZED CHILD CARE PROGRM HAS ITS ROOTS
IN CHILD CARE CENTERS SET UP DURING WORLD WAR II FOR THZ
CHILDREN OF WOXEN WORKING IN SHIPYARDS AND MUNITIONS FACTORIES.
THE PEDERAL LANHAM ACT PROVIDED FUNDING FOR THESE CENTERS.
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AFTER THE WAR, WHEK PEDERAL SUPPORT ENDED, THE STATE

LEGISIATURE CONTINUED THE PROGRAHS USING STATE FU4DS, LARGELY .
IN RESPONSE TO ADVOCACY BY PARENTS.

THE STATE-SUBSIDIZED SYSTEM THAT HAS DEVELOPED OVER NEARLY
FIFTY YEARS HERE IN CALIFORNIA HAS THESE MAIN FEATURES:

o IT IS ADMINISTERED BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION;

o A VARIETY OF PROGRAMS ARE AVAILABLE TO MEET DIFFERENT
NEEDS OF PARENTS AND CHILDREN;

o ALL PROGRAMS MUST ADHERE TO CERTAIN STANDARDS FOR
STAPFING, HEALTH AND SAFETY, AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS;

o PARENTS PIAY A LARGE ROLE IN ADVOCATING FOR PROGRANMS;

o SPECIALIZED PROGRAMS HAVE DEVELOPED TO SERVE TARGETED
POPUTATIONS, SUCH THE CHILDREN OF MIGRART WORKERS AND
TEEN PARENTS; AND

o A STRONG RESOURCE AND REFERRAL, OR "R & R" NETWORK HAS
DEVELOPED, WITH STAT: SUPPORT, T0 ASSIST PARENTS IN
*PINDING CARE, REGARDLESS OF THEIR INCOME, AND TO
GENERALLY PROMOTE QUALITY CHILD CARE.
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WE ARE CURRENTLY SPENDING CLOSE T0 $3350 MILLION ANNUALLY
ON STATE-SUBSIDIZED CHILD CARE PROGRAMS. CHILD DEVELOPMEZNT
SERVICES WERE DIRECTLY PROVIDED ON A SLIDING FEE BASIS TO
APPROXIMATELY 110,000 CHILDREN IN 1385-86, THE LAST YBAR FOR
WHICH WE HAVE DETAILED EHROLIMENT DATA. OF THESE CHILDREN,
ASOUT TWO-THIRDS WERE FROM LOW-INCOME YAMILIES HEADED BY A
SINGLE WOMAN. THE MAJORITY (61 PERCENT) OF THE CHILDREN SERVED
WERE PRESCHOOL~-AGES THREZ T0 FIVE YEARS; 98 PERCENT WERE UNDER
11 YZARS OF AGE. THE VAST MAJORYTY OP THE CHILDREN~--93
PERCENT--RECEIVED THEIR SUBSIDIZED CARE IN CHILD CARE CENTERS.

TUnsING TO ALL CHILD CARE PROGRAMS AVAILABLZ IN THE STATE,
I THINK WE IN CALIFORNIA CAN BE PROUD OF OUR ACCOMPLISHMENTS.
ACCORDING TO THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S REPORT, IF WE ADDED ALL
THE STATE AND PEDERAL FUNDS AVAILASLE IN CALIFORNIA FOR
CHILD CARE IN 1988-89, THOSE FUNDS WOULD TOTAL $1.4 BILLION, of
VEICH 45 PERCENT CAME FROM STATE FUNDS AND 56 PERCENT FROM
FEDERAL PUNDS. THE STATE-SUBSIDIZED PROGRAM I JUST DESCRIBED
AKD A STATE TAX CREDIT FOR DEPENDENT CARE TOGETHER ACCOUNT FOR
¥oST OF THOSE FUNDS.

ALTHOUGH WE APPEAR TO BE SPENDING A 10T ON CHILD CARE, WE
KNOW THAT MANY PARENTS STILL CANNOT PIND AFFORDABLE, QUALITY
CHILD CARE. MOST OPUSMOHATLE\STONEPARMH{OHASHAD'DO
SETTLE POR WHAT I8 AVAILABLE, RATHER THAN WHAT IS DESIRABLE.
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T0 BOLSTER THE ANECTODAL INFORMATION, OUR LEGISIATIVE ANALYST
HAS EBSTIMATED THAT OUR STATE-SUBSIDIZED PROGRAM SEiVES ANYWHERE
FROM 12 TO 26 PERCENT OF THE DEMAND FOR THAT CARE. THIS MEANS
ANYWHERE FPROM 155,000 TO 405,000 CHILDREN FROM LOW~INCOME
WORKING FAMILIES DID NOT RECEIVE THE CARE FOR WHICH THEY WOULD
HAVE BZEN ELIGIBLE, HAD IT BEEM AVAILABLE. TEIS ESTIMATE OF
UNMET NEED WAS DONE CONSERVATIVELY, AND I AM SURE THE ACTUAL
NUMBERS AME HIGHER THAN THAT.

HY POINT IS THAT HUCH MORE NEEDS TC BE DONE, BOTH AT THE
STATE LEVEL AND AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL. THIS YEAR, I AM AGAIN
TRYING TO GET A CHILD CARE BOND MEASURE ON THE BALIOT TO
PROVIDE LOW-INTEREST LOANS TO CHILD CARE PROVIDERS WHC WISH TO
START OR EXPAKD CHILD CARE FACILITIES. THE $270 MILLION IN
THAT MEASURE WOULD NROT CLOSE THE GAP BETWEEN THE UNDERSUPPLY
AND HUGE DEMAND FOR CHILD CARE, BUT IT WOULD RECOGNIZE OUR
STATE’S ROLE IN HELPING PARENTS FIND QUALITY, AFFORDABLE CARE.

THE CHATIR’S MEASURE, H.R. 3, WOULD SIMILARLY RECOGNIZE THE
ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNKENT IN RESPONDING TO THE NEEDS OF
OUR CITIZENRY. THE DATA BEAR OUT THOSE NEEDS. TODAY, WOMEN
MAKE UP NEARLY HALP OF THE WORKFORCE, A THREEFOLD INCREASE
SINCE 1940. AMONG MARRIED WOMEN, ALMOST HALF OF THOSE WITH
CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF THREE WORK OUTSIDE THE HOME, WHILE 62
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PERCENT WITH CHILDREN AGE SIX OR OLDIR WORX OUTSIDE THE HOME.
SINGLE PARENT ZAMILIES CONSTITUTE 15 PERCENT OF ALL PAMILIES IN
THIS COURTRY. IS IT ANY WONDER THAT THE DEMAND FOR CHILD CARE

KEEPS INCREASING?

H.R. 3, AS REPORTED BY THIS COMMITTEE, CONTAIN3 THR
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF A COMPREHENSIVE HATIONAL POLICY ToO
ADDRESS CAILD CARE NEEDS. IT HAS MANY POINTS OF SIMILARITY TO
CALIFORNRIA’S SYSTEN: IT PROVIDES FOR PARENTAL CHOICE IN CHILD
CARE; RECOGNIZES A VARIETY OF CHILD CARE SETTINGS; REQUIRES
PROVIDERS TO MEET STATE-SPECIFIED STANDARDS FOR REALTH AND
SAFETY, STAFFING, AND OTHER PACTORS; AND RECOGNIZES THE NEEDS
OF SPECIAL POPULATIONS SUCH AS TEEN PARENTS, CHILDREN WITH
DISABILITIES, AND YOUNG CHILDREN UNDER THREE. IN OTHER
RESPECTS, SUCH AS THE TRAINING REQUIREMENTS FOR PROVIDERS AND
LICENSING INSPECTORS AS WELL AS THE INCENTIVES FOR BUSINESSES,
H.R. 3 IMPROVES OUR STATE SYSTEM.

OVERALL, H.R. 3 REPRESENTS A MAJOR NATIONAL BPFORT IN
PROVIDING AFFORDABLE, QUALITY CHILD CARE. IT RECOGNIZES THAT
PARENTS! AND CHILDRENS’ NEEDS DIFFER AND THAT MGRE THAN
BABYSITTING IS INVOLVED IN PROVIDING APPROPRIATE CARE FOR
CHILDREN. ALTHOUGH LOW-INCOME FAMILIES ARE GIVEN PRIORITY, THE
BILL RECOGNIZES THAT CHILD CARE NEZEDS CUT ACROSS INCOME LEVELS.
FINALLY; THE BILL RECOGNIZES THE IMPORTANT ROLE THAT RESOURCE
AND REFERRAL AGENCIES CAN PLAY IN ENSURING THAT A COMPREHENSIVE
SYSTEM OF CHILD CARE WORKS EFPECTIVELY.

18
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BESIDES BEING PROUD THAT SO MUCH OF THE CALIFORNIA SYSTEM
IS REFLECTED IN H.R. 3, I HAVE A PRAGMATIC REASON FOR
SUPPORTING YOUR APPROACH. AS REPORTED BY YOUR COMMITTIEE,
H.R. 3 WOULD BE VERY EASY TO IHPLB(E.‘IT HERE IN THE STATE
BECAUSE OUR SYSTEMS ARE ALREADY SET UP TG ACCOMMODATE THE
FEDERAL PROVISIONS. OF THE $1.75 BILLION APPROPRIATEL,
APPROXIMATELY $106 MILLION IN NEW CHILD CARE FUNDS COULD BE
AVAILABLE TO CALIFORMNIA TO EXPAND OUR EXISTING STATE-SUBSIDIZED
SYSTEM AND OTHERWISE EXPAND OUR CURRENT EFFORTS. WE KOULD NOT
HAVE TO ESTABLISH NEW BUREAUCRACIES OR FORGE NEW INTERAGENCY
AGREEMENTS, BUT COULD CONCENTRATE ON PROVIDING MORE SERVICES TO
OUR STATE’S FAMILIES.

I’D LIKE TO END MY TESTIMONY THIS MORNING WITH A
PECOMMENDATION THAT YOU VIEW THIS MAJOR CHILD CARE BILL AS A
FIRST IMPORTANT STEP IN FORMUIATING A NATIONAL DEPENDENT CARE
POLICY. AS YOU INCY¥, OFTENTIMES WE SEE DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES
OCCURRING HERE IR CALIFORNIA BEFORE TLEY BECOME PERCEPTIBLE IN
THE REST OF THE COUNTRY. I AM THE CO-CHAIR OF A TASX FORCE ON
THE CHANGING PAMILY TO EXAMINE CHANGES OCCURRING IN THE STATE’S
FAMILIES, WITH A VIEW TO DEVELOPING PUBLIC POLICIES NEEDED TO
MEET THE NEEDS CFP THE STATE’S CHANGING POPULATION. ONE TREND
THAT THE DEMOGRAPHERS HAVE DOCUMENTED IS THE AGING OF OUR
STATE’S POPULATION. BY THE YBAR 2000, ONE IN EIGHT
CALIPORNIANS WILL BE OVER 65, AND THE NUMBER OVER 85 WILL
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INCREASE BY 81 PERCENT. WITH THE CHANGES IN MEDICAL
TECHNOLOGY, BETTER HEALTH PROMOTION EFFORTS, AND OTHER
ADVANCES, WE ARE LIVING LONGER.

YHILE THIS IS CERTAINLY A POSITIVE SIGN, WE NEED TO
PREPARE FOR THE INCREASED NEED FOR CARE AND SUPERVISION OF OUR
FRAZL ELDERS AND OTHERS KHO MAY NEED SOME SORT OF ASSISTANCE
VITH THEIR DAILY LIVING ACTIVITIES. FPAMILIES ALREADY
RESPONSIBLE FOR PINDING CARE FOR YOUNG CHILDRCH WILL FIND
THEMSELVES ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR CARING FOR DEPENDENT ADULTS WHO
CANNOT CARE FOR THEMSELVES. THOSE CAREGIVERS--USUALLY WIVES OR
ADULT DAUGHTERS--HAVE BEEN GIVEN THE UNOFFICIAL LABEL OF THE

"SANDWICH GENERATION," SQUEEZED BETWEEN THE NEEDS OF THE YGUNG
AND THE OLD.

WHILE WE DO NOT HAVE ANY READY SOLUTIONS FOR YOUR
COMMITTEE, I ENCOURAGE YOU TO KEEP THESE COMMENTS IN MINL °2
¥OU FORGE YOUR CHILD CARE LEGISLATION. YOU HAVE MY
FULL-HEARTED SUPPORT FOR YOUR EFFORTS, AND I OFFER WHATEVER
ASSISTANCE YOU MAY NEED. THANK YOU FOR ALLOWING ME TO SHARE MY
COMMENTS THIS MORNING.

B
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Health and Human Berutces
January 8, 1987
Dear Friends:
As child care becomes & more icportant and essential need for
young fanilies, the Legislature, %ocal governments, and ecployers
vill be called upon to corsider ways to expand its supply,
improve its quality, ard mitigste its cost for low-incoue
parents. Nearly every day, the opinion pagen of major California
nswzpapers cite child care needs as a challenge demanding public
and private attention.
Late in 1986, I asked the Senate Office of Research to provide me
with a brief history of child care in California, to sux .rize
the extent of current child care services, and to identify some
of the.emerging public policy issues that will face this
legislative session. Enclosed is a copy of the issue brief which
SOR prepared. I commend it to your attention and I welcome any
comments and recormendatione you might have for me and for the
Health and Human Services Committee a3 we consider the best ways
to address the unmet need for child care of high quality for the
children and working families of California.
Sincerely,
DIANE E. WATSON
Chairperson
DEW: Jh:gd
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INTRODUCTIOR

In the current fiscal year, California {s spending over $300
million in state funds for child care. Thxs s a substantial
amount of money, relative to other states. This paper puts Cali-
fornia child care programs i{nto an historic.li perspective and
draws some lessons for public policy from thi. long experience,
and concludes with a discussion of emerging issucs.

EARLY HISTORY

The roots of state-subsidized child care go back to World War II,
when California women suppurted the war effort by werking in
shipyards and munitions factories. Their children were cared for
in child care centers sponsored by the federal Lanham Act. In
other states, the Lanham Act was administered by departments of
health or welfare. In California, however, because large urban
scho¢” districts and county offices of education were the local
administrators of these centers, the state administration of the
Lanham Act was transferred in 1943 from the Departament of Social
HWelfare to the Department of Education. In this way, local
school superintendents needed to deal only with one state agency
for both K-12 education and child care.

22
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In 1945 at the end of the war, federal support of these programs
otded, and in most states, the centers closed. Not so in Calf-

fornia: parents raised Cain, so the State Legislature replaced
federal funds with scate dollars. The programs continued, ad-
ministered by the State Department of Education and by local
school districts, with annual appeals by parents to maintain the
progran. In the early 1950s, a group of parents came up from Los
Angeles to Sacramento to testify at budget hearings; the story
goes that when they arrived at the Capitol, they asked where to

r2gister as "agitators." Parent advocacy and the relatively
small nature of the program kept it alive through the 1950s and
1960s

In 1965, another war, the War on Poverty, gave rise to a second
program in the Department of Education. Ths Legislature created
the State Preschool program, which {s modelled on Head Start, the
federal early-education program for children of low income fami-
lies. The State Preschool program operates half-days, during the
school year, for 3 to 5 year old children of low income families.
Like Head Start, the State Preschool classrooms must be educa-
tional, they must involve parents in policy decisions, and they
are free. Both public and private coantractors operate these
prograns. The reimbursement is about $2,000 per year per child.

By 1966, some of the features of California's child care system
were emerging:

e administered by the Department of Educationi

o varied programs (full-day and part-day);

e mandatory program components (such as  educational
aspects); and,

e strong paient advocacy.

-2
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Three other social forces in the late 1960s and early 1970s com-
pleted the foundation of California's child care services: the
large influx of women into the labor market, the continued growth
of federal funding of anti-poverty programs, and the governorship
of Jonald Reagan.

First, the large number of women in the workforce brought pres-
sure on the Legislature to expand full-day child care rather than
to dincrease the budget of the half-day State Preschool program.
Second, an increase in federal funds, through the old Title 1IV-A
and later Title XX, gave the State Legislature funds to direct
for child care. And, third, the Legizlature felt cthat Superin-
tendent Wilson Riles had demonstrated more commitment to poor
families than had the Governor, so, they transfarred all subsi-
dized child care funds from the Department of Soclal Services to
the Department of Education. The Title IV-A and Title XX funds
Joined with State Genexzl Funds for the old Lanham Act centers to
provide the base for wubsidized child care funding.

NEW APPROACHES

During the 1970s, the increasing number of women {n the 1labor
force ﬁrompted nearly annual increases in the size of our subsi-
dized child care program. The second important feature of the
decade was the emergence of "speclalized" types of programs:
exauples {nclude child care programs for wmigrant farmworkers
(usually located £n scate housing camps); campus centers fov
university and community college students; and, high school
infant centers for teenage parencs are special yprograms
established in the 1970s.

-3-
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In some ways, the most significsnt ond {cpor-ant of the special
prograas which the Legislature initiated in the 19703 is che
Resource and Referral (R & R) network. This idea was promoted by
Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., as a uay for state funds to assist
all parents to find care, regardle:.n of their Iincome, and to
assist public and private agencies, including corporate and busi-
ness enterprises, to start child care programs or %o understand
the extent of the local need for cere. The Legislature now
appropriates about seven and one-half million dollsrs ($7.5 M)
for R & R services; this amounts to zbout 30 cents per person in
the state. There is an R & R agency ia every county not only to
help psrents find care but to encourage the local growth of child
care programs by recruiting new providers, assisting individuals
and groups to obtain child care licenses, and soliciting corpo-
rate support.

There sre three other special programs with separate local con-
tracts. The first s called "Alternative Payment" -- it is
essentially a2 voucher program in which eligible parents choosa s
licensed child care program and the contracting agency pays the
costs. It is one way that the private child care sector psrtici-
pates in subsidized care. The other two are also voucher pro-
grams: one is limited to parents in need of respite child care
because of fanily crisis (including risk of abuse), and one is s
child care voucher for parents participating in Job Training
Psrtnership Act prograns. California’s new mandatory Job progran
for welfsre recipients will use a similar voucher child care
systen.

Two other features of California’s child care funding have proved
to be izportant over the years: the Legislature hss set aside
funds for capital outlay whenever it could, starting as long ago
as 1968, eicher to build new centers or to refurbish old build-
ings. Also, when a new contract begins, the agency can spend up
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to 151 of the contract on gtart-up costs. The start-up provi-
sions allow for time to hire staff, provide some orientation and
staff development, and equip the classrooms.

In the current fiscal year, California is spending ovecr 5300
million for child care and development:

e alwost $37 M on the State Preschool prugrsm, serving abous
19,000 children;

e about $290 ¥4 on full-day services to 70,000 children; and

e $35 mfllion for a capital outlay fund.

In addition, each county welfare departument is subzitting a child
csre budget for the new GAIN welfare/work progrsm. An unknown
number of children will receive csre through these funds. The
direct services are all provided with Stste General Funds. Cali-
fornia no longer uses federal funds for child care services.

LESSONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY

There are seversl public policy lessons onec can drsw from this
experience:

e opany kinds of agencies want to and csn provide good esrly
childhood servicess

e some parents need full-day care, year round, snd sons do
notg

@ all children hsve intellectual, social, physical ard
nutritional needs that child care pirograms zmust ceet;

o chi 1 care is an cducationsl (or "dovelopmentsl’) saevice
that al=ost all families need; it is not a special piec:
of the welfare system; and,

-5
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o child care, like families ar< tike employment, is complex:
there s no one child carz cookie cutter.

Perhaps California’s most ifmportant contribution to public policy
for child care i{s the state’s willingness to acknowledge the
variety of families that need care and the different ways those
needs rake shapg. The design of flexible systems is a key to the
progranms’ success. Planning for start-up and capital {icprove-
ments are important as well.

An early childhcod program cannot serve parents only or children
only; it cust do both. Nor can a child care system be the little
sister of the welfare system. Even when people find jobs, they
may still require some supportive services. Even when families
wove off welfare, they still may need help providing decent child
care to their children.

FMERGING ISSUES

Despite California’s $300 wmillion dollar state cotcmitment to
child care, we meet only one-fourth to on:-third of the need of
low income parents. We have a long way to go. Alumost annually,
the Legislature appropriates increases in the state’s child care
budget. These funds are sometices approved by the Governor and
sometimes vetoed.

Every legislator has unzet needs in his or her district -- there
are long lists of eligible parents waiting for a space in the few
subsidized programs. But the rewards are there as well:

o successful family reunification in abuse cascs because
respite care was available;

-6~
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o fully-employed parents because child care was available
during their job training;

e self-sufficient fanmilies because their child care was
subsidized when their wages were low; and,

e children who succeed in school because child care prograzs
aided their development.

In addition to the continued unzet nced for care for the state's
poorest families, recent state initiatives have identified new
arenas of debate and of governzental creativity. One piece of
legislation, signed in 1980, and an appropriation set aside with-
in the Departzent of Personnel Administraticn assist groups of
state employees to establish child care centers in or near their
buildings. Senator Diane Watson's legislaction (Ch. 913, Sts. of
1980) provides that space for a child care prcgram be set aside
in each new state building; the DPA fund provides start-up grants
for groups of state ezployees forming child care programs.

These two ideas, which benefit middle income as well as low in-
come ezployees, prefigure the growing attention to child care and
parental leave as fringe benefits, an arena that will procpt a
great deal of attention from the Legislature and from personnel
officers in every business in the state during the next few
yearxs. As family policy develops in the United States in other
areas beside political demagoguery, the conflicts between family
and work will spur public policy inquiry into the best ways to
combine work and childrearing. This inquiry and the necessary
solutions will be particularly important to the paxents of young
children, to newly adoptive parents, and to the parem.s of chil-
dren and youth with disabilities or special medical needs.

A proposal to sell state bonds to establish a fund for low-
interest loans to prospective child care center operators was
considered in 1986 and Senator Watson will introduce it again in

-7~
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1987. San Francisco has s new ordinance requiring builders of
large cozmercial sites either to provide child care services to
employees or to contribute to a county-administered capital fund
€or new child care constzuction. These efforts and other cre-
ative ways to generate new child care progracs will be important
as long as California faces a shortage of 1licensed child care
spaces.

For the sicple reason that raising children is a society's most
important responsibility, child care issues will continue to be
centrsl to public policy in California.

* * * *

The appendix, "Child Care in California" touches on soze of the
other important features of the state'a child care systen: the
sliding fee schedule, the special prograns for children with
severs handicaps, the participation hy fanmily day care operators
in providing subsidized csre, and the ccmplexitis: of the reim-
hursezent system. The reichursezent system, for exazple, {is
cozplicated by the cozpering demands to be accountable, to reduce
papervork, and to serve as meny children as is possible, while
maintsining progran standards.

* * * x

Jack Hailey prepared this Issue Brief. Tne Senate Office of
Research freely granta permission to reproduce this docunent.
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Appendix: Child Care in California

Licensed child Care

The Depariment of social Services licenses child care centers and
farily cay care homes. Thire are currently about 7,000 licensed
child care centers and 33,500 licensed family day care hozes.
The licensed capacity of these centers ard homes is about 550,000
children. For information about state licensing, contact:

Cemxmunity Care Licensing
Departrent of Socizl services
744 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

{916} 322-8538

Licensing standards for centers, spelled out in the Health and
Safety Code and in Title 22 of the Administrative Code, include
minium requirements for indoor and outdoor space, educational
requirexents for directors and teachers, adult-child ratios, and
toilet facilities. The standards for family day care hcmes in-
clude general health and safety requirezents and limit the nuzber
of children in care.

Subsidized Care: Eligibility Standards
Ellgibility for rost full-day child care prograzns administered by

the Departzent of Education is based on the following:

1. The fanily receives public assistance, or

2. The fanily has an adjusted monthly income at or below

+ 84% of the state median income on a per capita basis, or

3. The child is abused or neglected or at risk of abuse.
Except in the case of abuse or neglect, parents must be working
or in training in order to be sligible for subsidized child care.

Once a2 fanily iz deemed eligible, they are placed on a waiting
1ist. The child referred becaise of abuse or neglect is placed
at the top of the waiting list, regardless of the parents' in-
come. All other eligible families are 1listed by inccze, with
fanmilies with the lowest per capita grcss income ligted first.

Eligibility for the half-day State Preschool program is limited
to children between 3 years and 5 years of age -who are from low
income families.

Subsidized Care: Program %Fs and Funding

. General C Care: This Is ¢ largest program type, and it
includes contracts with public and private agencies. These fa-
cilities provide basic supervision, age-appropriate development,
nutrition, parent education and involvement, staff development,
and social services. These programs are usually open for eleven
hours per day, 250 days per year.

~9-




2. Migrant Child Development: This program serves children while
their parents are employed in agriculture, fishing, or related
work. Migrant centers are open for varying lengths of time dur-
ing the year depending upon the growing and harvest season in
each area. Most of these centers are located in state operated
housing cazps. Program operators include both public and private
contractors. Federal funds support part of this program.

3. State Preschool: This program provides a part-day ccmprehen-
sive developmental program for three to five year olds from low
income families. It includes educational developzent, health
services, social services, nutrition services, parent education
and participation, evaluation, and staff develorzent. Private
and gublic agencies administer these contracts.

4. Alternative Payzent: These contractors offer parents an array
of child care choices that include in-home care, family day care,
and center care. The family selects a provider; the Alternative
Payzent contractor pays the provider directly.

5. Resource and Referral: R & R programs provide information to
parents about available child care, and they coordinate comaunity
rcsources for the benefit of parents and local child care provid-
ers. There is an R & R agency in everv area of the state.

6. Family Day Care Home Satellite Networks: A few contracts are
with networks of family day care homes that serve up to six chil-
dren each. Intake, staff development, evaluation, toy lending
libraries, and purchasing are provided by 2 central office.

7. Special Programs for Children with Severe Disabilities:r A
handful of contractors provide clild care {as well as therapy and
parental counseling) in self-contained. classrooms to children
with gevere disabilities.

8. School Age Parenting and Infant Developzent (SAPID): SAPID
programs serve secondary school parents by providing parent edu-
cation, career development, and infant care. Located On or near
school cazpuses, these proyrams are operated by public schools.

9. Cazpus Child Development: Primarily, these centers provide
care to the children of students. Some are also lab schools for
students enrolled in child development classes. The contracts
are with student associations or the college adminigtration.

10. Protective Services (Respite): For the placement and support
of children in need of protective services who can not be accom-
modated using other designated funds. This program is operated
through Rescurca and Referral agencies.

11, Job Training Partnership (JTPA): The State Department of
Zducation provides some funding to supplement JTPA's support
service budget and to encourage and asgist training programs to
provide child care services to parents in training.

-10-
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12. Extended Day Care (Latchkey): Established in 1986, these
prograns offer & safe environment with 2ge and developmentally
appropriate activities for school age children during the hours
izmediately before and after the normal school day and during
vacations and holidays.

See Table 1 for a summary of the funding and service level of
each of these prograns.

Child Care Contracts: Accountability and Reimburse lent

The Department of Education disperses child care funds through
core than 900 contracts with public and private agencies. Each
contract has a maximum reicbursable amount as well as a required
nucber of children to serve arnd a minfmum nurber of days of op-
eration. In addition, each contract includes funding terms and
conditions which define reicbursable expenditures.

For the first six months of each fiscal year, contractors receive
apportionments in advance to assure that agencies have adequate
cash on hand for salaries and operations. The final six months’
appropriations reflect an agency’s real service level; in other
words, apporti ts are reduced if the agency is not previding
enough service to earn its full contract amount.

Each contractor has a "daily rate" which represents the reim-
bursezent level for a full day's care provided to one child. If
a child attends for fewer than four hours, the agency collects
one~half its daily rate; if a child attends between four hours
and six-and-one-half hours, the agency collects three-quarters of
its daily rate. Service to infants and to children with dis-
sbilities are reimbursed at a set percentage above the daily
rate.

S1iding Fee Schedule

Each family in subsidized care is assessed fees unless either of
two conditions apply: the child is enrolled because of abuse or
neglect, or the family's per capita income is less than half of
the state’s radian. As a fanily's income goes up, so does the
daily fee; also, the fee increases more sharply as incomes ap-
proach the state median. Once a family's income reaches the
state median, no subsidy is available, and the family must pay
the full cost of care for each child. (Table 2 is a partial
reproduction of the 1986 fee schedule.)

For addirional information on subsidized care

Contact:
Robert Cervantes, Director Jack Hailey
Child Development Division Senate Office of Research
State Department of Education 1100 J Street, Suite 650
721 Capitol Mall Sacramento, CA 95814
Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 445-1727

(916) 322-6233
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T2hle 1: Sudbsidized Caxe

rrogram tHumber of Annual Percent Average Daily
M Name contracts funding of Total Enrollment
-
B8 General Child Care 365 $201,583,000 62.7 42,863
J-§ Migrant Child Care 32 8,777,000 2.7 2,753
P Stote Preschool 191 35,817,000 11.1 19,264
g
8 Alternative Payment 43 25,999,000 8.1 4,881
I8 Resource and Referral 62 7,335,000 2.3 H/A
-s Family Day Care Homes 23 5,096,000 1.6 1,137
S
B Scvercly andicapped 17 1,121,000 .4 250
b School Age Parents/Infants 49 6,668,000 2.1 N/A (1400)
g é caspus . 52 10,231,000 3.s 2,058
Bq  respite Care 61 1,027,000 .3 H/A  (250)
EM Job Training {aTPA) 47 2,500,000 .8 H/A (75D
k8  school Ade Care (Latchkey) 160 15,476,000 4.8 8,000 .
=
o~
g Totals 102 ° 321,640,000  100.1 81,211 (2300} 7
i
O
“7 Z)
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Table 2: Pamily Pee Schedule

Cally Nuzber in Fanily
Fanily Fee
2 3 4 5 6 .
Part Full
Tine Tize Gross Monthly Incoce Level
$.25 5.5 $I711 s 9ss 51136 S1318  sy1s00
3 60 | 788 $74 1158 1345 1530 |
.38 70 804 993 1182 1371 1560
It .80 819 1012 1205 1398 1590
1.00°  2.00 1005 1241 1477 1714 1950
1.10  z.20 1020 _ 1260 1500 1740 1980
120 2.40 1036 1279 1523 1767 2010
1.50°  3.00 1082 1336 1591 1846 2100
1.¢5  3.20 1098 1355 1614 1872 2130
1.70 340 1113 1374 1637 1893 2160
2056 5.00 1237 1527 1818 2110 2400
2.60  s.20 1252 1546 1841 2136 2430
290"  s.g0 1299 1604 1508 2215 2520
3.00  5.00 1314 185 1932 2241
3.20  6.40 1330 1642 1955 2268 2500
3.40  6.30 138 1661 1978 2294 2610
500 10.00 1469 1814 2159 2505 2850
$.20  10.40 1484 1833 2182 2532 2880
5.40  10.80 1500 1652 2205 358 2910
600 12.00 1546 1909 2273 2637 1000

NB: Theee are eelected entries only. Botwwen $ ,50 and
§2.00/day, there are tsn-cent increnente; betwsen $2.00 and
$6.00, there are tventy-cent increzents; betwaen $6.00 and
$12.00, there are forty-cent incresants.

A famiiy is charged cne fee, regardless of the nuzber of children
in care, and that fee depends on the child who is cared for the
greater number of hours, A "part-tima® foe reflecte enzollment
for fewer than 6.5 houre per day; 2 "full-tine® fee reflects
enrollaent for 6.5 hours or more per day.

As noted in the discussion of eligibility, & family is eligible

for enrollment only if its income by fanily eize 13 lesa than gdt

of the state nedian. oOnca enrolled, e family is eligible for

partisl subsidy until its income teaches the etato median, (The

- underilined inccae represent 84t of the stet. median in 1986. Tha
nal line represente the state median.)

13-
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SOURCE: "The 1989-90 Budget: Perspectives and Issues,"
Report of the Legislative Analyst to the Joint
- ..Legislative Budget Committee, February. 1989.

To assist the Legislature in determining how to target existing state
resources to those most in need of child care, this analysis first provides
background information on the cost and affordability of child care in
California. We then discuss existing state and federal child care programs.
Finally, we examine optiocas available to the Legislature for batter
targeting state funds to those most in need of affordable child care.

Wha* Types of Child Care Ars Available In the Stato?

There is a wide diversity of child care programs available in California,
both in terme of the services provided and in the role the state plays in
monitoring and funding them. There are part-day and full-day programs,
summer and year-round programs, and programs targeted to specific
groups (such as the disabled, children of teenage parents, and abused and
neglected children). Some programs receive state or federal funds (we
identify these programs in a subsequent section) and some do not.

Generally, all child care programs are required to be licensed by the
Department of Social Services (DSS), except for the following which are
specifically exempted: (1) programs where child cere providers care only
for their children and the children of one other family in the provider’s
home, {2) care provided to children in their own homes, (3) programs,
such as after-school recreational programs, in which activities are pro-
vided only on a drop-in basis, and (4) programs operated by school
districts in which all staff employed are regular district employees and all
children served are students enrolled in the district. In addition to the
licensed and license-exempt providers, there are an unknown—but
presumably large—number of unlicensed child care arrangements.

All the programs vary considerably in cost, though the greatest
variation probably occurs in license-exempt care. For example, some
lice;se-exempt care, such as care by relativis, may be provided free.
Other types, such as care for one family’s children in their own home,
may be more expensive than many other forms of child care.

There is almost no information available on the cost of nonlicensed
(that is, license-exempt and unlicensed) child care; thus, our analysis in
the next section deals only with licensed child care. This is not to imply
that parents only use licensed care. Clearly, this s not the case. In fact,
many child care experts estimate that the number of children enrolled in
nonlicensed programs may equal or exceed the number of children
enrolled in licensed programs.

ts Child Core Affordable?

There is evidence to support a common pefception sbout child
care—that many families in which both parents (or the single parent)
work cannot afford to purchase child care at private market rates. Child
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care policy experts estimate that families can wsually efford to pay
approximately 10 percant of their incomes for child care services. Table
1 shows the percentage of fimily income (at varlous income levels)
needed in 1586-87 to purchase licensed child care (at the state’s median
mnarket rate) in centers or family day care homes Jor one catld. (Child
care centers are generally licensed to care for more than 12 children and
are usually operated st sites other than families’ primary residences.
Family day care homes are generally licensed to care for up to either six
or 12 children and are usually operated in families' primary residences.)

Teble 1
Portion of Family Income Needed to Pey
Average Child Care Costs
1908-37
Fc;dlv lm:} Selsctd
sroentoges of Stale
Annve] Madias I
Type of Child Care Coets* “300%  340% 7%% 10062 1300%
Infant Care:

233% 150% 128%  jos% 0%
199 18 99 &3 &5
189 12 94 19 52

190 na 93 79 53

-mmmmmmmwwwwmm(msmmu
Memﬂwddshdby!hmnkrdcbﬂ&amd).hmb&xhh&dﬂ&wdmd

Tates.

mwwmmww«mmwmuhmqman
Facilitios, February 1967 with June 1mm.&nrnndmmm.mmwm
income ($33,300 in 1905-87) was Sbtained from the Department of Finance.

Using 10 percent of income as a measure of affordability, the table
shows that familles earning the state median income—$33,200 in 1986-
87—could afford to pay for licensed child care, unless they needed child
care for infants or for children with special needs (because care for these
children is often more expensive that other types of care), or they had
more than one child needing child care.

The table also shows that families with incomes at 84 percent of the
state median—427,888 in 1966-87—paid, on average, betwoen 11 percent
&nd 15 percent of their incomes for licensed child care in that year, unless
they received subsidies. In general, the children from families with
incomes below this level ere eligible for subsidized child development
programs administered by the SDE. Many of the children who are
eligible for the child development programs, howsver, are not served by
them. (Wedhmmthepotenﬁalunmetdemandforﬁwprogmmsma
subsequent section.; While the child care arrangements for sn unknown
number of the ¢i"%dian from these low-income families may be subsi-
dized through employers, nonprofit crganizations, and Jocal govern-
ments, it is Fiely £z many families in this income range either (1) pay
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the full cost of child care or (2) obtain child care informally at less cost.

Families with incomes of "0 percent of the state median—$16,600 in
1986-87—paid between 19 percent to 25 percent of their incomes for
licensed care in that year—a proportion that generally made such care
unaffordable for this group, unless they received subsidies. While many of
these families were probably eligible to raceive Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), there are no data un the number of these
famnilies that received child care through AFDC or the Greater Avenues
for Independence (GAIN) program. Ar.ong other things, GAIN provides
child care to AFDC recipients so that they may work or receive job
training. .

The next section discusses programs in California that receive state
and/or federal funds to provide affordable child care to low.income
farnilies, as well as other child care and related programs.

STATE CHiLD CARE PROGRAMS

Our review indicates that 16 agencies (13 state agencies and three
federal agencies) administer 53 separate programs that provide child
care and related services in California. Chart 1 identifies these agencies
(and their acronyms, which are used in Table 2.

Chart1

State and Federal Agencles That Provide
Child Care and Related Services In Callfornla

STATE AGENCIES" ‘FEDERAL AGENCIES
Caldomia Community COgES et CCC | | Ittamal Ravenus Se0voe e wuvuise . ={RS
Calforria Department of Correciions .........COC | | Dep it of Education DOE
Caldomia State University CSU| | Depastrnent of Houting and Urban
Department of Developmental Saevicss.... D0 | | Develon
‘Qmmm't'n'glﬂwfhomd "D
Department of Motor VOhicies e DMY
Owp of Px LA DPA
Depastment of Social SVioes ....cecewr.... DSS
Department of TANPOASON wuummsmmmens Caltrars
Employ Develop Dap e EDD
Franchise Tax Beard F1B
Ste1o Dep2rtment of EGUCEION v vecsucnee SDE
Staw Water Hesources
[ ) 7Y J—— ;]
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Chart 2 shows the percentage of funds administered by state agencies
in the current year (total. of §747 million) that are provided for the major
types of child care. As the chart indicates, 48 percent of these funds is
used to support child care for low-income families, 17 percent provides
support for child care expenses through tax benefit programs, 17 percent
is targeted to particular groups of children (such as those who are
disabled, abused and neglected, or the children of high school or college
students), and 18 percent is used to support services rslated to child care
(such as capital outlay, state administration of child care programs, and
child care referral programs for parents.)

Chart 2

Child Care Funds Administered by State Agencles
By Type of Program

1988-89 (
Total funds administered
= $747 miilion
. Program

Tax banafa
programs

Child cere-t2latoo
programs

Table 2 lists all the state and federal child care programs operating in
California that we were able to {dentify. The chart provides for each
profram summary information on eligibility requirements, caseloads, and
curTent-year estimated costs. Al the identified programs were funded at
a total of $1.4 billion in the current year. The General Fund financed
about $514 million (45 percent) of these expenditures and the federal
government funded about $756 milljon (55 percent).
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The table displays separately the expenditures of the federal govern.
ment where the state plays no administrative or policy vole. Geneially,
the programs provide child care and related services through grants or
tax credits. While the Legislature cannot directly influence these pro-
grams, it may wish to take these expenditures into account when making
decisions about the amount of state funds tc orovide for child care
services.

Due to lack of available data, Table 2 excludes programs supported by
one-time federal grants not allocated by si>le agencies, and programs
provided through local governments, sch-.ol districts, private nonprofit
agencies and employers, unless the programs are funded through the
state and federal funds we identify. For example, many school districts
operate subsidized child care programs for school-age children. If a
district's program is funded through the SDE, it is included in Table 2; if
it is funded through general district revenues, it is not included.

Below we discuss in greater detail the two programs that provide the
majority of state funding for child care.

Child Deveiopment Jrogrems

The SDE administeys nine programs which provide direct child care
services and nine programs (including two one-time programs) which
provide child care services indirectly. In 1988-89, the ongoing child
development programs are budgeted at $337.0 million ($334.3 million
from the General Fund and $2.7 million from federal funds). The major
direct service programs serve families (including AFDC recipients)
earning less than 84 percent of the state median income (adjusted for
family size), in which both parents or the single parent is in the labor
force. Other direct service programs are target A 3¢ specific groups, such
as sbused and neglected children, migrant children, or the children of
teensge parents. The indirect service programs primarily fund cspital
outlay, child care referrals to parents, training for providers, and special
projects.

The direct service programs provided services, ususlly on a sliding fee
scale, to approximately 110,000 children in 1985-86 (the last year for which
detalled enrollment data are available). Almost two-thirds of these
children were from families headed by single women, Most of the
children served were aged 3 through 5 (61 percent), and 98 percent were
under 11 years of age. Almost all children (33 percent) were enrolled in
child core centers, which are usually licensed to care for mare than 12
children.

Our review indicates that the 55,000 children from low-inccme working
families served in 1985-86 through SDE child development programs
represent anywhere from 12 percent to 925 percent of the demand fos
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subsidized care. Thus, the potential unmet demand for subsidized care
for low-income working families in that year ranged from about 155,000
to 405006 children. Our estimate assumes current subsidy rates and
eligibility standards and includes adjustments to reflect the fact that
many families would use informal child care errangements. (such as care
by relatives) even if subsidized care were available. (The effect of these
adjustments may be to understate the potential “unmet demand” for
these programs. We discuss this issue in greater detail in our report, 7he
Child Development Program: A Sunset Review, Report No. 89-5, February
1989).

It is not possible to estimate fofa! demard for subsidized child care,
because data are not available on the demand for child care for specific
groups, such as abused and neglected children and the children of high
school students.

Child Care Tax Credit

The Franchise Tax Board (FTB) estimates that the tax credit for child
and dependent care expenses will result in General Fund revenue losses
of about $121 million in 1983-89. This tax credit allows taxpayers to claim
a tax credit for a portion of the “out-of-pocket” expenses they incur in
providing care for their children, and for certain cther dependents who
are disabled. The credit may only be claimed by persons who incur the
eligible expenses because they are working or looking for work. Child
care costs are eligible for the credit whether or not the child care
provider receiving payments is icensed. The credit is nonrefundable, and
unused credit amounts may not be carried forward into succeeding tax
yaars.

The allowable state credit amount equals 30 percent of the taxpayer’s
corresponding federal child care zredit. The current federal credit ranges
from 20 percent to 30 percent of Qualifying expenses, depending on a
taxpayer’s adjusted gross income (AGI). The federal credit is equal to 30
percent of qualifying expenses for taxpayers with AGIs of $10,000 or less.
The credit amount is then reduced by one percentage point for each
$2,000 of AGI income over $10,000, until it decreases to 20 percent for
taxpayers with AGIs greater then $28,000, The maximum amount of
qualifying expenses to which the federal credit may be applied is $2,400
if one]qualifying child is involved, and $4,800 if two or more children are
eligible.

Thus, the maximum federal credit ranges from $480 to §720 annually
for taxpayers with one eligible child, and from $960 to $1,440 for taxpayers
with two or more eligible children. The corresponding maximum state
credit is equal to 30 percent of these amouats, or $144 to $216 for one
child, and $288 to $432 for two or more children. However, California’s
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Chairman HAWKINs. Senator the only question I have—because
I think you have been very clear and articulate in expressing your
views—on page 7 of your statement, “that we would not have to
establish new bureaucracies or forge new interagency agreements
but could concentrate on providing more services to our state’s
families.”

Would you elaborate on that in view of the fact that one of the
arguments used against H.R. 3 and the ABC proposal is that we
would be creating new bureaucracies, and horrible stories have
been built up that a lot of bureaucrats, a lot of regulations would
be required under the proposal. In view of the fact you seem to dis-
mistsh th‘;at as an issue, could you just simply and briefly elaborate
on that?

Ms. Warson. Thank you for the opportunity to respond to that
question.

First, I want to acknow) dge the presence of Wilson Riles, our
most able superintendent : few years back. Under his capable lead-
ership, he saw the need to get us started on providing the structure
through which we can accept the provisions in H.R. 3. Specifically,
we have several state agencies that are now providing child care.

Let me just name a few: the community colleges will provide
child care programs; the California Department of Corrections; our
state university system; the Department of Developmental Serv-
ices; the Department of i-Iousing and Community Development, our
own HUD; the Departmezni of Personnel Administration; the De-
partment of Social Services; the Department of Transportation; the
De(;))artment of Motor Vehicles; and the list goes on and on. .

ur GAIN program that I menticned to you before says that if
you do not have quality child care accessible to you as a recipient
of AFDC, you do not have to go into the GAIN program. The state
at the current time is looking for quality child care programs to
take care of all the youngsters of AFDC recipient parents. Our
school system has done a good job of providing for latchkey chil-
dren; and so the structure is there.

As I mentioned, our changing family task force has done a lot of
the research and investigation that is necessary to identify the de-
partments where we can move these programs very quickly. I am
proud to say in 1980 that I carried a bill that requires state govern-
ment to allow for child. care space when building new governmen-
tal buildings or expanding or remodeling or leasini buildings. The
employees in those buildings can determine whether or not they .
want to have child care.

They then would become the board that would run that child
care program within their own facilities. So we are set up. We are
ready to go. And these agencies of governmen: that I just men-
tioned to you are already doing some limited child care programs
on their own.

If we had more money and more resources, we could expand
those programs without requiring a new agency.

Chairman HAwKINs. Thank you for that clarifying statemeat.

Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. Just a couple of questions.

Ms. Watson, on your current program, you get no help at all
from the Federal Government?
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Ms. Watson. Yes, we do. From the Federal agencies, we do re-

ceive 25 percent of our income for these programs. There are some
Federal agencies that right now have child eare programs and we
relate to those. One is the Internal Revenue Service. They have
their child care programs and their agencies right here in this
state. Qur Department of Education relates on the program and
HUD, the Department of Housing and Urban Development,

Mr. Hayss. As you know, H.R. 3 currently, I think, provides, as
you mentioned, for $1.75 billion to support tne program. You would
say approximately $100 million of new chiil care funds could be
available to California.

Ms. WaTSON. Much needed,

Mr. Haves. How do you arrive at that figure?

. Ms. WatsoN. Well, T think we have just used your background

We were told several years back—this is about five or six years
ago—that the need for child care slots in California was just
around 3 to 4 million. Now that we have 290 million people in the
state—and I am sure that number will grow after we take the
census this year—the need will even be greater, particularly be-
cause of the demands of the GAIN Piogram that our welfare recipi-
ents, if they have children that are 6 and older, be required to go to
work. And because our population is 53 percent female and teen-
agers are having more children, the need is growing. We can use
whatever money comes into this state.

Mr. ngns. Don’t misunderstand me. I am supportive of what

you are doing. I would like to See you get more money. I am trying

Mcr. Hayes. Is any part of your recently enacted state lottery pro-
gram designated for educational purposes?

. WaATSON. That money goes to classroom instruction. Some
school districts have determined that classroom instruction extends
after the school day and do have some latchkey programs.

Senator Roberti, ahout almost three years ago, had a bill that
had $153 million in it for latchkey programs. So that money and
the money from the lottery that goes directly to the classroom, in
quotes, some of that money is kind of stretched into child care, but
not enough.

Mr. Haves. I just faced that question, not that it’s germane so
much here. But we have gotten short-circuited in Illinois. Equca-
tion was one of the needy programs that some of the funds were
supposed to be set aside for.

Ms. Wartson. In my opinion, child care, child development is edu-
cation. We need to extend it down below age five and also to latch-
key, after school programs.

Q
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Mr. HavEs. As time passed, while we were asleep, the state legis-
iature made it part of the general revenue. That is where it got
ost.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HAWKINS. Senator, you do receive some money under
Title XX, don’t you?

Ms. WaTSoN. Yes. Yes. I know that there are other proposals
that would address child care and child development. One of our
responses is that we don’t want to confuse and we do not want to
overbureaucratize this money. So sometimes mixing it in with Title
XX would make it a little more difficult to assess the money—a
little more difficult to account for it.

Chairman HAWKINS. Has the state seen fit to use the Title XX
money for child care? Is it devoted to other things?

Ms. WaTtson. Certainly we do when we do use part of it.

Chairman Hawkins. But not a great deal?

Ms. WaTsoN. Not a great deal. We want to be sure to keep these
programs as separate as possible so we can address the central pur-
poses and themes.

Chairman Hawgkins. You don’t count adding more money for
Title XX as being any solution, do you?

Ms. WATSoN. It will help. It is not the total solution. It will cer-
tainly help.

Chairman Hawkins. Thank you.

Again, may I commend you, Senator, for your very splendid
record, and we are very delighted to have you as the first witness
this morning.

Ms. WaTsoN. Thank you so much, Congressman.

Chairman Hawkins. May I ask the audience whether or not the
sound is reaching all of you over the auditorium?

You want it louder?

We will speak closer to the microphone. If you can’t hear us,
wave your hand, do anything to get our attention.

Chairman Hawkins. The next witness is Mr. Wilson Riles, cur-
rently president of Riles & Associates and a former California Su-
perintendent of Public Instruction,

Again I wish to commend you, Mr. Riles, for your very splendid
contribution to education, to this state, and to our long friendship.
I certainly admired your record and the many wonderful things
you are doing and still are doing. We certainly look forward to
your testimony today and wish to express appreciation for your
talﬁng I%hle g’ime out from your busy schedule to be with us.

r. Riles?

STATEMENT OF WILSON RILES, PRESIDENT, RILES &
ASSOCIATES

Mr. Rices. Thank you very much, Chairman Hawkins, Congress-
man Hayes. It is really indeed a pleasure to have the opportunity
to offer my comments in connection with your hearing on H.R. 3.

Your decision to consider comprehensive child care legislation is
commendable. In my opinion, there is nothing more important to
our nation’s future than our youth. And it is, therefore, essential
that our public policy be dedicated to ensuring that factors that in-
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fluence our children’s earlir growth and development are as posi-
‘tive as'it is humanly possible to make them.

First, T would like to sive you a brief historical perspective of
child care in California. Second, I would like to share some of my
experiences in focusing and expanding early childhood education
during my tenure as State Superintendant of Public Instruction
during the 1970s and early 1980s. Finally, I would like to make a
few comments about H.R. 3 and the Federal role in general.

Day cere in California has a long, long history. Since the early
1900s the State Department of Social Welfare has been responsible
for establishing standards and licensing day care and private nurs-
ery schools. During the 1920s garent participation nursery schools
were developed as a part of adult participation programs. Private
parent cooperatives were also developed during this period.

Then during the depression in the 1930s the Works Progress Ad-
ministration—some people are too young to know what that is, I
remember it—established nursery schools primarily to provide jobs
for unempleyed teachers and to feed hungry children.

In 1942, during World War II, Federai Lanham Act funds became
available to provide child care for the children of working mothers
wno were needed in defense industries. The children of mothers
whose services were considered vital to the war effort, such as
teachers, nurses, and social workers, were also eligible. The Califor-
nia State Department of Social Welfare was initially responsible
for providing consultant services in the development of the pro-
gram. However, in 1943 the state legislature transferred authority
for administering the Child Care Center Program to the State De-
partment of Education.

After the war, when Zederal funds were no longer available, the
State of California continued to finance the Child Care Center Pro-
gram as an ongoing part of the Department of Education budget.

In 1963, the California legislature enacted the McAteer Act. I
think you were in the Assembly when that was passed, were you
not, Congressman?

Chairman HAwkINS. Yes, I was.

Mr. Rives. This was a pilot demonstration te alleviate the prob-
lem of dropouts. Preschool was seen as a preventive measure and
was fundable under that act. The act also established the State De-
partment of Education under the Division of Compensatory Educa-
tion, the Nation’s first.

In 1949, I was appointed director of .he division and given the
opportunity of providing Jeadership in jrograms to address the
needs of disadvantaged children at a time. when the state and na-
tion’s commitment to such efforts was at its pealk.

For example: President Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty initi-
ated the Head Start program; Title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act allowed funds to include preschool and kin-
dergarten; in California, the Unruh Preschool Act, AB 1331, was
enacted and established the state compensatory preschool program
and directed the Department of Social Welfare to vontract with the
State Department of Education to provide « preschool educational
program as a public social service to children of AFL'C and poten-
tial recipients with children certified by and receiviny social serv-
ices from local county welfare departments.

Q
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The name “Child Care Centers” was changed by the legislature
to “Children’s Centers,” and the legislative intent of such programs
was changed from providing “care and supervision” to providing
“gupervision v instruction;” the Bureau of Preschool Educational
Programs was established in the Division of “ompensatory Educa-
tion. That was my division.

The Federal Government established the Work Incentive Pro-
gram, WIN, which required that child care be provided for train-
ees; in 1969, Head Start was transferred from OEO—the Office of
Economic Opportunity—to HEW and assigned to the newly formed
Office of Child Development.

In 1970, Assemblyman Lewis’ AB 750 was enacted, which provid-
ed for comprehensive preschool and child care programs in Califor-
nia and designated administrative responsibilities to the Division of
Compensatory Education. The bill also provided for the transfer of
day care programs for which there was Federal funding from the
State Department of Social Welfare to the State Department of
Education.

As has already been indicated, in 1986, which are the latest fig-
ures I have, California expended approximately $320 million—more
than any other state—to fund 108,000 children in publicly subsi-
dized child care programs. This, however, was enly 9.5 percent of
the 1.14 million children in child care.

As I previously indicated, the decade of the 1960s was a period
when the state and Federal Governvaent commitment to quality
early childhood education was beyond question. But I must under-
score the fact that in California, as elsewhere, what has been ac-
complished thus far is woefully inadequate. The California situa-
tion was succinctly stated in a recent report on “Conditions of Chil-
dren in California” by W. Norton Grubb published by Policy Analy-
sis for California Education, PACK.

“The sense of inadequacy and stalemate holds true even in Cali-
fornia, which has the best-developed policy toward child care and
early childhood programs of ary state in the Nation. The first and
most powerful irony concerning child carz and early childhood pro-
grams in California is that despite Caiitornia’s leadership in pro-
viding such care, most informed observers and advocates feel that
the current system does not meet the needs of most children or
parents. True, we have much to be proud of, and many exemplary
programs exist. California provides more state money for child care
programs than any other state, and in California policymakers and
providers have become more sophisticated about ch:-u care than in
other states. Yet the supply of child care remains insufficient, re-
sources (including state support) are generally considered inad-
equate, variations in quality are too great, and many substandard
child care facilities exist.”

The primary problem, in my opinion, is that in the 1980s early
education was removed from the state and nation’s agenda. I trust
i‘.)hekcommittee, through H.R. 8, will provide the leadership to put it

ack.

Time does not permit me to comment in depth on my experience
in establishi_ns California’s early childhood education initiative
during the mid-1970s. I have attached a copy of my article which
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appeared in 1975 in Phi Delta Kappan magazine. It will give you
further informatior: on the concepts and implementation strategy.

I will only say, though, that although Early Childhood Education
(ECE) was based on well-researched concepts and experience, the
ideas, as well as a serious effort to put {hem to practice in schools,
was considered revolutionary at the time. In a statewide effort,
ECE combined a series of important changes in tk- ways schools
operate:

It required parents, teachers, and the principal at each partici-
pating school to develop their own individualized ECE plan after
they assessed the needs of the pupils at their particular school; it
required a classroom ratio of one adult for every 10 children; it re-
quired individualized instruction for all children.

It required a diagnostic/prescriptive approach to learning; it re-
warded success instead of failure; it required parent participation
in the development of each scho)l’s learning program; it required a
parent education program at each ECE school; it encouraged the
community to focus its resources on its children’s needs.

ECE was enacted on a phase-in basis in November, 1972. I might
add my challenge was t¢ -et the approval of our former governor
and president on board on .his program. It was a challenge that we
met, but it wasn’t easy; but it worked. in 1973-74, the first year of
operation, $25 million was appropriated for ECE. The plan involved
approximately 172,000 children. We kept expanding this and by
1974-75, we had $41 million and were serving 250,000 children in
that program.

I feel very strongly that creative early education programs are
essential and should certainly have top priority. However, it is not
enough to stop there. Programs in the upper grades must be re-
structured to capitalize and follow through on the “head start” the
children have attained. In fact, personally we launched such an
effort in the late 1970s only to have it brought to an abrupt end
because of the passage of Proposition 18 in 1978. )

Again, I want to commend you for your decision to consider com-
prehensive legislation in the area of child care and early education.
My reading of the bill indicates that a substantial effort is being
made here to expand successful programs with increased funding
and at the same time, permit, and indeed, encourage state initia-
tives.

If I may, I would like to conclude with two or three observations
that I learned from my experience and I believe should be kept in
mind as you move forward on this initiative. First, you should be
aware of the fact that some would have you believe that the prob-
lem you are addressing can be solved merely vy providing baby-sit-
ting arrangements. This is untrue. If the proper foundation for our
chitdren is to be made, nothing less than quality care with an edu-
ggtional component in a wholesome environment should be tolerat-

Second, states and local providers should be given leeway to es-
tablish their own goals and objectives within the framework of the
law, but must be held accountable for carrying them out.

Third, appropriate training of personnel is essential and should
be required.

o
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Fourth, in order to ensure success, as much or rmocre crestive
effort must be put into designing and carrying out implementation

strategies than was put into the original idea itself. Often legisla-
tiv:» bodies, administrative bodies work hard, as you are working
hard to set up a program and fund it, and then somewhere along
the line, the implementation strategy that people must have to
carry it out is lost; and then two or three years later, people are
criticized and so on and the program gets a bad name.

And finally, none of us should forget that such an investment is
past due. But if it is properly made now, the dividends will ensure
our future as a nation. -

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. If there are any questions,
I would be pleased to respond.

[The prepared statement of Wilson: Riles follows:]
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Chairman Hawkins, Members of the Cormittee:

It is indeed a pleasuie to have the opportunity to offer my
comments In connection with vour hearing on H. R. 3.
Your decision to consider comprehensive child care legislation is
cormendable. In my opinion, there is nothing more important to
our nation’s future than cur youth. And it is, therefore,
essential that our public policy be dedicated to ensuring that
factors that influence our children’s early growth and
development are as positive as it is humanly possible to nake
them.

First, I’d like to give you a brief historical perspective
of child care In California. Second, I’'d like to share some of
ny experiences in refocusing and exbpanding early childhood
education during my tenure as State Superintendent of Public
Instruction during the 1970’s and early 1980‘'s. Finally, I'd
like to make a few comments about H. R. 3 and the Federal role in
general.

n
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HISTORY OF PRESCHOOL AND DAY CARE 1n CALIFORMIA

Day care in California has a long history, Since the early
1900's the State Department of Social Welfare has been
responsible for establishing standards and licensing day care and
private nursery schools,

During the 1920’s parent participation nursery schools were
developed as a part of Adult Education programs. Private parent
cooperatives were also developed during this period.

During the depression in the 1930’s the WYorks Progress
Administration (WPA) established nursery schools primarily +o
provide jobs for unemployed teachers and to feed hungry children,

In 1942, during VWorld War 11, Federal Lanhan Act funds
becate available to provide child care for the chlldren of
working mothers who were needed in defense {ndustries, The
children of mothers whose services were considered vital to the
war effort, such as teachers, nurses, and social workers, were
also eligible. The State Department of Social Welfare was
initially responsible for providing consultant services in the
development of the progran. However, in 1943 the state
legislature transferred authority for adninistering the Child
Care Center Program to the State Department of Education.
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After the war, when federal funds were no longer available,
the State of California continued to finance the Child Care
Center Program as an ongoing part of the Department of Education
budget,

In 1963, the California legislature enacted the Mciteer Act
whrch provided funds for bpilot demonstration projects te
alleviate the dropout problen. Preschool wWas seepn as a
preventive measure and was fundable under the ict. The act a °
established in the State Department of Education the Division of
Corpensatory Education, the nation’s first. In 1965, I was
appointed Director of the Division and given the opportunity
of providing leadership in programs to address the needs oOf
disadvantaged children at a tire when the state and nation’s
commitment to such efforts was at its peak. For example:

0 President Lyndon Johnson’s Har on Poverty initiat !
the Head Start progran.

0 Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
allowed funds to include preschool and kindergarten.

0 Ir California, the Unruh Preschool Act (AB 1331) was
enacted and established the state conmpensatory
preschool progi-am. The act directed the State
Department of Social Welfare to contract with the State

3
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Department of Education to pr-vide a preschool
educational program as a public social service to
children of AFDC and potential recipients with children
certified by and receiving social services from local
county welfare departments,

0 The name “Child Care Centers” was changed by the
legislature to “Children’s Certers,” and the
legislative intent of such progrars was changed from
providing “care and supervision” to providing
“supervision and instruction.”

0 The Bureau of Preschool Educational Programs was
established in the Divislion of Compensatory Education.

0 The federal government established the Work Incentive
and Training Program (WIN) which required that ch.ld
care be provided for traipees.

0 In 1969, Head Start was transferred from OE0 to HEW and
assigned to the newly formed Office of Child
Development.

0 In 1970, Assemblyman Lewis’ AB 750 was enacted which
provided for comprehensive preschool and child care
brograms in California and designating administrative

4
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responsibilities to the Division of Compensatory
Education. The biil also provided for the transfer of
day care programs for which there was federal funding
from the State Department of Social lelfare to the
State Department of Education.

In 1986, California expended approximately $320 million--
more than any other state -- to fund 108,000 children in publicly
subsidized child cere programs. But this was only 9.5 percent of
the 1.14 miliion children in child care.

As I previously indicated, the decade of the £0‘s was &
period when the state and federal comitment to quality early
c¢hildhood education was beyond auestion. But I rust underscore
the fact that In California, as elsewhere, what has been
accomplished thus far is woefully inadequate. The California
situation wes succlinctly stated fn a recent report on “Conditions
of Children in California” by W. Horton Grubb published by Policy
Analysis for California Education (PACE):

“The sense of InadeGuacy and stalemate holds true even in
California, which has the best-developed policy toward
child care and early childhood programs of any state in the
nation. The first and most powerful irony concerning child
care and early childhood programs in California s that
despite California’s lealership in providing such care, most

5
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Informed observers and advocates feel that the current
system does not meet the needs of most children or parents.
True, we have much to be proud of, and many exemplary
programs exist. California provides more state money for
child care programs than any other state, and in California
policymakers and providers have become more sophisticated
about child care than in other states. Yet the supply of
child cz2 remains insufficient, resources {including

state support) are generally considered Inadequate,
variations in quality are too great, and many substandard
child care facilities exist.”

The primary problem, in my opinion, is that in the 80’s
early education was removed from the state and nation’s agenda,
I trust this Cormittee through K 2. 3 will provide the leadership
to put it back.

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

Time does not permit me to comment in depth on ny experience
in establishing California’s early childhood education initiative
during the mid 1970's. 1 have attached a copy of my article
which appeared in 1975 in Phi_pelta Kappan magazine, It will
give you further information on the concepts and implementation
strategy.
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I will only say here that although ECE was based on well-
researched concepts and exPerierwe, the ideas, as well as a
serious effort to put them .o practice in schiols was considered
revolutionary at the time.

In a statewide effort, ECE combined a series of important
changes in the ways schools operate.

0 It reauired parents, teachers., and the principal at
each participating school to develop their own
individualized ECE plan after they assessed the needs
of the pupils at their particular school.

(] It required a classroon ratio of one adult for every 10
children.

0 It reaquired individualized Instruction for all
children.

0 It required a diagnostic/prescriptive approach to
learning.

0 It rewarded success instead of failure.

(] It recuired parent participation in the development of
each school’s learning program.

7
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(] It reauired a parent education program at each ECE
school.

0 It encouraged the cormunity to focus its resources on
its children’s needs.

ECE was enacted on a pi.ase-in basis in Hovember, 1972, when
Senate Bill 1302 was approved by the state'leglslature and signed
into law by the governor. In 1973-74, the first vear of
operation, $25 million was appropriated for ECE. The plan
Involved approximately 172,000 children (14% of the svate's
enrollment in Kindergarten through the t“ird grade) in .1,013
schools in 800 school districts, In 19je- ECE’s second year
of operation, the program was expanded to irclude 227 of the
children in the same four grade levels. The state ECE
appropriation of $41 million enabled $29 school districts to
serve approximately 250,000 children enrolled in 1,300 schools.
The appropriation provided participating schools with an extra
aliocation of $130 for each child in the ECE program; an
additional $65 per pupil was provided for the lowest achievers,

I feel strongly that creative early education programs are
essential and should certainly have top priority. However. it is
not enough to stop there. Programs in the uppe; grades must be
restructured to capitalize and follow through on the "head start”
the children have attained.
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In fact, we launched such an effort In the late 1970's only
to have it brought to an abrupt end because of the‘D'éssage of
Proposition 13 in 1978,

H.R. 3

Again, [ want to commend you for your decision to consider
comprehensive legislation in the area of child care and early
education. My reading of the bill indicates that a substantial
effort Is being made to expand successful programs with increazed
funding and at the same time, permit., and indeed. encourage state
initiatives,

If I may, I'd like to conclude with two or three
observations that I learned from fy own experience and I believe
should be kept in mind as you move forward with this Inittative.

First, you should be aware of the fact that some would have
you believe that the problem you are addressing can be solved
merely by providing baby-sitting arrangements. This Is untrue,
If the proper foundation for our children is to be made. nothing
less than quality care with an educational component in a
wholesome environment should be tolerated.
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.

“Second, states and local providers should be given leuway to
establish thelr own goals and objectives within the framework of
the law, but must be held accountable for carrying them out.

Third, appropriate training of personnel 1s essential and
should be required. )

Fourth, In order to ensure success, as muwi OF more creatjve
effort must be put into designing and carrying out implementation
strategies than was put into the original idea 'tself.

And finally, none of us should forget that such an

Investment is past due. But if it is properly made now, the
dividends will ensure our future as a nation.

10
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ECE IN CALIFORNIA
PASSES ITS F1RST TESTS

In the fall of 1973, California 1egan implementing one of the most massive

<tateuide oo P?

dortaken Early chitdhood ed

et

iindefsarten through third grade, has been completely restructured, In (h'i; artiete,

the California state sup . who

ived and labored for the reform,

maintains that initial ascessments show excellent results.

y

\\ hat Is Eatly Chuldhood Eduestion (ECL) in
Cabiforaia? How does it work® Why are so miny
people tallang sbout it?

ECE has attracted specisl autentlon because ft fs 3
cevel Yy ide plan 1o schools
ing from kinderganten throush the third grade. No
othier state has attempted such 3 massave refores of
Its educational system.

ECE i3 cevol

Y because ft combines 3 senes
of Lmportant changes in the ways schools opeate
inz0 2 statewide program of massive proportions

= It requires paents, teachers. and the principal
2t each participating school to develop their own
fadividulized ECE plan after they have assessed the
needsofthe pupds at theie particulat school

= R requires 1 classcoom ratio of one adult for
evary 10 chuddren.

the state’s enrollment i kindergarten through the
third grade) in 1,013 schools fn 800 sehool disttacts.
In 197475, ECE's second year of cperation, the
progim was expanded to fnclude 22% of the
childen fa the same four grade levels. The suate
ECE appropnation of $41 mihon enabled 329
school disteicts to serve approximstely 250,000
childeen enrolied 1a 1,300 schaols. The approprias
tion provides pacticipating schools with an extea
allocation of $130 for each chid in the ECE
program; an additional $65 per pupil was provded
for the lowest achievers,

These new funds are notsimply 1n add-on to the
appottionments categonesl ads ceceved by
schools, Parucipating schools, through 1 cone
solidsted apphication, are requued to demonsieate
that they ace unlinng all avadable resources fn 3

=t 1equites individualized foe all dinated fashion to meet the needs of their
ckildren, \ Students.

= It requites a1 dgnostle/peescriptive 3pproach As gart of our effort to promote quality pros
12 Jearmung, grams, no district ¢3n expand ECE to additional

= Bt rewards success inste.d of faidure,

= It cequites patent participation In the develop.
meat of each school’s learning program,

= It tequires a parent education progam it each
ECS 5

=1t eaonurages the community to focus its
tesources oa its childrea’s needs.

The ECE apptosch wsy developed by the Calis
fornla State Department of Educstion with the
assistance of a distinguished task force of patents

d professd

schools without achening 1 measure of suseess fn
the ECE progtams g1 fs already openting. Unlike
some current programs that tend 10 reward fulure
by continuing to fu:d schools with nonxchiens,y
¢hidren and 1o remove funds from schools that
have raised the level of pupd achievement, ECE
Pruviive czpansion funds only to the schools that
are fully imply ing the program. “Suce
eess™ I8 derermuned by an evaluation system which
includes monitor and review teams direeted by the
State Dep of Educatk

and p Is. Thew purp t0 blsh 3
greater recognition of the unique leaming oppor.
runities in the early school yeass. The sirategy to
achieve this recognition Is based on 3 statewide
system of e to {ndindual el y
schoo's to zssess the needs of ther childzen, toplan
app e instuctional settings, 3ad to evaluate
the eolsctiveness of thew efforrs

ECE was enacted 0 3 phases bags {n Norveme
ter 1972, when Senate Bill 1302 was approved by
the state lepslateee and signed snto law by the
gurernor ln 197374, the first year of operation,
525 mullon was apprepnated for ECE The plan
fnvolved appeodrutely 172000 chidren (14% of
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The ECE apptoach differs from most <ategoneal
ald programs in another important way. It is not
lumited to helping a single type of chd Iastead. ¢
i3 aimed 31 all students = ch and poor. achevers
3nd nonachievers One-hall of the chuldren in ECE
ate in the fowest 3ckieving schools wathin a3 dustricr
and the other alf can be chuldeen in any mix of
schools a dustrict wishes to include.

Untike the categorical programs faunched 1 the
1960s. ECE p pech 13 g {or
all chidien. It alio coordunates resoutces that have

WILSOV C RiLES
{Sacremento Cokfornis
Qupter) 11 superin
serdent ~f public In-
Sirucnon and dvestor
of educstion in the
staze of Culifornu. He
kit mude the Jerelop
ment of & comprehen
:llf carly  chilihood

beeausd p lyinan lashion,

program one
of the ehief surs of his

and key
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suded in a pureber ot waye [t may indude samenac,
classes at the hool nte of in mobile claswooms,
guded obsenstions o children at work in the
| W !

qroup meetiags, patr
hume it ,

“ECE d 1n ECE.ate actueved 1n part by using sides,
hata new | t and parents s ct. wader
! ; " ::h:z‘: the duection of the teacher, The low adult/pupil
< tatio coatrasts sharply mith the trd 1 primary
teachingand ), oom where there may be 323 witha
the rol: of the  single adult = hadly 2 situation that atiows pet
teacher, Lized &
under ECE the In many <aues, older students wotk wath young
teacherno B m the ECE program on 3 onetootie baus Thus
1 s smply WP of relationship - crossage tutonng - often
°:““;":eyr:f°7r ::?cﬁu the tutor a3 much 33 the <hild the tutot s
g,

nformation. ...”

The ECE stress on pacent involvement stems
from the belief that parents and others in the
comemunity =along with teschets and other school
staff members = shate tesponsibility for the edusa-
tion of chuldren.

Evalustion of ECE's first yesr of operaiion
revealed 1hat approximately 23,000 volunteers and
8,000 paid aides worked in the 1013 ECE schools,
The pard aides weee usally parents and others ftom
the community.

The Rewards of Perent Involvement

Betides takirg patt in progtam planmng and
evalustion 33 members of the ECE adwsory com:
muttee 3t each school, parents and other commumty

and school home commurications.

Parents 3y study 2 wide vanety of subjects,
based on thea needs aad desiges, They may wish 1o
study chdd deselopment of how to help thelr
<hildezn at home. Ot they may want to fearn mote
sbout nutsition, foods. ¢ chatdien s health, Any
idenufied need which would snrich and strengthen
the famuly s L wmed 3
fore study.

New Teacher Retes

A new role for the school staff is another key
element §a ECE.

In spite of the extta effort required, many
teachers ue s3ying. “1've never worked 30 Ined, but
this it the most rewsrding thing 1 have done in
education. The chuldten ate fnterested In lewning
and the classrooms are much more pleasant.™

ECE derands that 3 new look be taken at
teacking and the role of the teacher, becsuse tndes
ECE the teacher no longer is simply 2 conveydr of
information but 2 planner and minager of all

members re duectly invelved in <l scuvi
nes. Bessdes helping toindividualize instruction, the
procedure has these 1) Patents can
tnerease their understanding of their own child and
of that child's assocustion with his peers, 2) Teachs
e13 ean better understand the chid 2nd determune
the type of attention he needs by becomung
adquainted wath the chid's pazents.

Parents asust in the educations] process in 2
multutude of ways. They help prepare instructional
matenals, work with childzen on 3 one-toone basis,
and enrich the classoom by buagng their own
experiences, insights, interests, and cultural backe
pounds.

State Department of Education teams that moni
tor and review ECE proprams report that parents
become leatners 'E'm.‘fl'“ and bepa exerting

and ies within the leacning eavicon-
mett.

Everyone’s role has changed. Classroom teschers
have become master teachers teachess of parents
and of indinidual chid'.a In chanping thet tole,
teschers have done mote thinking about thele
professional sehes

Since much of LIRS effectiveness rests oa the
ded 1 58, 3nd i3sm of the
stslf, teachers ate Pven 1he opportunity 1o choose
whether o¢ 1ot they wish to paticipate in the
progam.

Some st3if resistanee has been reported ,because
ECE calls for such swecping changes, Teachershave
complained that they ars overworked with extra
meetings, Fapetwork. and the longer day required 1o
prepare indimdual leisons for each pupil. Observers
feel, however, that miny difficulties have been
overcome, fargely through discusuon, training, and

the that are beang ackueved in ECE

feaderthip in the f group as they
getinvolved in theie youngsters® learning,

Although parent P pation is dered one
of ECE's geatest b 10 d <L

education, schools sometunes have great difficulty
achievng 33 much participation a5 they want and
rced. They cite three causes of dufficulties,

=Tradinonst parent apathy resulung from
formes school practices that excluded parents from
2y sgmficant role in the Opersnions of theur scnool

—Luge numbers of famulis in which both
patents wotk as tullume breddwiraers

- Stngle parents who earn 2 hwing for chemselves
aad theie children

Psreat ed: in ECE 54 process
to d parents in understanding child growth and
development and to tetnforce the concept of cor
opetative 123ponubiity on the part othome, chools
and dommunty

Educstion of parents jn ECE provrams &5 pro-

PHIDELTA KAPPAN

Other dufflculties include these:

~ Some teachers and idminutestors have ater-
preted ECE to be 2 rath and resding progam, In
spitc of the ECE policy statement calling for 3
“balanced curricutum.” cbservers note that mith
3nd ceading have dominated some Khoul progams
30 completcly that ant, rwsic, sclence, and socusl
studes are taught the "sst thung in the altetnoon =
sf there is tme.

= Some teachers and admanutrators focus on the
totm of the frogram ard disregard (he intent Those
who f3ll into thus 1r3p must learn how 1o see
chddren and thew Parents as people rather than as
racial, ethrus . OF sovil steteotypes

Ovecall. h . eachers are p g well
and most support the program. They are eacouraged
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atad dunng Whison Rien’s fiemt term o8 1tate woerine
tondent of pubbe Intruction, 14 the sbove photo, Rues by
thowa vaiting 2 Caklomls ECE wchood,

by the fsct that they ase able 1o extend thalr Yoll
talent to teaching, because with aldes and other
asslstants they no longee ars cequired of expected to

The 284ed burdens ECE plices oa principals have
crested problems. Some principals. 55 well 3s teach.
ers. complin that they sie overworked with extea
meetings 2ad paperwork, The job of <oordinating
the wotk of commudty volunteers, many of who
must woek on odd schedults, b a0 disturd g 10

“Planawng for an
ECE program
caplures the
energy of the
school -

some principals,
In some cases, princlpals hyve been cnticized for
playing 2 Aoy cole in declsions to 3d0pt new,
peoved systims of progr d learning
to achieve ECE goals. In other cases, principals have
been tesponsdle for the misuse of excellent ptre
grams, attempting to use them as panaceas for all
prod

lems,

Staffiog under ECE Is tmproved by the wide e
of suen suxilnty personnel as psycholopsts, nurses,
¢counselors, and community workess, !n sddition to
teschersand aides.

Staff Retraining

Because the staff carries such & hesvy responsts

bility in ECE. staff development sctivities are undss
way a2 most patticipsting 1chools to traun of retrain
ricane,
Sull development plaas st exch school uswally
reflect 3a swareness of the need to understand and
meet the leaning requlrezesnts of all ehldren
adequately, putleulaly in schools whete the
youngsters” razia] o¢ ethnie backgrounds are differ.
eat from those of the stalf,

lmep{u' trsining Is orrsnd 10 credentisled and

do everything In the elasscoom,

Therole of e tescher Is truly &ifferent from the
experiencd of most teschers In the typical school of
the past. In 33 ZCE program, the teacher it the
Jeadst of a texm effort — a mixture of teseher aldes,
parent volunteers, grandparents, oMer students,
suxibary personsel, and teschers with varfous kinds
of expertise, No longer can the teacher shut the
doot and exclude the outside world from what goes
on In the classroom,

The Principsl’s Critical Role

As the educationdd leadar of 2 school, the
peiacipal plays ¢ particulasly ertfcal role bn bringing
together diverse elements withla the school and
comminsty and welding them into 3 unified force
workitg toward common goals,

Besides giviag lesdership 1o the ECE program,
prineipdls oftea sssist their ausfls with ecord
keeping. This Is 3 massive 15k in ECEs since the
needs and progress of individual students, as well 55
the objectives and progtess of the peogram fuself,
must be contlaually assessed and cecorded.

parents, and othet
wolunteers.

In Sacramento, for example, the school dustrict's
Stff Traniog Deartment conduets inservice traine
Ing programs, seminars, sad other activitles to help
teachers, aldes, and parents fearn 1o use time, space,
materals, 08 human resousces B pew and pro«
ductive ays.

Plaanlag for ¢ . ECE program captures the energy
of the school community. The school stsfT, parents,
224 others from tha community eater lnto 3 process
of sueuing school needs sad seturg goals and
objectives relsted to those needs.

"Because this process forces people to tiak aad
<coma to aa agreement, it fs mtad to the sucoess of 3n
ECE program,” says H, Gienn Davis, ECE program
mansger aad assoclate superiatendent fot clemen.
tary edication st the Stste Dep of Educs.
tioa,

“Before making any decisions about what thelr
ECE progam shoula be, patents and staff must
understand what Is sctually going oa In the schoot
what the defciencies are, 108 what changes might
bemade,” Dsvis sdds.

Ia conducting fts needs ssessment, the school/

In tome ECE schools, the principals even make
hoyse calls if pasents can’t get to the school,

Thus the principal’s role under ECE Is f3¢ eore
than that of 2n administrator &t 3 desk. In an ECE
school, he Is 3 texcher as well a3 the person who
leads In the development of pasent, tescher, and
commwnity favolvement in etesting tha school
programand makdng it work.
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y group uses & vainety of techruques.
Ofien {nck 31" ate surveys of the school’s popula-
tion, progrums, ‘affiog pattesns, and trsining pro-
gramms for staff. Alsa frequently included are anaty.
%3 of svadable resousces, telephone or personst
Inttrviews, 30d written f?unxlonmuts seeking the
views of pazents and stafl about cusrent conditions
and desired changes b the school program.

nity . .. assessing
s¢hool needs and
setting goals re-
lated to those
needs.”




"Our furst-year
results indicated
that change is
taking place
fastes and more
sffectiveiy than
we'd dreamed it
would,”
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Once 3 school) y group has N fusds, assess the depee and sucsess of program
3 clear recotd of eustiag cond: n d P32 P and evalaxte pupd piogress
recise of Jesited condti % terms

P
the difterences detween what i and u!ux ndesred
becornes the goal of the local ECE program,

A3 sshooycommunty groups assess theu educs-
tonal needs aad desins, miny of the people
Envolved change theif view: on what they waat thewr
school to be doing. Usnlly, these chuages help
establish 2 gocd comnon gound betweea the
&tfereat elements ¢ potats of mes , layingasohd
fouadation for cther aspects of the ECE pogram.

Ogerating, Monitoning. Evaluating

Another Ezpostzat elemesnt i program phanning
is the development of steps to be followed in the

in addiron fo accomplshag propam Judt
tasks, the reguiar onnte wuts By members of (he
Sauramentowisen womtot 2ad review (eam lend
moral support aad encoursgemeat Jocally.

Success To Dats and Future Plans

How weil 13 ECE wotking 1nd what are the
for its future?

Firstyear data indicate that €. 13 woridag well.
Data eollested 1 197377 7 12 oante reviews 3t
each ECE school by t2» Depaitment of Educstson’s
otutor 20d review teams tadicate that p3rodipaung
schools lmt beea overwhelousgly suscessful ia

plans

Fas l&-";gm Hudiaga schedole of 10 izl the ECE concept, These date reveal
Qry out the that 1y 90% of ECE schools xve:

Schools develop 2 mxvgtm:al design that de- l-nm Y °,§§ W :: A tostirad

ta2s fiscod ad forgather- ooz of wistrestion that contiznously ppeaises

A

iag. pwcexs.ng.ud le:ox(.n;inﬁamlm
an dms;x for
assesnng all plases of (he p:os:nn. :nded::g pupl

ths needs and provides 3ppropnate fsarieg oppor-
tembes for exch chld in the pamary grades,
- izvolved parents 23 2a wistruzental past of the

progess, 1 developed 2ad Secomes 22 ategzal pait £t 5 thert 1ot ,ﬁ tion

of the sskool’s comptenenavs plan éclh:fom effon s Toagn Lo _: partsps of
Leead phm are senewed 25d moafied anaually coc'prtl‘mu cchool wopm,

by the scb ouD 33 o) e staff & tes that

et of not et and prsosites are sexyaaged.
Wherever possdle, cjectives are expeenned in meds-
ueable tenms, Acuvities aze propowed to meet cach,

Stnce accouatsbility at 3l lerels is 2n mtegnl
pant of ECE, moatonng and emaluaton 37¢ 2
coRlAUOUS Process.

Before being recommended to the State Board of
Educaucn for approval, ECE sckool dutnct plans
are rated by State Depantment of Edecsnon o0
sultants. Subsequeatly, one of more members of 2

ate easdling teachers, a_s. puents, and other
volunteers to work topether effectnely in the
intinduatized ECE school pograzms.

- estabinked an ongouig provess of pareat edu-
cation Lo 234 Rrents m understaadmg child develop-
ment 3nd powth 2ad 10 reinforee the <oacept of
cooperative i, ponsSilities oa the part of home,
sshool, :..dm-:...ur.

—eap"ed pt.a::;u teachers, aad perents inan

of

monutonng team makes Penodic on-ute visiis 10 the
school 1o cbiene the program = achoa 224 to
obran durect i of uts effe from

den;-l ndored to e el poﬁ.xcm of exch ECE
whool, with the result that progam phias, :mpk
asd hocoush

teachers, pareats. and admnksteators.

A threepart evaluation $ystem Bas been devel-
oped for 28l ECE programs, with each of the pasts
bewg Sveaa &fferent exrphans or weight.

- P—o«n which facludes the wating of the plan.

ofa system, and
u~.= onste visit

e been
consistent.

As should be expected for sk a large program,
eot all ECE schoois were able to implement theiz
effort effecavely, Thus some 13% of the 200 school
dutricts panxipaneg ia 197374 wete not per-
aatted to expand thew ECE progass i 197475,

Assesgzoent of pupil sckleverment was weighted al

— Product, the endof-yesr 2ttament of spect 107 of ECE's firsty Studres prep
f.ed objectives, inckuding pupd progress by the D of Eds on the op
= Fiscal macagement of ECE dmn; the 197374 school year tevealed
The state depastment rcqwn sctool dnm:u 10 that pup,n 10 ECE programs demonstrated substan.
subrut regulat repocts (o & of s 1a rany schools, gains that
were beyoad my expectations. The guns wese
P for a progrzm of sech max:.x-
N mde. asd ot a progrm witk 0% of the pastici-
Where To Get More laformation paxm;sr-"-oohmsmsm chtren.

Copies of 2 new 25-page repoct oa ECE
(Early Chuitdhood Education in Action ~ T
Secord Year) ate avadabie from Pudlations
Sales Office. Califomia_ State Departenent of
Eduation, P.O. Box 271, Suersmeato, CA
95802, at 3 cost of S1 per wopy (wacludes
mading and handlng). plus ux Ceats.stle
sales tax for those wha live 1n California.

While thers is 1o doubt sbout the scturzcy of
ECE gan scotes, the fisst yeas of 2ny major reform
effort rust focus on buldiag a foundauon for
Jhange and an aswessment System 1o mezsute that
change. Our fist-yeas results indseated that change
is takang plaze faster and mote sffectively than we'd
dieamed §: would, Asd well have better ways to
measute that change i the years shead.
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Orerall, Rowever, test scores (715% of ECE
chullren wers ven pres and posttests) showed that

popl [ ?
petlormaace levels,

I3 the first grade, 4755 of the popils 13 ECE
Peogan suarted the year i the fowest quartde of
ackasrement. Az the ed of the year, caly 26% weze
sconstta the lowest guaster of achievemeat,

ics and i
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pocically dusdvaataged WEitirea who o not have
th:bc:eﬁ:ol’spemﬂyfmdedproru:isuﬂy
sevez months” gua for 10 eoatks of 23. The
tygie! learmang f3te i readizg for the averzze child
i 20 2oatts’ growth for 10 moths of Estruction.

Beesuie of it saccessfel reeond, ECE was ex.
paded Ia the 197576 sckool year. The gorl was to
incree the percestage of the state’s chMreq in

Spenfic resulis b math g3t the
end of the £r5t year were as follows:
187 Resdsz — Sebsuarial gains were re.

ported ks mathematics, Pupds i the first, seccad,
a4 B&d grades it ECE prograzs progeessed a¢ the
rate of 12 months® paia foc 10 months of schoolizg,
mqﬁdphbmkaﬁummemr::e
ch & 10 =038 of progess fo. 10 moaths of
For 3y diad d &3dren

gErtes thoocsh the thad grade fn ECE schools
fron 2% ia ke 197475 <o year 20 S0% ja the
197576 school yeur. However, the szate budset
rmsyanlsodm“'ymbmmclm
sescliisg from the recesxion,

ECE was designed 1o incdude 3 the gr30e% 125
mmymhk'ndtrp:m&mu#éu&ﬁ

¢ by 1977:78, but more foads will have to be

£ot exrolled ia specha] programs, the typcl pin ks
seveamon:ks for 10 months of schookiag.

Rexling Rezdts =18 geadingfasguge Cevelop-
wmeat, ppds at 2l four grade levels ia ECE programs
azfucred 2a avenge of 11 moaths of edoeanocal
gain for cach 10 moeths of ixstroction.

Rexliag gaics were even sreater for ECE chdren
wbnl.‘.ebaﬁ:ECE:BocxioudSlxp«é.-!dpu
year wis 324 in cocdinnoa with fesd. from
catepenal 35d prograss.

For ple, whea P Y peops
openiiar _ler tte federally supported Title 1 of
the o Y 224 S dary Education Act, are
coordiazied witk ECE, the typkal pain inreadingis
13 moatks of progress for 10 moaths of instruction,
Typcd rtading propess i 3 ssecensfal Title 1
Fegan that does rot incfude a2 toaal kelp froca
other special progzs is 10 months® gain for 10
monthsof iastroetioa.

The typical leamesg rae in reading foc eco-

3pprop by the Cilfoczia lepsliere 244

= & ifizis lobe ced to
i extent eavisioned.

Thmtdrbcu;&:k‘:m:to}&is
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WILSON RILES & ASSOCIATES, INC.
353 CAPTIOL MALL, SUITE 700
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 85414

WILSON RILES

¥ileon Riles is President of 9ilson Riles and Aasscciates, Inc.,
an edscational consultant firm with headquarters in Sacracento,
Cali. ¢ria.

Riles began hris educational caresr ac & teacher in a one-roon
school cn an Apache Indian Reservatica =zear Pistol Creek,
Arizona. After working in other Arizona cubliic schools as a
teacher and principzl, he noved %o Califnrania and joined the
State Department of Fducation in 1958, In 1965, he hendne
Director c£ Compensatory Educat:ion, adzin:isterirg a $1€0 x=illinn
dollar prograc for disadvantaged children that became a model €oz
similar prograns throughout the nation. Dr. Riles was anpninted
Ceputy Surerintendent for Programs and Legislation in 1969.

He was elected Superintendznt nf Public Inctruction fcr the State
of Ca.ifornia in 1970 and was reelected twice -- serving as
Superintendent for tvelve yvears, from 1971-1983. He provided
leadership in California's public scho~l cystem during twelve
veazs of unprecedented challernges o the natinn's rasources and
programs. Decliring enroliment, %he Serzrano vs. Priest decision,
inposed revenue limits, and mandatory bacic competency
legizlation were some of the challenges which he faced during
office. During the same period, he provided leadership in %he
developzent of carly childhoodé education programs, special
education, cifted and talented education programs, programs for
limited and nun-Znglish speaking ycungsters, and gencral programc
decigned to improve educatinn for 2l students. &mong his higner
education activities, he has served as an 2v-officio Pegent of
the University of California and a Trustee of the Califcraia
State Universitiez and Colleqes.

Riles has worked closely with the business communitv. He is a
former Trustee £or the Foundation for 7Teaching Fconemics ané is
Director Emeritus of jie.ls Fargo Bank and Director of Pacific Gas
and Electric Cerpany.

Riles earned national recognition during his service as State
Superintendent. He has serveé as President of the Council c£
Chief State School Officers and has been an adviscr tc four
presidents on national educational isvues.

Wilson R:les received both his Bachelor of Arts and IlMaster of
Arts degree from Hozthern Arizona University and is a holder of
nine honorary doctorates from prestigious ccllages and
universities throughout the United States. He is also the
recipient of numerouz awards of public sexvice and educational
leadership.
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BIOGRAPHY OF WILSON RILES
PERSONAL DATA

Born: June 27, 1917, Alexandria, Leuisiana

Fanily: Married to Mary Louise Phillips, 1941
Childrea: Michael; Mrs. Yarvia Bostick;
Wilson, Jr.; Phillip

Education: B.A. Degree, Northern Arizona Universicy, 1940
M.A. Degree, Northern Arfzona Uaiversiey, 1947

Horors: Hosorary Doctor.of Laws Degree, 1965
Pepperiine College, Los Angeles, California
Honorary Doctor of Huzame Lerters, 1971
St. Mary's College, Str. Miry's Collegt, California
Zororary Doctor of Humane Lerrers, 1971
University of the Pacific, Stockton. California
Hosorary Doctor ¢f Laws Degree, 472
Claresoat ( ;aduate Scheel, Ctarezcar, Californta
. Honorary Doctor of Hu=zare Lecrers, 1972
University of Judaiss, los azgeles, califorafa
Hozorary pocter of Laws Degree, 1975
University of Southern Cal{fornia, Los Argeles, California
Heaotary Docror of Laws Degree, 1976
FBorzhern Arizoaa Usiversity, Flagstaff, Arizona
Honorary pocror of Laus Degree, 1976
Ualversity of Akron, Akrom, Ohio
Eonorary Doctor of Laws Degree, 1981
Goldea State University, San Franeisco, California
Awards: Berkeley Citarion for Déstinguished Achievement and Notable
Service to the University of California, Berkeley, 1973
Spingarn ¥edal, Highest Avazd of the Narforal Associazion
for the Advance=entr of Colored Peonle, 1973
Distinguished Service Award, Barvard Club of San Franeisco,
1978
Bcbert Maynard Eyrchins Award, Eacyclepedia Britanaica, 1978
¥edal for Disticguished Service, Teackers College, Coluzbia
Universicy, 1979
Discinguisked Aluznus Award, g-erican Assocxation of State
Colleges and Universities, 1979

PROYZSSIONAL EDUCATION EXPERIENCE
222 2ellaal, EDUCATION FXPERIENCE
1940-54 Elezentary school teacher asd adafaiscraror,
Arizoaa Pyblic Schools

1954-58 Executive Secretary, Pacific Cnast Region,
Fellowship of Reconciliacion, «0S Angeles

1958-70 California State Departzent of Education,
Served as Coasultant and lacer Chief of the Bureau of Intergroup
Relations; Direcror of Cozpensatory Zducation and Associare
Superinterndent of Public Tastruction; Depury Superintendent of
Public Instruction for Prograzs and Legislarion

1971-83 Superintendent of Public Instruction, State of California
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CURRENT ACTIVITIES !

President, Wilson Riles and Associates, Inc.

Me=ber, California Governor's Comsission 0a Educaticnal Qualiry
Mezper, The Clevelaad Conference

Mezber, National Association for the Advancezent of Colored People
Mezber, Phi Bera Kappa

Mezber, National Advisoty Council, Nariomal Schools Volunteer Program
Mezber, Association of California School Adainistrarors

¥exber, American Assoclation of School Ad=inistrators

Me=ber, Board of Directors, Wells Fargo 3ack and Wells Fargo Cozpany
Member, Board of Trustees, Foundation for the Teachiag of Econozics
Mezber, National Coz=ittee on United States-China Relatifons, Inc.
Mex=ber, Board of Directors,°Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Me=ber, Editorial Advisory 3oard, Early Years Magazizne

Mexber, Save the Redwoods League Council

Mezber, Board of Directors, Marshall Mclshan Center oa Global Co='n!cations

‘Hember, Board of Advisors, California Association of Srudent Ccumcils

PAST ACTIVITIES

Chafr=an, Task force on Urban Education, U.S. 0ffice of Sducation
President Johason's Task Force on Urbaz Educational Opportunities
Rational Advisory Co—cittee o2 the Teacher Corps
NEA Task Force on Urbaan Educarion .
Advisory Cocmittve of California Legislature's Joint Co=sittee on
Higher Education
California Teachers Asscclation’s Buzman Relations Co=ission
Advisory Panel of Stinford Center for Research and Development in Teaching
Ad Hoc Advisory Cozz.ttce on Financial Statistics for Urban Education,
U.S. 0£fice of Educatson
2ad Vice President, National PTA
Mez=ber, Board of Trusteés, Educational Testing Service
Mexber, Board of Trustees, Azerican College Testing Prograz
(Vice Chairzan 1981-82)
Mexber, Advisory Board, California Congress of Pareats, Teachers, and
tudents, Inc.
Mezber, Center for Fublic Affairs, Board of Courcillors, University
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Helbo Professor of Education, University of Scuthexrm California
Mecher, National Council on Educational Research
Mezber, Stanford Research Institute Council
Ex-0fficio Mezber, Bocrd of Trustees, Califsrnia State University
Ex-0fficio Me=ber, Board of Regents, The University of Californta
Mozber, Couacil of Chief State School 0fficers (Pre ident 1981-32)
Menber, Educational Cozmission of the States
Me=ber, National Advisory Couzcil on Child Nutritioa
Meczber, Task Fcrce on Federal Education Policy, The Twentieth
Ceatury Fund
Mezber, Board of Trustees, Joint Council on Ecoaomic Education
Mecber, Board of Directors, Industry Education Council of California
Mecber, Advisory Council, Stanford Busisess School, Stanford University
Mecher, National Council for Children and Television
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Véteran, World War II, U.S. Army Air Corps
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Chairman Hawgins. Thank you, Mr. Riles. I am sure there will
be several questions, although your statemnnt is a very thoughtful
and insightful one in terms of the issues involved.

May I just interrupt long enough to recognize and to present to
the audience a group of young people from the Whitney Young
Children’s Center? I think they are over there. Would they please
stand up?

[Applause.]

Chairman Hawxkins. We are deeply appreciative and moved with
a great deal of emotion to have these young people with us today.
It is what it is all about. Certainly, we look forward to encouraging
them in every way possible and giving them the opportunity that
believe the best parents would want of every child in America.

Thank you very much. Thank you for the very creative display. I
often see those at football games. Carry on. We love it. Thank you.

Wilson, no need to tell you how much we appreciate your testi-
mony. I was looking for some part of it with which I might be able
to disagree. Very difficult, however. I think your experience backs
up the statements that you have made.

It is pretty obvious you have gone through a period of time, and I
think to some extent we went through that time with you. Appar-
ently the state has moved from an original handling of the probiem
in some way as a part of the welfare system, moved rapidly to one
of not only custodial and caretaking, but actually instructions and
then into a more formal education and early childhood develop-
ment, which is precisely what we ar2 attempting to do in H.R. 3.

We certainly hope that H.R. 3 wii implement that concept and
we certainly ask you to counsel with us and help us to make sure
that we do that. There is no need wasting money. Again, from the
2xperience that we have had in this state, we should have learned
something.

Certainly there are those who want to Zake us back to the old
concepts merely to save money. I think that idea should be repudi-
ated. You have done an excellent job in your statement. We cer-
tainly appreciate it.

Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I must say, Mr. Riles, ditto to what my chairman just said. Younr
statement is very comprehensive. You said something that sort of
stuck with me because you said in your opinion. I think I share
your opinion, but maybe I go further.

You said early education was removed, in your opinion, from the
state and Federal agenda. I think it certainly is true, but I sort of
think it is no accident that it was removed. I think it was by
design, particularly as it relates to the economically disadvantaged
children in this country. We don’t want to spend the money or put
forth the effort of giving them an opportunity for education on an
equal basis with those who are more affluent. Do you share that
opinior

Mr. Ki.35. Yes. And I don’t want to bash anybody. I don’t know,
but Ican tell you that the commitment and enthusiasm and deter-
mination that we witnessed in the 1960s aad the 1970s in address-
ing the problem of the disadvantaged, in the 1980s is no longer
there; but—and why I am not sure, but I know now people are be-
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ginning to raise this question again about class, the underciass.
You begin to hear this now.

Interestingly enough, people are finding the reality that we have
known all along that when—that we are really talking about a so-
ciety that has become class-divided. The hopeful sign I see is that
industry and corporation are beginning to raise this question and
beginning to offer support to it, and I trust that all of us now will
begin to take a look at that because we are not talking about hand-
outs any more. We are talking about an investment; and if we fail
to make that investment with our kids, we are going to pay down
the road as a society.

As a matter of fact, we are already paying.

Mr. Hayes. And you might agree in your support for HR. 3 it is
an attempt to resurrect part of the programs that were in effect in
terms of educating our children, providing certain care for them,
tutoring, guidance, as part of the system. In saying that you feel
that we set it aside, what did we replace it with? What do we use
those dollars for now, if you look at it in terms of dollars and
cents? What are we asing them for? Since this wasn’t one of our
top priorities now in terms of spending dollars for this purpose,
what did we do with the money?

Mr. Rugs. I tell you the philosophy. What happened with a
report that came out of the Federz’ Office of Education which
pointed to the poor conditions of education and so on in the—I
think it was the late 1970s. The term “excellence” hit the head-
lines and everybody was talking about excellence.

Now I don’t know of anyone that does not support excellence.
That is like motherhood; you can’t be against it But in their imple-
mentation of that strategy, they began to focus only on that part of
it without trying to make everybody excellent and grow and so on.

So your structures and so on seemed to be forgotten and then, of
course, your dropout programs increased. I mean the dropouts in-
creased during the 1980s where we had been making some gains.
Chat.er 1—by the way, is a program designed to raise the achieve-
ment level of children from low-incorie .amilies. I quote the legisla-
tion. Do you ever hear anything about Chapter 1 now?

Let me tell you something. I have been doing some research for
an article that I did. T was really struck by it. I had to do this arti-
cle on—I think it was your bill, Congressman Hawkins—a bill
changing from Title 1 to Chapter 1, and so on and so forth.

When I became director of compensatory education in 1965, the
Federal Government put in $70 million which was more than any
other Federal funds coming into the state before that time, because
}p the Vocational Education Act at that time, it was only $50 mil-

ion.

We put together a division to see that this money goes to the
youngsters and programs were designed to deal with that. Okay?

We worked 'vith the Federal Government. I was on the phone
every day. We didn’t get into a fight with the Federal Government.
I would say to the director in Washington, “Here is what we would
like to do. Can we do it?”’ And he would say, “Well, I don’t know,
Wilson, it sounds good to me. Let me talk to the lawyers.”

You also have to talk to the lawyers. They would talk to the law-
yers. He would say, “You can do this.” Or he would say, “Could
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you do it this way instead of that and accomplish your same pur-
pose?” In other words, there was enthusiasm there. I looked at the
amount of meney California is getting now under Chapter 1. $400
million. Okay? I looked at the structure to administer it; and in-
stead of a division to administer that money in California, we only
have six people.

Now I think the question—it is legitimate to ask the question not
of the Federal Government but this state and every state in the
union, what are you doing with those resources to raise the
achievement level of these kids and stop the dropout rate?

What I am talking about here is commitment, a determination;
and what I am saying, or trying to say here, during the 1980s, this
seemed to have been lost as we put attention on something else.
And I have a feeling now, though, with your effort here and your
commitment that maybe you will stimulate pe sple to really refocus
on the task that we must address.

Mr. Haves. I want to tell you on behalf of the committee we cer-
tainly appreciate your testimony. If you have any ideas that you
would like to recommend in the form of amendments or changes to
HR. 3, that the committee would consider them. You.could drop
them—you have 10 days to drop us a line. We would certainly like
to consider your experience in this whole ares. it is one that could
be very beneficial to us.

We are struggling with a problem now, as you well know, when
we go back into session next week. Certainly child care is not going
to be one of the top priorities. We have to find money to replace
what we tore up in Panama, and we will also be faced wich the de-
cision on the part of some to push for more funds for building more
Stealth Bombers at the cost of half a billion dollars.

These are the kind of priorities we are faced with now. I - 'ant to
<ay anything you can help us to raise the level of education to the
top point on tiie legislative agenda in terms of supporting with this
fund would be helpful to us.

Thank you very much.

Mr. RiLEs. Mr. Hayes, I certainly want to thank you for the op-
portunity of being able to present testimony today. I certainly will
be in touch with you on any ideas that I have that might be help-
ful. At this stage in my career, I am not running for office, don’t
plan to. I am not looking for a Jjob; but my commitment—

M. Haves. Don’t commit yourself in that direction so far.

Mr. RiLes. My commitment t> children still remains. I think
whatever contribution I can make, I will be most delighted to try
to make it.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Haves. We certainly could use more people who think like
you.

Mr. Haves. The next witness is Mr. Paul Proett, Manager of
Family Services from Apple Computer.

STATEMENT OF P* UL PROETT, MANAGER OF FAMILY SERVICES,
APPLE COMPUTER

Mr. PROETT. Thank you.
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Mr. Haves. As has been said, since you don’t have prepared testi-
mony.

Mr. Proerr. Thank you for allowing me to testify. It has been an
interesting week for us. Our focus has been not away from the chil-
dren but in many other places. I certainly do thank the committee
for asking me to provide comment today, as it will just be a com-
ment on our snapshot view as a company getting involved in early
childhood education. I am also very honored to be among such dis-
tinguished speakers as Mr. Riles, Mr. Honig, and your panelists.

I am a 15-year early childhood educator. I started at the bottom
of the ranks as a child care aide when I was in college thinking I
would become one of those lawyers. Unfortunately, I thought chil-
dren were an important political cause as well and stayed with the
program, and have seen 15 years of working up the ranks to be in
this position today as manager of family services for Apple Com-
puter. I think it is a rather unique position in corporate America.

However, I probably get one call a 'nonth from another corpora-
tion asking me about my job description. So I think that families
are indeed working part of the mindset of corporate America; how-
ever, as I go on with my comments, I think you will probably come
to the same conclusion that I have that it is as difficult for corpo-
rate America to implement these programs as it is perhaps for the
state government, Federal Government, and the local government.

We have a lot of work to do. We have a lot of work to do togeth-
er. é\gain let me give you & rief snapshot of what we do and why
we do it.

Mr. Haves. Proceed.

Mr. Proerr. Apple Computer 1s a relatively small company in
the world of Anierican corporations. We only have 10,000 employ-
ees worldwide. I th.nk we have a fairly well-known name in the
computer industry and we have grown tremendously. I think that
is a background to why we are the way we are.

We are a very visionary company. We have a culture extremely
employee-oriented and probably until last year was considered a
young culture, a young population. Gur average age three years
ago was 28 years old. Our average age today—and obviously we
have done hiring to affect that—is 34 years old.

With that growing up in 1985 became a issue in our company of
what are we going to do about the child care needs of our employ-
ees. That came up in a very informal way. However, we do most of
our assessment at the company informally. We do it through dis-
cussions with empleyees and open forums with the .hairman and
executive staff. 'robably the greatest commitment was made on
our company when an employee stood up at a meeting with 4000
employees and said when are we going to have a child care center,
and our chairman made the commitment to have one then.

I will talk a bit about our child care center because I think it
does have an early childhood education, early childhood develop-
ment program, and I hope that that is a model for industry as they
centinued to develop programs. However, I do want to tell you we
do call our service famil, services and we have several programs
that we think support families besides the child care center.

The child care center is a public service in that it gets lots of
press and lots of attenticn, but it is not really the only way we
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assist families with their work and family conflict. We provide a
baby bonus. There is a $500 bonus to any family who has a new
child. We realize that that is a type of extreme financial dra.n. So
we congratulate people who take on this rather new lifestyle when
a child enters their life.

We have an adoption assistance program in which legal fees and
some of the other fees involved with adoption an employee can get
assistance of up to $2500.

We participate in a flexible benefit program; and through Feder-
al tax law, we are able to allow employees to use pretax dollars to
pay for their child care anywhere in the United States. We have
our child care center which I will comment a bit about.

Our most active program is called resources and referral. We
serve almost 500 employees a year through the assistar-e program
of resources and reforral and T believe through your deliberations
you probably heard 0" such a program type. We have one of those.
We do that through a partnership with community-based organiza-
tions throughout the country.

We also provide parenting assistance at the workplace through
seminars ¢ d publl;cations and family counseling intervention.
That is a pretty simple notion, but the working parent, working 8,
9 10 hours a day, simply does not have the ability to access the
resources in the community unless at 9:00 at night they are in
their home with their children. We provide some of those services
at the workplace, a seminar on what do you do with a two-year-old,
a seminar an how to get through toilet training, some information
any and 1 ‘rents need to have. The easiest way to access it is at
the workpla

Wealsot k some of our family services or some of the way the
corporate c. ‘re supports families or is family-friendly is through
our flexible{ .e and flexible place options, through job sharing op-
tions, as well s generally being flexible and knowledgeable to the
conflict of work and family. Many of our managers have told us
that when an employee’s child is sick, they are aware that the em-
ployee needs to be at home with their child, and that employee
uses their own sick leave for that.

I think one of the questions that I was asked to answer here
today was why did we do a child care center and perhaps what are
some of the inscnsitivities that we have seen in that and perhaps
some of the problems in developing that. I think we developed a
child care center because we had a commitment trom our chair-
man and we also have a very can-do attitude.

I think we were a little naive as to how quickly we could start
such a program. It took us almost 2% years. Some of the barriers
to that development were a site search. We were denied a use
permit by our local government for a child care center. I think any
child care cperator in this room today will tell you horror stories of
finding and developing the correct site.

We do not have family-friendly cities in general. We are begin-
ning to see that movement, I think in California. We have several
cities in California who have child care coordinators that are
trying to enact some change in local government policy about land
use and child care and children.
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So 2V years in development for our child care center. I think the
other major feat for us was that we developed a quality program;
and indeed some of the comments that Mr. Riles made earlier
about what is quality child care is indeed the kinds of things that
we wanted to implement.

We have a developmental program; children grow and learn at
their own pace. The teacher is an open-ended questioner and facili-
tator of their learning.

We ales believe that the most important part of our child care
center is the teacher; and indeed, I know you will hear later, if you
haven’t already, the dilemma of teacher pay is indeed one of ours
as well. I believe tha. cur solution to that has not been an easy
one. All of our teachers are Apple employees, which leaves them
open to, I think, probably the best benefit package for any teacher
in the country. I would put it against any benefit package in the
country.

It is a full medical, full denta:, with choices, life insurence, a
profit-sharing plan, a number of things that our teachers are able
to get.

We also have a compensation system that is probably above the
average, and often we do our comparisons in compensation with
school districts. You know the differences. When I started teachi g
in an early childhood education center, that was one of the best n
my city, with a bachelor’s degree, I made $3.50 an hour.

The times have changed slightly, but ot much.

So the focus of our program has clearly been on the quality of
the staff, and we try to maintain that. However, I have to say the
economy of a high-tech industry is changeable, and is flexible and
many companies like ours have to react quickly. And the cost of a
quality program is costly. Our parents pay market rates and that
only pays for about half of the costs of the child development
center. That is pri‘narily because of our teachers are paid an equi-
table wage.

The other major concern that comes up when companies are de-
veloping child care centers is the liability concern. It is unfortu-
nate. Indeed this is a landmark day, or yesterday perhaps. The be-
ginning of the liability scare has come to an interesting turn with
the McMartin preschool case in Southern California.

We found our liability situation to be not a frightening one, but
an expensive one. Liability insurance was a six-figure—the premi-
um numbe> was a six-figure number, just the premium for us. We
addressed l.abiiity in two ways to deal with this premium number.
That was that we said we would do thLe highest quality of care. We
found an insurer that does indeed look at the quality of care and
expects quality of care above and beyond the California minimum
regulations that we would normally be under.

So we have better than regulatory teacher-child ratios as a result
of our insurer. We also felt that control was an issue. A decision
that many companies make in developing child care programs is do
fye}rixak;e it a subsidiary, how do we structure it to minimize our

iahility?

QOur technical legal interpretation was that when you are in-
volved in any kind of service business—and indeed child care that
involves the care of young children which is a business of con-
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curn—any business like that, there is liability risk. There is liabil-
i%y risk in having automobiles. There is lots of liability risk out
there.

The way we felt we could deal with that is not to distance our
relationship with the child care center, but to have complete con-
trol over it. I think that is a unique interpretation from many of
the companies that are around the country. Many of those are sep-
arate entities from the company in which the company may pro-
vide funds or space, but they are separate from the company. We
felt that being part of the company meant that we had control and
that therefore control over some of the liability and risk concerr.s.
Indeed, if we made the staff part of Apple Computer, we would
have some of the best teachers in the area.

However, I must say in our 2% years now, we have watched the
child care industry mature. There are a number of hj k-quality
providers of child care out there who are providing child care for
business; and as we march forward in trying to develop more alter-
natives for our families, we will look at all sides of the child care
industry as it grows and matures.

Our center serves 74 children. We have served 124 families in
the last two years we have been in business. Our turnover rate of
staff is less than 15 percent in two years; and our family turnover
rate is less than 5 percent if you discount the attrition that goes off
to kindergarten. \R’e would invite anybody in this audience or
« embers of the committee to go to Silicon Valley to visit the
center. We provide tours, 16:30 to 12:00 on any Thursday.

I will be here in the audience for some of you if you would like to
talk to me about more specifics of that.

Again, I said the problem of our particular small encounte: with
early childhood education has been financial. It is very difficult to
be as flexible as we are in our industry with our finances in often
what becomes a quarter-by-quarter orientation to our finances. it is
difficult. You can’t take child care away, nor would we want to.
But the amount of financial commitment that child care takes and
the amount of child care that we need to develop as a company is
an extremely large expense item.

The other is the scourge of the site. I think that has been a diffi-
culty for us. Most industrial or office space is not suitable for chil-
dren. Our child care center is housed in a school site near the com-
pany. It is appropriate.

I think the other concern that is always a concern to any benefit
manager, and that is the area that I work on. Under our benefits
organization, it is the changing tax laws and codes in which we
must operate our benefit programs. We have seen several changes
come through Section 89 and we have seen some great concerns
come about through some interpretation of Section 129 of the Tux
Code that deals wi*". dependent care assistance.

I think benefits departments in reality don’t do things because .f
regulatory changes. %‘hey wait for regulatory changes, and initia-
tive is difficult to take.

As I talk to other companies and try to provide minimal assist-
ance to other companies, I do think in the last five years what we
have now in corporate America is the ultimate question about de-
veloping family services is not why but how wi they develop it.

&0
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They perhaps have the same challenge that you do, that state gov-
ernment and local government do: What is the most appropriate
mechanism to implementing good early childhood development pro-
grams and who are the best actors for that.

I think many, many corporations are asking those questions and
need assistance with that.

I think the other thing that is happening in corporate America—
and it is not a surprise to you, I realize—but again as an early
childhood educator in the company I have become sensitive to this.
There are great demands on corapanies. Work and family is an ex-
tremely important issue.

I think we are lucky that the issue raises to the level of some of
the other work force pressures that are on companies. The rising
cost of health care is indeed the number one. The need for the
change in our retraining programs and the need to become more
sensitive to minority recruitment and to retraining. Those issues
are out there and pressuring the work/family issue; but indeed the
work/family issue is within the top five along with those.

So consequently with those kind of issues in any company, they
must prioritize those issues. Work and family don’t always make it
to the top. As I said, work and family two years ago made it to the
top of the agenda at Apple because we had a diligent employee
group that asked.

I realize that child care for all companies will be put in the con-
text of work and family and that develcping a child care center
may not be what that company has designed; but that company
may still develop a superior response.

W _su we at Apple look at work and family conflict we consider
these criteria: What is the balancing act of time for families? Is
there resource efficiency in the community? Can we make the re-
sources available more efficiently? Do we need to provide direct
services? And always, alweays: Are we providing employee choice?
That is the number one criterion in our services, that we proviae
choices. Ours is not to say this is the best child care center. Ours is
to say we have several opticns that you can exercise.

What will we do in the future and from my vantage point what
am I looking at to present to my upper management? More guide-
lines on time flexibility for families. More flexibility in benefit
choices. I think a dream I personally have is that an employee
could actually—right now we have what we call flexible benefits,
but all flexible benefit programs have a basic core to them.

I think there are many families who have double insurance pians
with both parents working; and if one side of the house, one of the
working parents could completely flexualize and tave and not
choose a medical plan and put that into child development services,
that is the kind of flexibility I would like to see.

The other area we will work a lot more in over the next five
years is working with community-based organizations throughout
the country who are indeed on the forefront of developing new
services. We have had the greatest success, as I said earlier, with
two—what I would consider—community-based organizations, one
that hundreds of community-based organizations that do resource
and referral services that help us operate our rescurce and referral
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program. Our local school district was probably the other resource
from which we gained the most assistance in developing programs.

I think the other thing that Mr. Riles said more astutely than I
is that, as I said, there are many debates within the corporation
about what we should be doing about human capital. One of the
number one debates is education.

My greatest challenge is to get people to understand children are
educated before four or five vears old. I think that will take a lot of
leadership outside of the c( .poration and in the education commu-
nity to realize that a child learns probably even before they are
born, if not the moment at which birth takes place. Learning is be-
ginning, and some of the most important learning occurs early. We
understand thatin a w.._ ] way.

I am actvally concludii. , . Chairman. I know Mr. Honig is on
a tight schedule and needs 1. get out of here.

In conclusion, we have visited this issue in a small way at the
Apple Computer and are proud of the things we have done. We are
looking for partners in rovernment and leadership, along with the
corporate leadership, to say early childhood education is extremely
important in this country, let alone the 7 to 10 million children
that go to child care everyday, let alone the others in early child-
nood settirgs or in self care.

Those children are the most important future for the American
work force and that is our very small concern.

Thank you for your time.

Chairman Hawkins. I would like to make one slight modifica-
tion. Our next witness, Mr. Honig, the Superintendent of Public In-
struction, does have a time problem. Would you join us at the wit-
ness table?

Needless to say, Bill, we are delighted .0 have you. I know few
public officials who will respond as quickly as you will to a request.
We appreciate the manner in which you have kindly consented to
be a witness today. I don’t have to go into all the admirable things
I can say about you.

Mr. Honic. You can do it, Mr. Chairinan, feel free.

Chairman Hawkins. I will do it some other time when you and I
have more time. I don’t want to take too much time away from
you. That is the only reason I don’t say much more than I do. We
do understand you must leave at 10:45.

We are looking forward to your testimony. Without going int-
the nice things, ynu may proceed and we wiil try to expedite
departure, which we regret very much.

STATEMENT OF BILL HONIG, SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC
INSTRUCTION, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

Well, thank you very much.

Congressman Hayes, it is nice to be here. I think H.R. 3 is the
most important bill facing the country right now. Both personally,
as State Superintendent, and for the California Department of Edu-
cat(:iion, I would urge its passage and give you all our support in this
endeavor.

W)
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I also want to thank you personally, Mr. Chairman, for the lead-
ership you have exercised in putting this bill together It is what
this state needs, what this country needs.

As you know—and you heard the previous testimc y—we have a
crisis on our hands as far as child care and child development. We
know it works, especially if there is a developmental part of it. And
the payoff is tremendous. Yet, we have only one of five, or one out
of six of our youngsters who have availabilicy, who need this type
of program, have available child care or one that they can afford,
with the right quality. And I think this bill will go a long way in
remedying this situation.

I have some prepared testimony that we would like to read into
the record. I would just like to hit a few highlights of issues that
are before the Congress and wou'd like to make several remarks
about them.

Diane Watson and Wilson Riles, I think, gave you a very good
picture of the history of child care in California. We have a strong
program in the state. We learned things about how to provide both
child care and child development services for youngsters and we
have h~d some experience of what works and what does not work.

I think it has something to say about why H.R. 3 is the right way
to go. I think the major area for us, where there is controversy, s
this whole issue over the Title XX regulations. Whether that is an
alternative plan is being discussed. I would strongly urge you to
stick to your guns on this bill and the theory and ideas you have in
here. I will tell you why:

There is always a tension or a fight between those that want
child care just as a means for providing jobs. Let’s make it avail-
able, but neglect the additic .21 expense that is necessary to make
it child development. As long as the kids are there and as long as
they need this child development so much, the research is so clear,
as you well know, that for every dollar invested in child develop-
ment, you get a tremendous payoff—$5 to $6 down the road. That
is the Perry research that shows that, and a variety of replications
show that is the time to invest.

Especially here in Califorria, when one out of six youngsters
does not speak English as a primary language, we need that kind
of availability when they are at that age. The verbal and oral de-
velopment and social development, are so c:acial to success iater
on in school.

So the problem with the idea of running it through social welfare
or some of the other institutions is that they lose sight of the edwu-
cational importance of these programs. We had that experience
here in this state. In 1971, there was a discussion about whether
these programs should be run through the Department of Educa-
tion or whether they should be run through social welfare. We won
the battle and I think it is a tribute to the people that put these
programs into place, is that they have maintained a strong educa-
tional component. I think that is why we have successful programs
in the state. Not large enough, not accommodating enough young-
sters, but they have the right strategy. We have the right idea how
to put this on.

f these Federal funds do become available, I think they will
expand and build on what we learned.
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We bave another piece of history, which is in this testimony.
Just recently, we passed GAIN legislation in this state which is for
welfare recipients, trying to get them off welfare and into jobs. It
was a bipartisan effort. In that, there was a recognition that child
care was essential and again that was not given through education,
it was given through social welfare institutions.

As a result, they just did a piece of evaluation, and as a result,
they found that there has been a disinclination to build in the edu-
cational component, to provide the services available in the right
manner, and the details of that are in this testimony.

I think that will be helpful that we have had two experiences in
this state. There continues to be a political effort on the part of
some to strip the child development portion away from child care
under the understanding that that is all you need. You don’t need
this other component. I think that that would be a major mistake
in this country, to veer away from that. That is why we so strongly
support the way you have this bill drafted. I hope these experiences
help you in that effort.

A couple of other comments I would make. We support all the
components. You heard the component having to do with the busi-
ness sector, how important that is to stimulate their participation.

Head Start should be expanded. I think there is a good under-
standing of that idea.

Then the idea in Title II of encouraging the expansion of school
based programs and coordination with community based programs.
I think we have a good experience here of doing both of that. We
try to stimulate schools. We try to stimulate community organiza-
tions. We have 2 good working relationship here in California.

If you are going to do that, the standa.ds part of this bill is very
crucial, because it is one thing to say we are going to have an edu-
cational component. It is another thing to make sure the quality iz
there. I know people have said, well, that means another bureauc-
racy will build up. I think it is the opposite. If you put it through
Title XX, you will get another bureaucracy. If you put it through
existing programs, as has California, we can use the existing scrate-
gies and put these resources to work right away.

So I know those of us in California who have experience with
this are backing you all the way on this particular piece of legisla-
tion.

[The prepared statement of Bill Hor:ig follows:]

s
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Good morning. My puipose in appearing at this hearing is to
express my support and that of the California State Departzent of
Education for the Education and Labor Comnittee version of H.R.

3, the Early childhood znd Developpent Act.

I want to begin by commending Chairman Hawkins for his excellent
effort to produce a comprehensive child development bill which
targets assistance to the disadvantaged and assures that
standards for safety and quality are set ancd pet by providers. 1
We in california were very disappointed that, despite the efforts

of Chaiizan Hawkins, agreement could not be reached on this

Jegislation before Congress adjourned in 1989- We ragard H.R. 3

2s the number one priority when the congress reconvenes this

ronth. This should be the first item on the congressional

agenda.

As previous research and testinony presented to the committee on
Education and Labor in the development of H.R. 3 shows, parents
Seeking ckild care face thrue barriers: high cost, limited
supply, and uneven quality. These factors limit child care
choices, and often force parents to settle for whatever is
available rather than what they prefer. Clearly, federal support
is needed to stimulate the growth of child development resources,
to provide safe, nurturing and developmentally appropriate

Programs for children, and to provide access to such progranms at

an affordable cost for fimilies.

~
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The enactment of H.R. 3 wculd, I believe, lead to a realization
of these goals because it focur s limited resourcces on those most
in need of child developnment services, builds on existing
programs of proven effectiveness, enphagizes education and
developmental care, expands parental choice, provides rescurces
for coordination and referral among programs, and encourages
business involvement. This bill is particularly important
because it recognizes the value of an early educational
intervention for at-risk preschoolers and pronmotes a high
standar@ of partnership between prograns funded by the bill and

schools.

As a comprehensive child care bill, K.R. 3 is compatible with
existing child develop..ent programs in California. cCalifornia
has achieved national recognition as having the most
comprehensive child care system of all the states. The State
Department of Education administers 13 t_ pes of child care and
development programs, such as State Preschool (comparable to the
€edera.. Head Start), Center-Based programs, Latchkey, Respite,
Migrant, Family Day Care Homes, to nane a few. (A listing of
programs and funding levels is contained in Attachment A.) The..
programs are funded at approximacely $347 million with state
general funds which serve 120,000 needy children. State funding
coupled with federal Head Start funding of $114 million serves an
additional 35,000 children and provides them critically needed
early intervention services. Ye* despite our combined resources

and adjusting for services by private providers, there are more
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‘and yet, remain unserved. We are only meeting nine percent of
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than one million preschool and latchkey children who are eligikle

for child care services, have an immediate need for such services

thie need in California. For every child served in a preschool

brogran, there are 91 income eligible children unserved.

The child care prograns administered by the california state
Department of Education are notable because of our commitment to
high quality standards, strong accountabili:y, and diversified
delivery system through school districts and comnunity-based
organizations. These programs are subject to comprehensive
statutory and regulatory standards covered in areas such as
staffing qualifications, staff ratio, and program quality.
Adherence to these standards is insured by extensive nonitoring

and oversight.

Preschool service needs coupled with the growing incidence of
poverty among children, single parent houreholds, needs of
limited-English speaking children, and spec.ial needs children
such as hanlicapped, abused, and exploited children, represent a
challenge that we the state anq federal government must respond
to aggressively. Research and policy reports such as

Restructuring California Education (Business Rovndtable, 1988),

Pignt from the Start (National School Boards Association, 1988),

children ip Need: Investment Strategies for the kducationally
Disadvaptacsd (Committee for Ecoromic Development, 1987) all call

for an increas.d commitment to support comprehensive interventioa

o
o

O




85

and preschool programs. As evidenced by the Perry Preschool
study (Schweinhart, et al, 198S) and Syracuse study (Lally, et ¢

al, 1987), =arly preschool intervention pays social, economic,

o

and educational dividends.

H.R. 3, as it is preseatly constituted in all of its five Ti:
provides the necessary infrastructure to support these much

needed child care and child developnent services.

I am particularly enthusiastic about Title II of H.R. 3 waich
would amend the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to proviae
funding for Local Educational Agencies to establish, expard, and
operate early childhood development and school-age programs which
are developmentally appropriate and meet the diverse educaticnal,
cultural, social, emotional, and recreational needs of children

fro. age three to 13. These child developnrent programs would be

articulated with the regular school program to enccurage smzoth
transition from preschool .o kindergarten and from kinderga..e:s
to first grade. The programs propos*® =~ ~‘tle II closely
parallel in part the cecommendations usade by the California
School Readiness Task Force in its 1988 report Here They Come:
Peady of Not! ard would provide nuch needed fiscal assistance and
additional impetus for articulation and appropriate educational
intervention for young children. I, therefore, heartily support

Title II of H.R. 7
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I an, however, deeply concerncd about the movement to fund Title
III of the bill through Social Services block grant funds under
Title XX of the Social Security %ct. Title III is a major
section .f H.R. 3 to which 35 percent of the tctal authorization
is allocated for child care services for infants, toddlers, and
young children. If Title XX becomes the vehicle to provide child
care; it would be administered at the federal level by the
Department of Health and Human Services and at the state level by
a lead agency selected by the Governor. This Title XX funding
mechanisn presents several major problems to cCalifornia regarding

adninis*ratjon and program emphasis.

The California Legislature in 1972 designated the state
Department of Education as the sing. state agency for child care
and develooment programs. From 1969 th.ough 1981, State
Department of Education-administered child development programs
were funded in part by Title XX <nd its precursor, Title IV-2,
threc gh an interagency agreement with the State Departmeat of
Social Services. This arrangerent vas found cumbe.s.me and ill-
suited to policy formulation and implementation sipce the State
Department of Education and the State Department of social
Services held and still hold quite divergent viewss of the purpose
of child care. cChild care under the State s2partment of Social
Services has meant providing care at the lowest cost with little
or no regard to the nature of .he care. There are no state
standards applied ¢o the child care programs aduwinistered by the

Department of Sccial Services and no oversight or compliarce.
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This has resulted in little more than custodial care. The
problems with the arrangement, compounded by federal
requirements, were so acute as tc prompt the California State
Legislature to "buy out" federal funding and replace it entirely
with state general funds. Since then, the State Department of
Education has focused on providing eligible children a healthful
and safe prugram which includes a strong educational and
developrmental component that is experiencial and age-appropriate,
is staffed by credentialed and permitted teachers formally
traine: in early childhood education or child development, and
rain’ains @ high ratic of teachers and adult supervision for

children.

Jt is essential to maintain high quality child develcpment
programs in California, and I believe that quality wsould suffer
significant erosion if Title XX is the administrative vehicle and
funding souxce for child care. This view is supported by a
recent study by the Manpower Development Research Corporation
(1989) of the Department of Social Services-administered child
c.re under the state Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN)
progran. The study concluded that GAIN participants were: (1)
not consistently apprised of the availability of child care, (2)
not informed of child care options available, (3) GAIN child care
funds were grossly under-utilized, and (4) given a choice,
par*icipants would elect a program with an educational emphasis.
Moreover, the study found that the administering agency had made

little or no attempt to refer and pay for high quality programs
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such as Head start or the variety of progranms administered by the

State Department of Education.

In brief, I submit that the use of Title XX funding for child
catre services, however well intended, would have dire
consequences in California. At risk is a repetition of the
numerous problems encountered under a similar funding mechanisn
between 1969-1981, an unnecessary layer of administratipn, and

potential dilution of current quality sctandards and

2ccountability. The intent ang purposes of H.R. 3 can best be

achieved by direct funding, as originally propos 1, and

administration by the state Department of Education. Therefore,

I urge that the Title X% funding provision not be included in
H.R. 3.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman for your leadership in developing this

landmark federal legislation. We strongly support your bill and

will assist in any way we can to achieve enactment early in 1990.

Attachment




TABLE 1 : SUMHMARY OF FUNDING BY PROGRAN (FY 83/90)

. M NUMBER PERCENT AVERAGE-
PROGRAM * PROGRAN or ‘TOTAL OF TOTAL DAILY
NaE NRMBZR CONTVACTS  CONTRASTED' WDING  , RATE
STATE - HICRANT 03036 " 22 -§7,326,000 2.21s 19.63
STATE PRESCHOOL 03038 ° 183 $36,925,614 11,148 10.95 |
SEVERELY HANDICAPPED 03072, 7 $740,000 0.22¢ | 22,63
CAMPUS CHILD CARE : 03079 49 $10,757,2912 3,20 12,24
COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT 03080 25 $6,236,277 1.8 1.82°
SCH-AGE PARENTING (SAPID) ‘031021 60 §6,941,000 2.0% NA
PROTECTIVE SVCS (RESPITE) 03171 58 $1,069,000 0.328 19,62
FANILY CHILD CARE 03184 24 $6,625,254 2.08 18.70
ALTIRNATIVE PAYHENT 03186 [ $26,938,617 8.13s 16.93 5,880
RESOURCE & REFFRRAL 03187 59 $2,425,700 2.241 BA NA
SCHOOL ACE (LATCHKEY) 03252 125 $14,602,408 4.40% 10,62 15,000
CEN CC-SCHOOL DISTS 03254 106 $138,799,766 41.87% 19.78 37,620 *
CEN CC-PRIVATE ACENCIES 03255 206 $61,997,906 18.70% 18.81 13,640
FEDERAL - HICRANT B 03650 10 §2,140,000 0.65% 9.81 , 788 Wi
LATCHRKEY ALTERNATIVE PAYMENT 03834 | 22 §1,341,166 0.40% 16.05 36 -
EXCEPZIONAL NEEDS 03839 10 §425,884 0.13s 1?.06 105
SPECIAL RENT ALLOUAKCES 03077 m* $ .¢,000 0,14 NA , s .
PRESCHOOL CAREER INHCENTIVE 03149 A $300,870 0,09 RA N
R & R (CAIN) 03401 A §220,049 0.07% NA ) ’ *
PREGHANT HINORS® RA 6,0007
CHILD CARE INITIATIVE 03332 2L $250,000 0.08% KA
LATCHKEY PLARNING GRANTS RA $712,185 FA HA s,5007
RESOURCE & REFERRAL(FEDERAL) 178 §474,790 A A T
1032 $331,523,802* 100.00% 121,809 . LT
. Contescted tatels as represented [N the pacrss S. 27 agencles pecelve these funds, *Doen not include the -
datedese 971729, 4o funding frciuded In tumesl reverrse shirfng; Coat of Living Adjustment
2, intludes 34,385,000 tex befloue for state sther fnforrstion {s not spplfcably, contained in the 1989
aigrent prograve. 7. fstimeted besed on furding {ntent, Budget: Act:
3, Neurly rete. 8. Contrects sre besed s 't of strvice, therefors
&, sporoximete totel corprised o 80 Infants, thtideen strved repeasent full tine squivelents,
2220 ytudents. 1 umniel teport, calil. Stete Sepertrent of
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Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, Mr. Honig. We especially appre-
ciate your remarks about the standards, because that has been one
of the parts of H.R. 3 that was attacked I think rather strongly.

As you have said, we are inclined to believe that if we are going
to pass anything, it should be good quality comprehensive child
care, otherwise, there is no need fooling with it. We are very strong
in that belief and certainly appreciate your contribution in this
statement.

We also know of your great relatiorship with the business com-
munity and what you have been doing in that particular field. So
we are highly appreciative.

I did have some questions.

Mr. Hayes, I see you had suggested several.

Mr. Honie. I can stay for five minutes. I can try to answer a
couple of questions, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Hawkins. Maybe we can just do it by correspondence.
There are several questions that can be submitted to you. You and
I have a lot of things we have to communicate about « way. I
think we can do it easily that way.

If it is all right with you, we can simply allow you to leave at
this time.

Mr. Hayes, I am asking Mr. Honig to give him the opportunity of
leaving now, because we appreciate his appearance. I indicated
that you and I would submit our questions to him afterwards in
writing. I am sure he would be very glad to respond to that.

Again, may we express our appreciation to you, Bill. We will try
to give you all the support you need. 1 think you are doing a very
splendid job.

Mr. HoniG. You get this bill passed, you give us the resources,
we will put it to good use in the state.

Chairman HAWKINS. Mr. Proett, may I also thank you. In the

hurry of trying to put the hearing together today, we wanted to get
some testimony fromn the corporate sector. You responded quickly.
We commend you on what you are doing in your particular compa-
ny.
The only thing I would like to clarify to some extent, <: at least
to hear what you believe to be the most important issue. You
brought into the discussion what has not been introduced too much
in these hearings, the idea of liability.

Do gou believe that the financial incentive is more important, or
should we direct more attention to the liability issue a» 2 means of
encouraging private companies to become more involved in the
child care issue?

Mr. ProETT. Probably both is the answer. Let me just say, while I
made the comments about our liability insurance, that the question
was extremely shocking in its beginning. That has subsided in the
years to come.

I think probably the place that your initiatives addressed the li-
ability issue is what I am suggesting is our insurer has a pre-
screener that says you must have these child-teacher ratios, you
must have these qualifications for teachers. In a sense, I think our
view, or our interpretation of that is that quality care means better
managed risk.
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So I think the standards that are recommended in the bill, and
indeed some of the stairdards that we see in states like California
and Massachusetts, mean that there is less liability, and that that
is how our company views it. Quality care means less liability.

So I think you need to gst that message out and perhaps talk to
some of the insurers. M ~ybe some ot the insurers are beginning to
get some data on the difference between liability in a state like
Florida, where the child-teacher ratios are one adult for every
eight infants, as opposed to California, where it is one adult for
every four infants. I wonder if we have information that tells us
now that quality care is low risk? That is how we view it. I think it
is a question of educatior. prebably.

Financial incentives are indeed the strongest incentive to any
business getting involved in something. I didn’t mention we have a
tax credit here in California, recently enacted, for companies that
provide child care assistance. That provides a company like ours
about a $48,001 tax credit. '

Chairman F.awkiNs. Well, I think your example and the experi-
ence you had is a tremendous help to this committee. We are
wying now with the idea of offering an incentive in one of the
titles of the bill. It could be that may be strengthened. If in anK
way you see the ways in which we could do that, that you thin
would make that section of the bill even more palatable, and more
useful to the business community, we certainly will have the time
to do it and look forward to gett.ng any recommendations that you
may make in that direction.

Mr. ProEgrT. I will certainly do that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Hawkins. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Bayes. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I have no questions. Your testimony has been very enlightening
to me. I had no idea Apple Computer had its own day care center. 1
lock forward to your written testimony.

Chairman HHawkins. Thank you.

I have br.en passed a note that we have present in the audience
the teachers and I think the children from the Teenage Pregnancy
Parenting Project, sponsored by the Family Service Agency of San
Francisco. We are very appreciative of your presence today.

I see somethiing about the Hawkins Railroad. I did:..’t know I had
one. Thank you.

The next »7itness is Ms. Diana Roan, Director, Plaza East Head
Start Program. She is accompanied by Camilla Colbert, Head Start
parent. Would those witnesses please come down.

Ms. Roan, you may procecu. We are delighted to have you. You
may introduce those who have accompanied you. Please present
them as you see fit in order to complete your testimony before the
committee.

Thank you for your apps vance.

STATEMENT OF DIANA ROAN, DIRECTOR, PLAZA EAST KEAD
START PROGRAM, ACCUMPANIED BY CAMILLA COLBERT,
HEAD START PARENT AND CASSANDRA ESTER

Ms. RoaN. Thank you.
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To my left is Camilla Colbert, who is a parent and has bee a
parent for two years in the Head Start program, was a chairman of
89 and now is an active parent. Cassandra Ester, our next parent,
who has chosen to come with me this morning in support. She is a
parent of Head Start and very active. .

M{ testimony is going to be very brief this morning. As most of
you know, Head Start is a family oriented program that serves low
income families ir San Francisco. We provide children and families
with a comprehensive pro; ~am.

The following components are implemented very stronglf':
tealth and nutrition, special education. Mental Health, Family
Services. Parent involvement and education.

In these components, we attempt to meet the needs of the fami-
lies through referral, resource, and education which are at this
time limited due to funding. On March 14, 1981, Plaza East Head
Start, located in the Western Addition Project area at 1250 Eddy
Street, was opened. Up to the present time the needs of parents are
not being met in terms of child care due to limited funding. Par-
ents have been encouraged to continue their education. However,
efforts to find affordable child care has prevented them from doing

so.

Parents participating in a drug rehabilitation program have
found it overwhelming to take care of their children while attend-
ing counseling sessions. This is a priority in their lives to enable
them to go to school for GED courses and vocational training. In
the 15 years that I have been working at Head Start, starting as a
parent, this has been a need that has been addressed, but has not
been implen- :nted due to the lack of funding.

Parents, r_sidenis, and community supporters would like to see
this concern addressed and resalved soon so that parents can con-
tinue to farther their education and seek employment, drug reha-
bilitation, and counseling.

If funding were available, the foliowing project areas could bene-
fit from services: Hayes Vulley, Valencia Gardens, Sunnydale,
Hunters Point, Potrero Hill, North Beach, Alice Griffith, Alemany,
and Holly Park.

I would like to take the position at Plaza East as a site manager,
The purents that were going to enroll children into the school I
fou < had a lot of drug problems, and I was ignorant of what drugs
wetrse all about. I had to educate myself to be able to help my par-
ents.

I went to Glide. Glide helped me educate myself and help the
parents. We started a group called Facts Oa Crack. This happans
every Wednesday at 2:30 at Plaza East. This eeeting started with
Camilla Colberi—to the left of me, who started it because she
thought there was a need for not only Lerself, but other parents.

I would like to say that on the testimony you will see a lot of
attachments, positive things that have happened. We had the
Mayor visit us. We have a lot of support thare,

I think that throughout the city there are individuals who can
benefit from services such as child care, because parents do need to
further their education. Thev do need to seek drug rehabilitation,
because without rehabilitating themselves, they cannot seek this
education, because they have an obstacle in the way.
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Also, to take our time now to say that Cassandra Ester is my
first parent who hes graduated from Plaza East through the Glide
Facts on Crack, who has been clean and sober 90 days. Camilla is
on her way. I am going to stay on her until she gets to that point.

I think that is basically it.

[The prepared statement of Diana Roan follows:]

97
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Head start is a family oriented Program that serves low-
income families in san Francisco. We provide children
and families with a comprehensive program.

The following components, are implemented strongly;
Health/Nutrition - Special Education
Mental Health - Family Services
Parent Involvement and Education.

In these components, we atteapt to meet the needs of

the families through referral resources, and education.
Which at this time is limited due to funding. On March

14, 1989 pPlaza East Head Start located in the Western
Addition Project area at 1250 Eddy street was opened.

Up to the present time the needs of parents are not

being met in terms of chiidcare due to 1imited funding.
Parents have been encouraged to continue their education.
Hovever, efforts to find affordable childcare has prevented
them from doing so.

Parents participating in a drug rehabilitation program

have found it overvhelming to take care of their chiidren
while attending counseling sessions. This is a priority in
their 1ives to enable them to go to school for G.E.D. courses
and vocational training. 1In the 15 Years that I have been
working at Head Start starting as a parent myself this has
been a need that has been addressed, but has not been
implemented due to a jack of funding.

Parents, residents, ang community supporters would like
to see this concern addressed and resoived soon. So that
parents can continue to further their education, seek
employment, drug rehabilitation, and counseling.

If funding were available, the folloving project areas
could benefit from services:

Hayes Valley
Valencia Gardens
Sunnydale
Hunters point
Potrero Hiiji
North Beach
Alice Griffith
Alemany

Holly Park

WAL DLW -
v s v v s os e

Please see attached for some of the positive activities
that have occured at piaza East.

1855 FOLSOM STREET-SAN FRANCISCO.CALIFORNIA 94103+ (415)565-3000
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e A

YO0 JUIT MALIAN WITH ME CAUTD I'M BLACK .

I AT GOT TIMT FOR ALL [uaT YESS CR BULL CRA?
LW T ALONT LET ME SU0XE MY CRACK !!1

FZ M. VAN I DONZ TOLD YOU, GET OFF MY 3ACK ':!

20 UFAT MOMVA VOU COT ANOTHEIR T.V. TO RSPLACT THE ONE I TOOK th
BASL: WHAT YOU TALRING AZOUT TAXISG A& LITTLE MONEY DON'T MZAN I'

HOOX=D 11}

SO WHAT'S IHE BIG DEAL MY BABY MISSED ONE LITTLZ MEAL 11}

‘THAT DAY DOPE COT ME FESLING KINDA ILL 114

O.X. I'M BTEIND IN MY RENT ONE MONTH ONLY f11

I USED THE VONZY T0 SVOXT 10ME CRACX I WAS FRELIN® A LITTLE LONELY !
WHAT YOU TALXING A20UT vy LIFZ IS IN A RUTT 11t

£IEP OX TALTING T MICET RICY Yora BNTT 14t

= C0T A LOT CGING FOR “RISRLT T CAN SMOXE ALL DAY LoYG 11t

I AIX"T OUT IHEERE DOING NGTRING WRONG 11

“th

RO7 11 T NEVER THOUGRT 1T WCULD COME TO THMIS BUT
THE EOSPITAL I LIE 1!

C LEAVE VE ALONE IT'S V¥ LIFE TC 0 %ITH AS I CHOOSE !11!
LET ME LIVE.AS I WANI You'yvs GOT NOTHING TO LOOSZ 11

HERE IN

D soR THRZE DOCTCRS HAVEZ TOLD ME THAT !;;COXA\'A DIE 11!
IF ONLY I HAD OF LISTENED TO YOU ALL AND LEFT THAT DaMy PTPE

SLONERDY

I WOULDN'T HAVE HAD UNSAFE SEX I'D STILL BE SITTIN I iy

HAPPY HOME 111

€3 FOR THOSE OF YOU FOR WHOM IT'S NOT TO LATE, TANE THE TIME

TO CHECK YOURSELF OUT 11}
LIAVING THAT CRACK ALONE IS REALLY WHAT “LIVING"

CAMILLA COLBERT

s

IS ALL ABOUT 111
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MHAPPY LIRTHDAV

Mr. MavTin Lasmer Yine, man. how I really miss you !

fither, uish you o Nappy Birthday I nust do !

I ~eplov any

Seforr
Thouch o Leend you nave become O e you mean SO very cuch more !

Tor when ' (owm and out and life scems to lose it's purpose you
nive =¢ areason to iive for !

-

You ¢too. “or a Loz rot

ta

ust a liztle let me break it down Lf you will !

Yo :c7: mamy frem Losing zespect, {rom starving,and even being killed !

You gave someshing back to the people that had oeen lost !

You save back our seaxrch for idenity which is a great cost !

You 2150 taucht peace at a price many weren't willing to pay !

Yer you taimed Zove and respect from cnough for many to remcmher you this da;
I only hope and pray that =y words of expression reach out to ,ou !

Ard zhat with che help of the Lord I am able to do at least a tenth
of what you have been known to do )

I wnll nee cisres~ect your Birthday by using a lot of words !
I only T~ray -y love and respect for you has personally bewen lLeard !
¥orsin Luther King Uappy Birthday, you arc one of the best

Ané i the nouse of the Lord may you always be at rest !

Q K
ERIC . L
o




a8

A WORD IS MERELY A WORD, AND IT'S PEELINGS ONLY AN EXPRESSION
AND TRYING TO SHARE IT WITH YOU IS ALL OF IT IN IT'S ESSENCE '
WE WANTED TO SHARE THIS WITH YOU FOX WE REALLY DO CARE  ~ -
YET WE HAVE NO WAY OF DOING THIS IF YOU ARE NOT THERE { -
. SO ALL WE ASK IS THAT YOU BE AWARE OF OUR SMALL NEED ) .
IN ORDER FOR US TO THANK YOU FOR YOUR GOOD DEED | .

wa =

=

VWE WILL NOW END OUR WORDS BY SAYING JUSI ONCE MORE 1 T T e

WE CAN NOT THANK YOU UNLESS YOU WALK THOUGH THIS DOOR |

BY

CAMILLA COLBERT
CHAIR PERSON

[ El{llC 102

|
‘

«F .~




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

99

FREE AT LAST ! PREE AT LAST !

FREE AT LAST! FREE AT LAST !
I DON'T NEED THAT ALMIGHTY BLAST !

FREE AT LAST! PREE AT LASTI!
ALL GREIF & SORROW ARE LEFT IN MY PASTI

I WAS ONCE IN A PRISON OF ACOHOL AND DOPE
THE FUTURE FOR ME HELD 'NO PROMISE CR HOPE! .

THEN THERE CAME THE DAY WHEN I KNEW A CHOICE I HAD TO MAXE
NO MORE OF THIS MENTAL AND OR DRUG ABUSE COULD I TAKE !

1 FELL DOWN ON MY KNEES AND WITH TEARS IN MY EYES, I TOLD THE
THE LORD, " NOW ITS YOU AND ME IT'S NOW OR NEVER I!1

IHAVEMADEUPHYHINDAND CLEANED OUT MY HEART, 1 NOW KNOW
I WANT AND WHATS BEST I'M THROUGH WITH DRUGS FOREVER li!

IT IS NOW ALL ABOUT ME AND MY CHILD WHOM I LOVE WITH ALl MY HEART !
I WILL NO LONGER ALLOW DRUGS TO TRY AND BRING US APART 11!

FREE AT LAST! FREE AT LAST!
I DON'T NEED THAT ALMIGHIY BLAST

BY
CAMILLA COLBERT

bt
O
)

e
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TO0 THE BEAUTIFUL AND COURAGEOUS PEOPLE OF GLIDE , I WOULD LIKE T0
GIVE THANKS FOR YOUR SUPPCRT.

FOR WITHOUT YOU MY LYFE SEEMED UNWORTHWHILE, I WAS ALMOST READY TO
GIVE UP AND ABCRT it

WITHOUT YOU THERE WHERE TIMES WHEN IT TRUELY SEEMED THAT THERE WAS
LITTLE OR NO HCPE,

BUT NOW THANKS TO YOU MY LIFE IS NOT ONLY FUNCTIONAL BUT MY LIFE IS
WITHOUT DOPE (11t

MAY GOD ALWAYS BLESS YOU AND EMBRASS YOU IN HIS ARMS. FOR I WILL AL~
WAYS THANK YOU AND CARRY APPRECIATIOR.

SO LOVELY PEOPLE OF GLIDE I WANT YOU TO KNOW IF EVER I CAN BE OF
ASSISTANCE PLEASE CALYL WITHOUT HESITATION.

I NoW ZND THESE WORDS WITH THIS BEiM5 THE BOTTOM LINE.
GLIDE YOU WILL BE MY FAMILY TILL THE END OF TIMES11

BY
CAMILLA COLBERT

o 104
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, 1 HAVE A BURNING DESIRE
TO PUT OUT THIS FIRE 1f1

's"H
E 2§
B3 53
- 8

|
-8

I HAVE AN ITCH I CAN'T REACH
TO WHOM SHOULD I BES: RECH -

NEE
DON'T KNOW WHERE TO LOOK,TI DON'T EVEN KNOW WHAT TO LDOK FOR 111
D DO IT MYSELF IF ONLY SOMEONE WOULD -GUIDE ME TO THE DOOR 111

T'S DARK IN HERE WHOSE HAND IS THIS MINE & TOUCH 727
I NOW PILL THE WARMIH I HAVE NEEDED SO VERY MUCH 11! . .

I THANK YOU FOR THE ANSWERS FOR WHICH I HAVE LONGED FOR SO LONG Il
NOW THAT I HAVE FOUND YOU THERE IS NO WAY I CAN GO WRONG Il!

I NOW REALIFE THAT THE DESIRE, AND FIRE WAS ME IN SEARCH FOR MY SOUL 1
AND THAT THE MAD ITCH WAS ME TRYING TO REACH MY GOAL 1!

AND THIS HAND THAT REACHED OUT TO ME WAS THE HAND OF MY PRECIOUS "LORD"
NOW THAT I HAVETTOUND THE LIGHT, I INVITE ALL TO COME ABOARD 1!

giﬁ

o A

“ALL PRAISES BE TO GOD"

BY
CAMZLLA COLBERT .
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I WRITE THIS POEM FROM THE DEPTHS AND SQUL OF MY HEART
AND I WRITE IT TOO AND FOR THE PEOPLE OF HEADSTART 11}

I COULD OFFER YOU MONEY AS /. FORM OF MY APPERCIATION
BUT WITH THE AMOUNT I HAVE TO GIVE YOU''D SOON REACH STARVATION 1t

I COULD OFFER YOU BRIGHT LIGHTS, FORTUNE, !ND FAME
YET A TRIP TO THE MOVIES, IS AsOUT ALL FROM ME YOU COULD GAIN 11!}

THEREFORE I OFFER YOU THE MOST PRECIOUS GIFT I HAVE TO GIVE
AdD THAT IS MY LOVE, APPRECIATION, AND GRADITUDE FOR AS LONG AS I LIVE

EACH NIGHT IN MY PRAYERS I'"LL ASK GOD TO PROCTECT & EMGRASS YOU IN HIS AR}
FOR YOUR JOB IS TOO PRECIOUS TO EVER LET THERE COME ANY HARM

THERE ARE A FEW PEOPLE I'D LIKE TO GIVE SPECIAL THANKS AT THIS TIME
FOR INSTANCE GREG YOU'VE BEEN NORE THEN XIND !1}

AND YOU DIANNA I COULD NEVER PASS BY
FOR YOU WILL ALWAYS BE THE APPLE OF MY EYE 11}

MILDRED WITHOUT YOU THERE WQULD BE NO SUN UP IN THE DAY
PRALISE IT OR NOT YOU TAUGHT HOW TO PRAY (RN

GERRI YOU GAVE MY BABY HAPPINESS SHE'S NEVER KNOWN
AND BECAUSE OF THAT YOU'VE HELP TO GIVE HER A HAPPIER HOME 11}

SUSAN YOU MAY BE LAST, BUT YOUR FAR FROM THE LEAST
FOR WITHOUT YOUR HELP MY SUFFERING MAY HAVE NEVER CEASED 11}

I COULD THANK MANY MORE AND WRITE LONGER AND LONGER
BUT THAN MY WRITING HAND WOULD BEGIN TO GET STRONGER 111

FOR THEN YOU SEE, MY WRITING WOULD NEVER END 11!
AND TO DEEP YOU FROM YOUR PRECLOUS WORK WOULD BE A SIN (SMILE)

SO AS I END THIS POEM, I WANT TO SAY JIMMY, ROSIE AND I HAD NOT FORGOT YO,
YOU ARE IN OUR HEART'S AND IN OUR PRAYERS TOO 1!} [

LOVE,
ROSIE & CAMILLA

LRIC
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REV, CECII. WILLIAMS, WE HAVE SOMETHING WE WISH TO SAY
LET US BEGIN DY SAYING WE WISH YOU A VERY HAPPY BIRTHDAY

THIS IS A SPECIAL DAY FOR UOU THIS WE ALL CAN UNDERSTAND
WE WANT YOU TO KNOW TO US YOU ARE A SPECIAL MAN

WHERE EVER YOU FIND CHILDREN YOUR NAME IS SPOKEN .
YOU HAVE KEPT MANY OF HOMES FRUM BEING BROKEN

THIS IS NOT ALL YOU'VE DONE THIS IS WELL KNOWN
YOU HAVE GELPED MANY CF DRUG ADDICTS TO LEAVE DRUGS ALONE

WE COULD GO ON AND ON ABOUT YOUR MANY GOOD DEEDS
BUT LET US .TUST SAY THANK YOU LOVELY PERSON FOR FUFILLING SO MANY NEED.

WE AT PLAZA EAST WANT TO GIVE YOU A VERY SPECIAL THANKS, AND WISH THIS
BIRTHDAY BE ONE OF THE VERY BEST
WE ALSO WANT YOU TO KNOW THAT IN OUR HEARTS YOUR NAME WILL ALWAYS REST

SO HAPPY BIRTHDAY REV. AND MAY YOU BE BLESSED WITH MANY MANY MORE
WE WANT YOU TO KNOW BY MEN, WOMEN, AND CHILDREN YOU'LL ALWAYS BE ADORED 1!

BY

CAMILLA COLBERT
H 8 CHAIRPERSON OF PLAZA EAST

AP 1 C'd/md]" s ’%JC
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Program To Stay Open

A Christmas Miracle For S.F Head
Start Chiidren

By Greg Brocks
Metro Correspondent

s To the children of the Plata
East Child Care Center. it was justa
Christmas party. o e

To the parents. ety officials
and rommuaity artivists, 3t wag o
smail miracla.

The Hrsd Stant program at
the Plaza East Chiid Care Centerand
cight other rhild care centers in San
Francisco had been th d with
closure becauss of a $200.000 budget
deficlt which forecd the previous
sgensy, which operated head Start
since 1983, to give up Ite contract in
November,

Caiifernia Human Resources
Inc.. a private, non-profit organiza.
tion.relested astatementsaylngthat
there were “no miuming funds. or
eriminal activity Imolved, just bad
budgeting.” but, nievertheless, an in.
vestigetion bs eurrently underway,

But 20 the parenty, children,
and of course, Santa Claua, It was 5
Joyous accasion. complete with
Christmas carolss turkey. dressing
and laughter.

Mayor Agnos was treated to a
Christmas funek Ly the parents of
the children and he congratulated
them on their invoivement and
commitment.

“The involvement of parents

O

RIC
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ond neighbors i critical to the sure
cese ol projeets such as this.™ Agnos
said. I am Inspired by the commit.
ment and dedieation 1o changing a
diffieult situajion.

When the mayor points 10
“programs likgthese,” he iq referring
towhathe hopeswill be o uniqueap.
peoech 10 the war against drugs in
The Gity. i

Eventually,theehi!dcarecen.
ter and Head Start program wiil
expand to the point where mulsie
service centers, of substance abuse
“outposts,” wiil be instabled at Plaza
East, the atice SrlLfith Housing
complex and the %seanview Play.
RrOUNG, as recommended by the
Drug Symposium Task Forces ap.
pointed by Agnos last August, *

However, apparently no one
anticipated the funding problems
that served to blsce San Francisess
Head Start program and clo/- to
1,003 children "in limbo.”

Head Stazt programa at nine
pre-school centers locutad in Bay.
view-Huntess Point, the Tenderloin
andthe Westein Addition, have been
closed since November, while a few
have reportedly opened since Far
West Laboratories agreed 10 serve as
the interim grantee untii o perma.
nent one is located,

It has been usid that many
parentsreportedly didnotknowthat
their preschool of choice was closed

f -

untll they arrived at the first day of
school.

The Plaza \ast Child Care
Center would have remzined closed
had it not been for Colernan Advo-
cates {or a Children and Youth, o
non-profltorganisstion thatscci-
dentaliy found out about the im-
pending closures according to Stan
Welsner. auoclate director of the
ageney.

“We just happened to hear
about the budget probiem of CHR1.
and we quickly released the story,”
Welsner said. "%e raised the money
10 keep Plaza East open, and we did
not know that all the hild eare cene
ters The City wore threatened.”

“We realised a couple of years
430 that this public housing peofeet
had no children®s services, and
that it wsa true for projects sround
The ‘City. We believe Plaza Eaat
ought to be a flagship for what
oughttobedone forallkide, particu-
larly for those who have the fewest
opportunities™

Supesvisor Dorls Ward, who
ca®ed for a hearing shortly alter
hearing the news. sald ahe waa
shocked and disturbed by the threa.
tened closures. saylng, *lecad Stort is
the besic foundationand lifeblood of
msang 2 our children. ., it hasbeen
proven that children do better in
school after participating In that
program.”
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THIS POEM IS FOR PLAZA EAST ONLY 11!
AT PLAZA EAST YOU'LL KEVER BE LONELY

CARE
CRISIS,PROBLEMS, AND LOVE AT PLAZA EAST IS WHAT WE SHARE
WE BELIEVE IN UNITY, TOGETHERNESS WE HAVE DIFFENTLY GOT
IF YOU TRY TO DEFEAT US YOU WILL FPIND YOU CAN NOT
S0 URLESS YOU COME TO BRING GOOD WILL OR GOOD DEED
PEOPLY LIKE YOU WE HAVE NC NEED
WE PEPRESENT OURSNAHE HEADSTART

o] UR
SO WE WILL PIGHT FOR OUR FUTURE TILL WE BUST
I END THIS POEM BY SAYING POWER TO HEADSTART
CMILDREN ARE THE FUTURE, CHILDREN ARE OUR HEART 1

-

BY .«

CAMILLA COLBERT

Q 109
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MANY OF YOU HAVE READ POEMS ABOUT "THE" CRUEL SUBSTANCE CALLED "COCAIN
YOU'VE LEARNED THRU READING OR EXPERIENCE HOW IT CAN BRING THE
PROUDEST TO SHAME

BUT NOW SHE *"COCAINE" HAS CHANGED HER CHARACTER TO CRACK
"MISS CRACK" IS SC COLD SHE MAKES A PUNK OUT OF SMACK

I ONCE KNEW A LADY WITH PLENTY MONEY, CLASS AND FINESSE
NOW THE S.F. PSYCHIATRIC WARD IS WHERE SHE DOES REST

THEN THERE'S JEFF WHO GOT HIS B.A. IN LAW DEGREE
WOULD YOU BELIEVE CYPRESS CEMETARY IS NOW WHERE HE BE

WE MUST KOT LEAVE OUT 3 YEAR OLD SHAWN WITH HER BEAUTITUL JET BLACK HA”
WHOSE MOMA SOLD HER FOR A FIVE SHOT AND GAVE HER A SDDA TO SHOW HOW
SHE CARED

NOW YOU MAY FIND THESE FACTS CRUEL OR VERY HARD TO EXCEPT
BUT IF WE DONT MAKE A MOYE BABY YOU AIN'T SEEN KOTHING YET II!

SO ALL I'VE GOT TO SAY PEOPLE LET'S GET TOGETHER OUR ACT
AND GET JOWN WITH THE GET WN OF FACTS ABOUT CRACK 11!

BY
N CAMILLA COLBERT

ERIC
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THERE IS A MAN I WISH TO SEE
WOULD SOMEONE PLEASE BRIL.G HIM T0 ME

I CAN'T REMEMBER HIS NAME BUT HE'S ALWAYS THERE WHEN WE'RE IN NEED
SO IF YOU WERE TO FIND HIM FOR ME I'D CONSIDERED IT A GOOD DEED !l

HE SEEMS TO ALWAYS BE THERE FOR ALL OUR NEEDS AND DESIRES
IF YOU EVER NEED A GOOD MAN I SUGESS HIM YOU DO HIRE Il11

HE NEVER GETS THE CREDIT HE DESERVES, I HOPE HE DOSEN'T LET IT GET HIM DO%
BECAUSE I DON'T KNOW WHAT WE WOULD DO IF HE WASN'T AROUND

YOU CAN'T SEEM TO FIND HIM, I GUESS I'LL WAIT A LITTLE WHILE
OH, I REMEMBER NOW HIS NAME IS GREG POWELL 111

BUT I MUST GO KOW, BUT TELL HIM HOT TO GO NO WHURE Il
BECAUSE I DON'T KKOW WHAT I'D DO IF k™ WASN'T THERE 111

GREG WE ALL LOVE YOU Il (SMILE)

BY

CAMILLA COLBERT
CHAIR PERSON
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MRIGHTS GIVE US A CHOICE"

DO WE HAVE A RIGET T0 LIVE, DID WE ASK TO CO%:.& ?
DID YCU CHOOSE YOUR DESTINY OR DID ANYONE ?
Y0U.DO YOU KNOW TEE MEANING OF "RIGHTS" ?
DO YOU HAVE THE DIFFERENCE OF RIGHTS AND MUST IN SIGHT ?
MEZ BREAK TOWN T0 YOU WHAT THE DIFFERENCE IS.TO ME |
LET M= TELL YOU OF RIGHTS AND WHAT DEMANDS MUST REALLY BEI

Y0U HAVE A RIGHT TO REMAIN SILENT OR TALK YOUR BUIT AWAY 111
YET YOU MAY WAKE UP IN A CELL TEE VERY NEXT DAY *}11

Y0U MUST GET PROPER SLEEP AND EATING IS A MUST!
OTHERWISE YOU MAY PIND YOU HAVE TURNED 70 DUST |

YOU HAVE A RIGHT 10 VOTE AND ELECT WHOM EVER YOU CHOOSE
BUT BE CAREFULL WHO YOU NAME FOR YOUR COUNTRY YOU MAY LOOSE I

¥YOU MUST EARN A LIVING IR ORDER TO SURVIVE
FOR WITh OUT MONET YOU CANT STAY ALIVE

YOU HAVE A RIGHT TO CEOQSE YOUR CYOTHING AND HOW YOU WISH TO TALK
KO BODY CAMN 0BJECT T0Q THIS OR EVEN EOW YOU WALK 1| .

!"YOU MUST LEARN THE PACTS ON CRACK ' IF YOU WANT THE RIGHT TO CHOOSE 1
FOR IF YOU GET ON THAT MESS “RIGHTS AND DEMANDS " YOU LOOGSE I

PEOPLE I SAID ALL THAT TO SAY THIS LISTEN REALLY WELL [11
GET PACTS OX CRACK | OR YOU CAN END UP IN HELL 111

BY *
CAMILLA COLBERT

RIC 112

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




109

TELL ME PLEASE EOW TO SA ’HO?1
I AM LOST PLEASE TELL ME 70 GO 727

" THESE ROCKS IR MY HAND JUST WON'T GO AWAY 111
7 TRY.TO THROR THEM DONS-YET THEY STAY 111 ) , )
. HRS -
2" JTTHIN THIS TURMOIL T SEARCH FOR PEACE
- THIS DAMN HABIT I'VE GOT TOO RELEASE 11 R ]

ZM'-AV"‘

MTBLFESRWTWOAREYW?"
mmzsyoummmmmrmmnz

s r P -

i emne

"I'HATDO YOU MZAS FOR YOU I DID REQUEST 22?

PLEASZ SIR I DON'T NELD ANYMORE MESS III |

‘;:

. waw TV AT - - -
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Recovering Addicts Find
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In Unique S.F. Project

By Creg Brookr
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th{)h:é;jrman Hawgins. Ms. Colbert, would you care to say any-
ing?

Ms. CorLeert. First, we would like to show you what our children
at Plaza East—this is from the children at Plaza East. This is what
the children made.

Ms. Roan. Plaza East Head Start. I have a dream of a child care
%enter at Plaza East Head Start. This is for San Francisco Head

tart.

Ms. CoLBERT. I am Camilla Colbert. I am a parent and a recover-
ing drug addict. I would like to say what I think we need the most
for Head Start—I am kind of biased for Plaza East, because that is
where I am from. What we need is more hours. I am on AFDC. I
can’t do anything in four hours. I want to get off of it. If I ha
eight hours for my child in school, I could do something with
myself and become someone.

Also, as Diana was saying, they have other services at Plaza
East, such as Facts on Crack, which myself and many other par-
ents, especially in my neighborhood need. We really need it, not
just the children. We need it as the parents, too.

I have a poem I would just like to share wiin you if you will bear
with me. I wrote this about five minutes before I came here.

Do we need Plaza East Hezd Start? You might as well ask if we
need a heart.

For if not for Plaza Rast, where would the little ones go? All
around them is violence and that monster known as blow.

.\t Plaza East they learn ABCs and how to get along with others.
. (.')tr;l the streets they can watch drug deals and brothers fighting

rothers.

Dor’t get me wrong. There is much more Plaza East has to offer
in many forms and fashioens.

They offer services for many. You only need to do the asking.

Let me mention just a few to show you what Plaza East is really
all about. Let’s start with educations. Facts on Crack, special needs
and there is many more we could not do without.

So come on people, let’s make Plaza East stay in the run. Or the
next child you see may become your next bum.

Diana wants me to read this one I wrote a while back. It is called
Free At Last, Free At Last.

Free at last, free at last

I don’t need that almighty blast.

Free at lact, free at last

All grief and sorrow are left in my past

I was once in a prison of prison of alcohol and dope

The future for me held no promise or hope

Then there came the day when I knew a choice I had {o make

No more of this mental and/or drug abuse could I take
LoI gell down on my knees and with tears in my eyes, I told the

3y

Now it you and me it is now or never

I have made up my mind and cleaned out my heart,

I know what I want and what is best

I am through with drugs forever
" Itrtis now all about me and my child whonr I live wicth all my

ea
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I will no longer allow drugs to try and bring us apart

Free at last, free at last

I don’t need that almighty blast.

Chairman Hawxkins. Cassandra, would you care to say anything?

Ms. EstER. I didn’t come J)repared to say anything.

Tne program has helpe me. If it wasn’t for Plaza East child
care, I probably wouldn’t have gotten myself todgether, you know,
because they had the meetings down there and now today I am
being a mother to my child, to all three of my kids.

I feel we do need more child care because even though 1 graduat-
ed from Facts of Crack, if I had more hours, I could have taken a
computer class where I could have gotten me a job rather than
waiting on the 15th. When you recover, you need to stay busy,
rather than sitting around.

I live in Plaza East, too. Like Camilla says, there is nothing bu?
drugs. If you stay in the drug environment, it makes you weak.
You will have no will to do nothing but drugs. That is all that is.
going on. You open up your door and you smell it. People on the
stairs are smoking it.

So I really feel we do have -« need for the child care plus for the
kids so they won’t just grow up doing what they see.

That is all ] have to say. Thank you.

Chairman HawkiNs. You said :and you said it very well.

Ms. Roan, you obviously brought to us the importance of child
care not only to children, but to parents as well, and the solution of
other problems in our community. I think you are o be commend-
ed for this and those that you have brought with you obviously are
to be commended &lvo. It isn’t often we get these frank statements
made. There has been no coaching of anyone, so far as I know, cer-
tainly not from this committee. I think these expressions that are
coming so directly from personal experience certainly are very
helpful to us.

One of the alternative programs—not a substitute for child care
per se—is Head Start and some of the other rograms. Head Start
obviously is expande . undevr the proposal befgre us. However, it is
a limited number of hours oaring the day. Are you suggesting that
we need an all day program, every day of the year, and that that
program should definitely include parents, parenting, and other
educational aspects rather than something which is strictly ware-
housing or custodial?

Ms. RoaN. That is exactly right.

Chairman Hawxkins. Zr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. I don’t have any questions. I just want to give my
word of commendation to these young women who have their eyes
on the prize. Lord knows, I just wish some people in my district—I
represent a district that probably has more public housing in it
than any other district in the United States. One hundre forty
thousand people live in public housing in my district.

My, first apartment, decent apartment, I had when I arrived in
Chicago during the war was in public housing. What a change rom
what it used to be and what it is now.

You are doing a great job. Maybe, Ms. Roan, sometime you can
come to Chicago.

Thank you very much.
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Ms. Roan. Thank you.

Chairman Hawxkins. The next witness, Ms. Charlene Shores, is
the Treasurer, Council District 57 and President of Local 829 of the
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees,
sometimes known as AFSCME.

Ms. Shores, would you please be seated and identify the other
witness with you.

STATEMENT OF CHARLENE SHORES, TREASURER, COUNCIL DIS-
TRICT 57 AND PRESIDENT, LOCAL 329, AMERICAN FEDERATION
OF STATE, COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, AND
GEORGE POPYACK, DIRECTOR, AFSCME DISTRICT COUNCIL 57
AND INTERNATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT OF AFSCME

Ms. Suores. This is George Popyack, International Vice Presi-
dent of AFSCME. He would like to give you AFSCME’s position on
child care.

Mr. Porvack. I am George Popgack, International Vice President
of the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Em-
ployees, AFSCME. I am accompanied by Ms. Shores, President of
ASFSCME Local 829, as well as an officer of our statewide organi-
zation,

Let me begin by thanking you for your outstanding leadership
and hard work on t} - issue of child care. Your efforts or: behalf of
working families is a primary reason that child care is a legislative
priority for the 101st Congress.

Over the past several decades we have witnessed a dramatic rise
in the demand for high quality, affordable child care. Yoa have
heard the statistics before. Since the mid-1960s, the number of
women working has more than doubled. More than half of all mar-
ried mothers with infants under the age of one are now in the
work force. Two out of three working women are either the sole
suppert for their families or have husbands whose annual salary is
less than $15,000. And by the mid-1990s, two-thirds of women with
preschool children and three-quarters witk school age children will
be employed.

AFSCMFE’s membarship ,:licuts these profound changes in the
American work force. Naticnwide, half of our 1.2 million members
are women. About 40 percent of our women members have chil-
dren under 18 and over one quarter have chiidren under 12.

As an original member of the Alliance for Better Child Care,
AFSCME has been working for a comprehensive Federal child care
policy. We would like to take this opportunity to voice our strong
support for your bill, H.R. 3, the Early Childhood Education and
Development Act. The bill expands Head Start, provides funds for
before and after school care, and creates a much needed infant and
toddler program

It encourages state fluxibility, while providing parents with a
choice for care of their children and assurances of a safe and
healthy environment. We believe that H.R. 3, coupled with an ex-
pansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit, will begin to address the
child care concerns of America’s working families.

AFSCME supports H.R. 3 because it contains the components
necessary for a viable and effective Federal policy on child care
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availability, affordability, and quality. Together with an increase in
the earned income tax credit, H.R. 8 establishes a comprehensive
approach to dealing with child care crisis.

Tax credits alone carnot assure safe and affordable child zare for
working families. Tax credits do not increase the supply of child
care and they do not set standards needed to ensure that quality
care is provided. Given the high cost of infant care, many low .
income families need direct assistance in order to afford such care. s
Simply expanding. the earned income tax credit weuld not address -
this problem.

Whil. AFSCME supports an increase in funding for the Title XX
social services block grant, we do not believe it is an adequate sub-
stitute for a comprehensive child care policy like H.R. 3. It would
not provide a basic structure upon which state and local child care

rograms _could be built. It would only serve those families eligible
or Title XX without creating an infrastructure which all working
familie. could benefit from. Furthermore, an increase in Title XX :
alone would not assure families of quality child care thr¢.gh the s
development of good standards of care.

There uve several other reasons increasing Title XX alone will
not address fae child care crisis:

First, it is important to remember that Title XX is a general :
social services block grant which historically has had few ear- .
marked funds. In those isolated instances where Title XX funds
have been set aside for specific programs the earmarks have subse-
quently been repealed.

For example, in 1976, Congress added $200 million earmarked for
child care under Title XX. This earmark wa. liminated in 1981,
Oppositior: from the National Governors Association played a role
in the repeal of this earmark and the National Governors Associa- .
tion continues to oppose earmarking Title XX funds. ‘

Second, the funding for Title XX has not kept up with *nflation. s
In 1986, it was cut by $116 million as a result of sequestration trig- >
gered by Gramm-Rudrnan-Hollings. As recently as 1989, the fund-
ing level for Title XX remained below what it was in 1981. When
you consider this history, we cannot accept assurances that Title y -
XX is the best mechanism for the funding of the infant and toddler
program. ‘

Furthermore, when you compare Title XX to apfropriated pro- L
grams such as Head Start and Chapter I, you will find that the P
funding for these programs substantially “increased during the .
1980s while Title XX remained static or was cut back. Even with a Cos
$100 million increase last year, Title XX remains at approximately ‘
its 1980 level. There is no reason to believe that this funding histo-
ry will change in the future.

In addition, we must recoznize that quality child care is highly

dependent on the qnality of the child care worker. According to the
Bureau of Labor Siatistics, in 1956, the average child care worker
earned about 55 percent of what the average U.S. worker earned.
Over 40 percent of all full time child care workers earned less than
$200 per week or $10,400 per year. Keep in mind that the verty
level in this country was $P11,203 in 1986. It is clear that child care
workers are earning poverty level wages.

1i8
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These low wage: and lack of benefits have resulted in high turn-
over rates among child care workers. A stable environment with
the same care giver is important to the healthy development of a
child. By improving the compensation for child care workers, turn- .
over should be substantially reduced and the quality of care greatly
improved.

H.R. 3 recognizes this need by providing requirements for child
carc employee training and for upgrading salaries. Neither expand-
ing tax credits or increasing Title XX funding alone would address
this important piece of the child care puzzle.

We must ensure that all parents, no matter what their income,
have access to care that promotes the healthy development and
well being of their children and does not place tbeir lives in jeop-
ardy. AFSCME is pleased to support the chairman’s bill, H.R. 8,
which combined with an expansion of the earned income tax credit,
would creaie a Federal child care policy which would meet the
needs of working families.

We would be pleased to respond to any qaestions which you may
have. I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to testify.

Charlene, would you like to make some follow-up comments.

Ms. SHoRrzS. Please indulge my laryngitis. I couldn’t pass up the
opportunity to speak before this committee on an issue so impor-
tant to both my members and the community which we serve.

I am a shelter care counselor for San Mateo County. I began my
career as a tiny tots instructor for the City of Fremont. It is well
known the formative years are the most significant in a child’s de-
velopment. For that reason, I truly believe we would appreciate
and value nursery school teachers and we would elevate them to
the dsstat(t)us of school teachers. Well, that hasn’t happened. It still
nee .

When I found myself a single parent, I had to quit that job in
order to find a job in which I could support my two children. At
that timec, I was getting paid $2.25 an hour and I had a college
degree. Day care centers, like group homes «nd residential treat-
:nent centers, have difficulty keeping good staff because of the in-
adequate pay. It is essential we elevate child care workers to pro-
vide the best possible care for our children.

My chil\’ 'en have alweys had child .are. Sometimes it was okay,
sometimes it was bad. My daughter tells me it was never good, and
that we need to be sure thiat we are able to provide good child care
to all children.

My children are now grown. Unfortunately, there are many
people who camioc provide child care for their children. Thus, we
have the latch key children and they are living at risk. I would like
to give you one example of one family from the San Mateo Child
Protective Services case files:

Last year there was an eight year old boy who was left in charge
of his three year old sister while his parent. -ere at work. They
were playing a game called bets. The three year old was the dog
and he tied the dog to a bicycle. During the course of the game, he
pushed the bicycle outside the balcony not realizing the bicycle

yf/ould fall over the balcony pullir- .ne three year old sister behind
it.
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Fortunately, the child survived, but you can imagine this child
could essily not have survived, and there are many children who
do not survive. We need to be aware of that and try to protect as
many as we possibly can.

Incidentally, this family would never have been a child protec-
tive services case if there had been available, affordable dag care.
This was not a family that in any other manner neglected their
children. They didn’t abuse them. They simply could not afford to
provide child care.

As a child I had a mother who stayed home and took care of me
and my sister every day. But my children were not so fortunate.
The reality is that increasingly m..re and more families are unable
to provide their children with a parent to stay home and take care
of them. This is our reality.

Society needs to catch up to provide quality affordable day care
for everyone. We are a nation who claims to value children. If we
really did, we would invest more resources in them, and pay child
care workers more than a mere 55 percent of what we pay the av-
erage American worker.

I urge you to make a major investment in our children and fami-
lies by investing in child care and children’s services to their full-
est extent possible. We need a strong national child care policy
that will make quality afforable child care available for everyone.
Please support and pass H.R. 8. This bill does what we need better
than any other bill. Cur children deserve it. Our future requires it.

Chairman Hawkins. Ms. Shores, it is amazing to me how anyone
could ﬁossibly believe that a person earning $4 or $5 an our, even
$6—which would add up to an annual salary possibly of near the
poverty level—how they can possibly rear two children, bring them
up, regardless of age, under six or even a little above six.

You have had that experience. How do youi possibly do it? Did
you work? If so, could you do it on one job?

Ms. Sxores. I raised my childrer, on one Jjob, but it wasn’t in da
care. Fortunately I got a job which actually is in my field as a shel-
ter care counselor for the County of San Mateo, which was repre-
sented by AFSCME. San Mateo County, perhaps more than an
other agency, or government, has increasingly come to value chil-
dren. We pay our workers beginning at $12 an hour now. The early

ears were very hard. We were poor. They were very hard. We

ave been able to manage and I have a good job, thanks to the
County of San Mateo and AFSCME.

Chairman Hawkins. That is relatively an unusual situation?

Ms. Suoxes. I had six years of college.

Chairman Hawkins. IYet’s say a parent makes less than $6 or $8
or even $6 or $8 an hour. What do you do? Do you neglect the
health needs? Are you able to shop and have sufficient food on the
table? What do you do about housing? Is housing available?

Ms. Suoges. Increasingly housing is difficult for people. You
begin to see families that are living together in very crowded sitva-
tions. You have multiple families in one residence because people
don’t earn enough.

You ‘ouched the o her problem that is the greatest problem in
the Nation. One provlem is child care. The other, which is even
more important, is health care. We need to provide all of our work-

Q




117

ing people with medical insurance. It is unbelievable in this nation,
with the resources we have available, that we can have working
families who cannot provide to take their ckildren to the doctors. It
is an outrage.

Chairman Hawxkins. Well, maybe you would like to supplement
that, Mr. Popyack.

Mr. Poryvack. I don’t know how much I could add to what Char-
lene said. You survive with great difficulty when you are making
.$6 an hour. I guess we all wonder, those of us who are in this work,
and I know that the people who are making those wages wonder
how they survive themselves. They do have to make some choices
and some cuts.

Health care, as Charlene says, unfortunately, is one of the ones
to let go. If you are not sick today, you gamble. We have so many
of our citizens without health care.

The child care is just another burden that can’t be afforded.
Charlene gave one example. Of course, there are hundreds of latch
key children in the difficulties they encounter, and some of the
hazards. It is difficult to guess how many kids are in this situation.

It is not just child care workers who make these kinds of wages.
More and more we are seeing the American worker taking wage
reductions and becoming a different kind of a society as we lose
our industrial base. All of a sudden, we have a large segment of
this society making wages in the $5 and $6 area. Child care goes,
health care goes. Our union considers these are some of the funda-
mental parts that our society should be providing.

Chairman Hawxkins. Well, the supporters of Title XX argue that
their proposal would provide real money or a guarantee of funds
through an entitlement as opposed to H.R. 3. Of course, they are
talking about $200 million, which certainly isn’¢ very generous.
Under current Title XX, the $200 million would aot necessarily be
used for child care at all, because it is a block grant.

Mr. Poryack. That is the problem we see.

Ch%irman Hawkins. How would you respond to such an argu-
ment?

When you hear the testimony which we have heard throughout
the country from individuals who actually experience difficulties
obtaining adequate child care, and then you have other individuals
who do not recognize the psroblems that we are facing in this coun-
try, you can’t understand attempts to destroy the possibility of get-
ting a bill passed. We even offered to combine both approaches in
order to get a comprehensive child care bill approved by the U.S.
Congress.

Then you go on year after year. This is almost the 20th year we
have been discussing child care. We still don’t have a national
child care policy. We traveled throughout the world and we see
other countries moving ahead on child care. Then we come back to
our own country. We see us still debating whether or not we should
use one approach or the other. We have, in effuct, said use both
approaches, lets do something in order to get ahead. It just saddens
one that we get into this situation. .

I jugt wonder how you would respond to it if you were in my po-
sition?
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Mr. Popryack. Well, the conflict is a real mystery. Why, given the
seriousness of the issue, we find ourselves in such conflict as to
where the money and where the commitment should be. We think
H.R. 3 represen a true commitment to child care. W2 have to live
with our experience and base our judgment on that experience.
Our experience with Title XX is that it is a block grant, even if
$200 million is put into Title XX.

What this means is it goes back through the state and county
governments for a lot of fighting over who is going tc get that
money. Perhaps child care will get that money, perhaps not. There
is no guarantee, in my mind, that that money that gets put into
¢+ ill dess, in fact, go to child care, number one.

>2¢onu, the money is mrach less than under H.R. 8. Our under-
v oiding is that it would approximately half the actual child care
that H.R. 3 would provide. So it is not only le money, in our anal-
ysis, than what H.R. 3 would provide for actual child care. Howev-
er, it could be much less than that after it gets through the Title
XX block grant process and gets fought over y every county.

We represent social service workers and the state government in
various counties and of course Chariene is out of a social service
environment in San Mateo. We have a lot of experience ﬁghting
for Title XX monies, and finding ourselves struggling to pit chil
care versus health care, versus homeless care, and making all
f_h(;lste kinds of choices at the local level. It becomes a real brutal

ight.

My fear is that child care gets lost in that fight. It ic .0t a true
commitment to child care.

Ms. SHoRes. Precisely. Title XX has to offer a lot of services. It
doesn’t do any %:)od Jjust w keep puttin%vmore services in there end
letting them fight for the same money. We need more money.

Chairman Hawkins. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Hayes. Thank you again, Mr Chairman. But I don’t have
any questions to ask AFSCME. I have a suggestion.

Mr. Poryack. Go ahead, make it.

Mr. Haves. I want to commend you first for your position within
the trade union field in supporting this kind of program.

t me suggest a little more aggressiveness might help.
thMr.hPOPYAcx. Good. Presumably not at this hearing with you,
ough.

Mr. Haves. No. And greater publicity of your own position
within the trade union movement would be he pful. What we are
talking about now is our young kids and the preservation of thig
socitety of ours, within which we live, of which you are an integral
part.

Mr. Popyack. They are our future members.

Mr. Haves. We have to, it seems to me. We are fighting an uphill
battle, it appears to me. I don’t know if the chairman agrees. A lot
of people we deal with in Congress are certainly not concerned
about the economically disadvantaged getting an education. They
are concerned about how they can make more money. They have
representations who they lobby very « “ectively.

We have to, I think, assert ourselt ..

One of the things I heard, for example, in California—I know I
am going to hear it agszin—this morning, all over the country, they
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have been talking about this child you had on the abuses in this
child care center. Some people are going to use this as a basis—say
look, we wanted money, we can’t do this. It is the kind of thing we
arc faced with.

So I just want to say keep doing what you are doing, only do
more of it. Talk about it more so other people can understand and
see what you are doing.

In California—I must admit there is some bias. We have f~r
states in this United States among the 50 that it seems to be easy
to get Federal bucks. You have California. In Illinois, as a result of
the Census, we are going to lose two. Florida is another growing
state. They get bucks. Texas, oh my goodness, money goes down
there from the Federal Government like mad. And Massachusetts,
the high tech end of it—the future of oux world.

If you could just let it be known that these Federal dollars
need—we need to prioritize how we spend our tax money and do it
more for these kinds of programs hich help our kids and develop
the whole nation. It is trying to pru.serve this democracy of ou:s.
Democracy has to have a component part and that is education.
What are we going to do abou it? The right to earn a decent living
and live in human decency, which so many people forget.

Chairman Hawrkins. Thank you, Mr. Hayes, for expressing your
feelings so elogently.

Again, I want to thank the witnesses and also congratulate them
on the wonderful position they have taken and the support they
have given to us over a long period of time. A great pleasure to
have you here.

Mr. Popyack. Thank you.

Ms. SHores. Thank you.

Chairman HAwKINS. The next witnesses will be called as a par.el.

The panel will consist of Ms. Lynne Beeson, Coordinator, San
Francisco Mayor's Office of Child Care; Marianne O’Hare, Presi-
dent of California Resource and Referral Network; Ms. Patty
Siegel, Coordinator, California Alliance for Better Child Care; and
Ms. Marcy Whitebook, Executive Director, Child Care Employee
Project, Oakland California

We have in this panel, obviously, some of the most active people
in the child care movement in this state. We are delighted to have
each and every one of them.

Ms. Beeson?

STATEMENTS OF LYNNE BEESON, COORDINATOR, SAN FRANCIS-
CC MAYOR'S OFFICE OF CHILD CARE; MARIANNE O’HARE,
PRESIDENT, CALIFORNIA RESOURCE AND REFERRAL NET-
WORK; PATTY SIEGEL, COORDINATGR, CALIFORNIA ALLIANCE
FOR BETTER CHILD CARE; AND MARCY WHITEBOOX, EXECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR, CHILD CARE EMPLOYEE PROJECT, OAKLAND,
CALIFORNIA

Ms. BeesoN. Thank you for this opportunity to address your com-
mittee. I think that it is an appropriate committee, Education and
Labor, for this testimony.

Would you like me to read my entire testimony?
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Chairman Hawkins. We would prefer the highlights so we have
time for questions.

Ms. BeesoN. That is fine.

Let me just share then with you some of the highlights. I am the
Director of the Mayor’s Office of Child Care here in San Francisco.
I would like to share with you some of the things that are happen-
ing in San Francisco and then make some general comments in
support of H.R. 3 and tell you some of the reasons why I think it is
important.

an Francisco Mayor, Art Agnos, has a long history, in the state
legislature and now as mayor, in support of child care. We have a
supportive board of supervisors and a community which always
lead the way as we attempt to meet our pressing child care needs.

We are a point of entry for many new immigrant families and
children. This past year we received two grants: one from the State
Department of Education for Local Strategic Planning grant, which
will be completed in April of this year.

We will be submitting to you a copy of that with very detailed
statistics on - what San Francisco neegs. One of the things that we
are doing in San Francisco is requiring all office and hotel develop-
ments of 50,000 square feet or more to contribute one dollar per
square foot into an affordable child care fund.

What has been interesting in meeting with developers in the pri-
vate sector confirms what Mr. Proett said this morning. There is,
in fact, substantial interest in the business community in child
care. In a meeting this week with developers, they did indicate that
liability was a major concern of theirs and anything that you could
do in that regard would be very helpful.

Through the Mayor’s office, we have developed a Family Day
Care Rehabilitation Program. We literally go in with an architect
and a construction specialist and physically renovate family day
care homes, increasing their license capacity from six to 12.

The Family Day Care Program is probably the major one in con-
junction with the center based provision of care. The providers that
participate in this program go through a training program. The
model which was developed by Patty here on the panel with me is
in the California Resource and Referral with national experience.

The program also teaches these providers how to survive in busi-
ness. One other innovation we gave done in San Francisco is
through the Office of Community Development. This past year
alone we put over half a million: dollars and rehabilitated every eli-
gible non-profit child care center that serves low income children.

The San Francisco Conservation Corps goes in. These are again
high risk use basically on a program under the public space pro-
gram and they go int5 public housing at Plaza East here—Diana
was here this morning—and construct play structure.

You have Conservation Corps kids and going into public housing,
low income areas and creating play structures. It is learning expe-
rience for them. It is a great partnership with the community. It is
3nﬁther way in which child care can be furthered without direct

ollars.

Let me share a few statistics with you. Let me also say as a city,
we are implementing a flexible benefit program and working with
our unions. Child care is high on the union’s agenda, with good
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cause. Our nurses work 12-h~ shifts. They are coming back to
work with infants.

Like every other parent, they are very worried about where they
will leave their kids and whether or not it is safe. Last year 7,500
parents contacted our local resource and referral agencies. There
were over 50,000 San Francisco children 12 and under, yet we
have—12 and under whose parents worked.

Yet child care facilities fit fewer than 17,000 of those children.
The numeric gap between needs and services masks the severe
shortage. Infant care and after school care is a very high need in
San Francisco.

I would also like to touch briefly on the homeless problem. I
talked to a homeless shelter here. In one of our two shelters, in
1988, we had 12,257 bed nights. This is a family shelter. Forty-three
percent of those are children. In 1989, we had 19,000. The homeless
people are appropriately asking for child care. The city doesn’t
have all the resources. That is why we need H.R. 3 and we need
your help.

Teen pregnancy, the TAP Program, was here today. We have 77
young ladies who are not able to attend school because our own
child care dollars are maxed out. In preparing my testimony, I was
talking with one of the mental health workers in San Francisco.
She pointed out something which I think is real important; that is
that quality child care can both monitor and protect the child and
provide consistency and stability at a critical stage of development
where children are learning whether they can trust their environ-
ment and other human beings.

Frequently, children cen’t get this at home. If we can, through
child care at the time, as Paul Proett said this morning, children
learn by age five. I think we have to be realistic. I think that is all
of my formal comments.

I do have a couple of things I would like to share later if I can
answer any questions. I would be happy to. One of the things, I un-
derstand there is a book which is quite the rage in Japan now
which is quite an indictment of American business.

One of the premises in this book is that American business is not
willing to invest its capital for long-term gains. I would say that is
perfectly appropriate for what we are doing with our children. It is
a valid criticism. )

I would like to say when people are concerned about creating a
new bureaucracy, I didn’t hear that when we created a S&L bu-
reaucracy. I also read in the paper the CIA had started a child care
center and spent $1.2 million. I say that because I think for me I
consider myself sort of on the front lines in the city.

We want to try to help. We are doing a lot. We need H.R. 3.
Lastly, I would like to say having come to work in the early seven-
ties, under the Social Security Act, Title IV then was an open-
ended appropriation. We were told if you put up 25 percent match,
you would get unlimited Federal dollars.

We went to the state very naive in the early model city’s days
and told them that. They said that is not true. It is closed. We said,
no, it is not. We read the regulations 10 times. They said well, it is
going to be. It is going to be. In fact, it was.

Q
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The Governor at that time was Ronald Reagan. They, in fact, did
close Title IV(a). That shut down child care. I agree Title XX is a
mechanism that not only doesn’t create educational quality frame-
work for child care, but that it pits children against the elderly.

Our children are going to be taking care of us. I think we better
invest in them and not compete witn them. We should develop a
sensible quality program. I also would like to say I raised two chil-
dren as a single parent, as a teen parent. I think you got it more
effectively this morning than I could do. But it is such a problem.
It makes such a difference. I also say, and the reason I say I am a
parent is because I personally think that poor quality child care or
child care without education, without development, without sup-
port services can be a very, very oppressive, negative environment
for children to be in as long as 10 or 12 hours a day that parents
have to work.

So I will stay with you. I commend you for your hard work. I am
grateful for you coming to San Francisco.

[The prepared statement of Lynne Beeson follows:]
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1 would 1ike to thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony to this
Committee regarding the child care needs in San Francisco. I have been
asked to focus on the findings of The San Francisco Strategic Child Care
Planning Project which was funded by The State Department of Education. I
wili provide this Cormittee with a copy of the final report by April of
this year, during the Heek of the Younrg Child.

Before I begin with more detailed statistical information, I would like
to make some general comments regarding the childcare activities in San
Francisco and the efforts of our local government as we attempt to meet
the complex childcare needs of children and families.

San Francisco ha made a substantial commitment to childcare and
children’s services. He have a newly created Office of Children, Youth
and their Families as well as The Mayor's Office of Child Care. Our Mayor
Art Agnos, has 2 long history, first in the State Legislaturc and now as a
Mayor, supporting child care and human services.

He also have a supportive Board of Supervisors and a very active child
care community generally leading the way as we attempt to meet the City's
childcare needs. Demographics point to increasing numbers of women in the
San Francisco work force at a rate higher than the national avera e, and
we are also 2 point of entry for many new immigrant refugee families with
small children.

This past year we received two grants, one from the State Department of
Education to provide needed information for planning and allocation. The
second grant from the San Francisco Foundation will focus on the second
phase, which will be geared toward incorporating child care needs into San
Francisco's land use master plan. This will provide the necessary
foundation upon which an accessible, affordable, quality child care
delivery system can be built.

This City is a national leader in requiring all Office and Hotel
developments of 50,000 square feet or more to contribute $1.00 per square
foot to an affordable child care fund, or provide an on or near site child
care center.

The Mayor's Office of Community Development, under the direction of Larry
Del Carlo, has developed a model family day care rehabilitation program.
He have an architect on staff responsible for the design and construction
management of the program. To date we have assisted 22 small fanily day
care providers in renovating their homes to increase the licensed capacity
from 6 to 12, children transforming their home into a mini-quality child
care program, and allowing them to be economically self-sufficient.
Grants average $25,000. Support services include training for the
provider in business operations and child development. He have also
successfully obtained subsidy funds from the State for Tow-income
children, administered by our local Resource and Referral (R & R) agency
the Children®s Council. Community Development has also provided physical
rehabilitation funds for virtually every eligible non-profit child care
center in the City that serves low-income children. In 1989 alone the
neighborhood facility rehabilitation program allocated $525,500 for
childcare center rehabilitation.
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Qur school district is a major provider of quality child development
services, there are more than 100 non-profit child care centers in the
City, 31 private proprietary centers and 300 active family day care
providers.

In San Francisco we have two Resource and Referral Agencies, the
Children's Council, and Hu Yee which primarily serves the Asian
Community. The State Department of Education funds both R & R's as well
as funding for direct subsidies for low income children.

The Child Care Law Center is based in San Francisco and is taking the lead
with the Mayor‘'s Office and City Planning on the San Franci:ico Foundation
grant for the San Francisco Strategic Child Care Planning Project.

The City is working closely with San Mateo County and plans to open a
child care center for employees at the San Francisco Interna‘ional Airport
jn the near future. He are also implementing a Dependent Care Assistance
Program (GCAP) for employees this year and are working with nurses,
transit workers and local unions in an effort to help with employee child
care needs which were negotiated in union contracts this past year.

Hhile it may sound as though San Francisco is in a good position to meet
our child care needs, I can assure you that our unmet needs are pressing
and we desperately require the help of the federal government in meeting
these complex child care demands. .

As is the case throughout the nation, San Francisco's Child Care demand is
increasing.

Over 7,500 parents contacted San Francisco's child care resource and
referral agencies last year expressing child care needs. There are over
50,000 San Francisco children age twelve and under whose parents work.
Yet, child care facilities have fewer than 17,000 available spaces . U.S.
Census Bureau data indicate that six working families in ten make child
care arrangements outside the home. For San Francisco, this means that
existing facilities are meeting only half the need of working parents and
that does not include child care needs for protective services, homeless
children and foster parents.

This numeric gap between needs and services masks the most severe
shortages--for infant care, for school age child care and for realistic
subsidies and fees which make child care more affordabie. It also masks
the growing complexity of child care issues and potential solutions.

According to estimates from the Children's Council of San Fraacisco, over
407% of the calls from parents seeking child care are seeking infant care
services. These are the services most costly to provide and most needed
by this vulnerable population. Over half of all mothers return to work
before their babies are a year old creating an increased demand for infant
care.

The need for school age child care is equaliy serious. Hith the highest
percentage of single mothers in the Bay Area, most of San Francisco's
mothers with school age children must work.

29
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Hhile it is estimated that more than 28,000 school age children city wide
need some form of child care, it is estimated that only about 12,000
children can be served in licensed and nonlicensed programs in San
Francisco every day. Parents cannot feei safe knowing their children are
unsupervised after school hours when they are still working. Hith the
presence of drugs and other dangers, there is a growing awareness of the
kind of challenges children now face in San Francisco and other urban
areas.

Notwithstanding the need for increased services, perhaps our greatest
child care challenge in San Francisco today is that of affordability.
Hhile the federal welfare reform program now requires reimbursement of
child care expenses for AFDC and GAIN participants (the State's welfare
reform program) for up to 12 months after they begin working, there are
many noneligible families which cannot afford the current market rates for
child care in San Francisco. And once even eligible families exhaust
their year of subsidy, they will be hard pressed to pay the full cost of
child care. The Children's Council 1989 figures on child care costs
document that full-time care for preschoolers costs parents between $95.00
and $123.00 per week; full-time care for infants costs parents between
$134.00 and $155.00 per week. This is beyond the means of many working
familles. The convergence of these factors--affordability, age-specific
gaps in services as well as geographic inequities--means that child care
needs and the poten®ial solutions which respond to these needs have grown
increasingly more ccmplex in recent years.

Hith your help in obtaining increased funding San Francisco can meet those
needs in an economical and cost-effective manner.

Beyond the needs of the working poor we also need to provide childcare for
homeless children, teen parents, foster parents, and as an essential child
abuse prevention service.

Briefly 1et me share with you some of those specific needs.

Homeless Families - In one of our two family shelters we had 12,257 what
we call “bed nights" in 1988 and 19,467 in 1989. 43% of those were for
children. This week alone Hamilton Family Shelter has 2 new mothers and
their 3 and 5 day old infants. The average age of homeless children
nationally is 6 years of age. These children need childcare. Daily
attendance in a childcare center can be the most stable and safe
environment these children will encounter, providing nutrition, education
and supportive health services.

Jeen Pregnancy - According to a recent study conducted by Coleman
Advocates for Children and Youth 9% of the females in San Francisco will
have a baby before the age of 18.

Teen mothers are at high risk of dropping out of school, going on welfare
and having babies with health problems. He also know that with child care
and a continuing education teen parents tend not to have repeated
pregnancies.
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There are currently 77 teen mothers previously enrolled in alternative
high school programs who are currently home and out of school because of
the lack of child care services.

Mental Health - 15% to 19% of the Nations children suffer from emotional
or other problems that warrant mental health treatment. Again quality
childcare should be a part of that treatment helping the parents to cope
and learn how to deal effectively with those special problems.

Foster Care - One of the difficulties the Department of Social Services
has is recruiting foster parents, the economic reality is that child care
will be needed for these children while the foster parent is at work. The
availability of childcare is a major obstacle in recruiting and retaining
foster parents.

Child Abuse - Quality childcare is the number one, most effective tool in
the prevention of child abuse. 68% of the child abuse petitions filed in
San Francisco are due to drug addicted parents. The Plaza East Head Start
Center, located in a public housing site, has a practical drug education
program and recently graduated their first parents. Childcare can both
monitor and protect the child and provide consistency, stability and

caring adults at a critical developmental stage where children are
learning whether they can trust, their environment and other human beings.

Hhile this cities commitment is clear our financial resources,
particularly post-earthquake, cannot possibly keep pace with the growing
childcare needs. Estimated earthquake losses amount to $15 million in
lost revenue to the City. This City desperately needs the help of the
federal government in turning around our increasingly visible problems.

In this densly populated city. He face the AIDS epidemic, a crack
epidemic and are a mecca for runaway youth across the nation. He are also
a plac$ of refuge for people seeking a new 1ife from their war torn
countries.

He have an opportunity to change childrens lives by prov1d1n§ support,
nurturance, education and yes, even appropriate socialization skills.
However, we must take seriously the reality of current conditions and have
the wisdom to invest in our future and our children's future.

This requires more than money. It requires a commitment to our young who
we 111 be asking to care for us in our old age. It will require vision
and a partnership, maximizing all resources, and a long overdue
infra-structure or frame work upon which to build a child care system..

Some of us have been waiting since 1971, for a national child care policy
and have not forgotten the Presidential Veto of the Comprehensive
Development Bil1l by then President Nixon.

I commend you for your leadership and perseverance and look forward to a
new decade of hope for the American family.
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Chairman Ha'vkins. Ms. O’Hare?

Ms. O’TARE. I appreciate the opportunity to address you. I have
the pleasure to talk about a specific program type that has been in
operation in California for a good many years. In fact, it goes back
nearly 20 years. It is called Resource and Referral. Like a lot of
great things, it has humble beginningz and began with people who
sensed a need and sensed a need in others.

It began at kitchen tables across California serendipitously. It
started in Southern California and Northern California by rarents
who needed child care services for themselves and knew if they
were having trouble finding them, certainly other parents were
having trouble finding them.

We wer2 fortunate that we had also responsive legislation short-
ly thereaiter in 1976 that created alternative child care programs
in this staie, one of which was Resource and Referral.

That legislaticn made Resource and Referral a reality in 14 Cali-
fornia communities. It was part of the new way, & creative way of
addressing child care needs and has proven to be a mouel in the
country. It has grown now to almost 60 programs statewide. Whi'e
the services provided by Resource and Referral Programs are as di-
verse as the communities they serve, they operate from a simple
and straightforward perspective. That is, informed parents who
have real choices, availability and quality, and the nieans with
which to make those choices, meaning money, they are in the best
position te determine and meet their family’s needs and from this
pelrspective on things springs the real work of Resource and Refer-
ral.

One of our original mandates required us to collect and maintain
information on available services and gaps in services. Very early
on we realized in most cases families have no real choice. We rec-
ognize that among other things the gaps in services on the one
nand and parents’ inability to pay for services on the other pre-
vented many families from moving forward a  increased the
burden on the State of California.

We discovered there were not enough services t» go around and
we began to learn what this reaily means to the health and well-
being of families and their children. We saw community-by-commu-
nity the disabling effects of pcor quality and services and what we
pay as citizens for that lack of attention and lack of funds.

R&R is a program type that gives and can give the most objec-
tive view of Individuals, communities, and child care constellations
and te bring that information together to give an accurate profile
statewide and nationwide of child care development services trends
and gaps.

As individual programs across the state in those early days, we
recognized the need to share impressions and facts. We are fortu-
nate at this late stage of the game in this state to have an incorpo-
rated Nesource and Referral structure embodied in the network
noused in San Francisco.

With our structure, we have really been able to move into a new
orbit. We have the capacity to collect and share informatica on a
statewide basis and provide input to our funder, the State of Cali-
fornia, in a comprehensive and collective manner.
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I believe this facilitated the development and adoption of pro-
gram guidelines and direction which have been by and large pro-
gram driven and consequently more responsive to community
needs. California has the largest and most successful Resource and
Referral network in the country. As you can see, it has been many
years in the making.

We have worked out a lot of the bugs. With our netwerk in
place, we have been able to respond to needs and accomplish things
in this state that otherwise would 10t have been accomplished. It
has been our statewide perspective and collective effort that has
moved us forward, always keeping in mind that we are here for
parents, that we believe strongly in parental choice and diversity
in programs to meet the diverse needs of populations we serve.

I want to tell you with several specific areas in which the R&R
network has been indispensable in California they are not neces-
sarily in order of importance or, for that matter, time sequence. I
think they demonstrate the range of things Resource and Referral
can accomplish.

When we were a brand new concept in our state, not to mention
brand new to the state apparatus that houses us or supports us, we
had our first attempt at standardizing data collection. From the
communities across the state, we pooled our information, we pooled
our ideas about what was important to collect and we presented
that data to the state, and out of that came the state report called
the 25004 which is our regular reporting tool now which allows us
to collect information statewide on the services requested of our
agencies and programs and the kinds of services that are delivered.

That instrument was the beginning of wha! I think is possible
and necessary to fully understand and document the complex
arena of child care. We recognize we are a smal. part of the overall
child care picture and we understand our own Sta.> Department of
Education has many other considerations within child care.

We are, however, the most knowledgeable about and experienced
with the limitations, the strengths and the potential of resources
and referral and we are able to and compelled to give it our full
attention. Because trend watching is an integral part of R&R, we
have been and remain on the cutting edge of developments that
affect families both in California and across the country, particu-
larly where child development is concerned.

Becsuse of our unique position, we are able to assist the state in
making cost-effective decisions which contribute to a stronger,
more effective statewide delivery systems. A stunning example of
the network’s indispensible work is the part we played in the child
‘(:fﬁ 1\;:omponent of the California welfare jobs program known as

The network, with the cooperation and commitment of its
member programs, organized and coordinated an exhaustive survey
of cost and supply in California. It was the first of its kind and re-
quired contacting every licensed child care provider in the state
(numbering at that time about 43,000).

What resulted was the first accurate profile of statewide child
care. The benefits were many and continue to be felt. Local R&R’s
now knew for certain who was out there providing care. Parents in
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all communities had access to more accurate data. We had, for the
first time, base-line data on which new data could be built.

GAIN had a tool, which has since become the field standard, on
which to base payment to providers caring for children of GAIN
participants. This survey established GAIN market rate. This prod-
uct again dramatically demonstrates the need for and value of sen-
sitivity to diverse local communities while assuring an accurate,
comprehensive, statewide profile of child care. Of course what it
also underscores is the need for on-going and timely data collection,
processing and reporting.

An extremely important gart of R&R work focuses on child care
providers. We have provided support to those providers. One of the
pieces of support came in the form of this document which is a
piece of a larger Yicture called Partners in Prevention, a program
designed and implemented by the Child Care Resource and Refer-
13l network to give providers and parents alike a hand in under-
standing and dealing with the comglex issue of child abuse within
child care settings at a time when we are now, with the verdict in
M:Martin, the scare and fright that it created in parents across
the country and state, the Resource and Referral Service responded
with a way to help people deal with that fear.

There are copies for each of you of the documents that I am
going to present this morning. There were several imporiant as-
pects to that progriam in California. One had to do again with its
statewide nature. It allowed for consistency in what was delivered
to the field, coverage in every county, feedback from all over the
state resulting in effective troubleshooting and problem-solving,
and follow-up to assure that providers received training.

Locai delivery and involvement allowed for personal contact
from staff with whom providers were already acquainted, a high
rate of parti:ipation due to those already existing relationships and
cost-effectiveness in that providers could attend training and re-
ceive assistance locally.

Another benefit, of course, was the networking that took place
among the providers in those local communities that ctrengthened
glgt:Roverall child care field. We moved through many phases in

One thing has remained absolutely clear. The unique nature of
R&R enables it to respond to local and statewide needs quickly and
to create solutions that work. Public-private partnerships is a term
we have all come to know and appreciate over the last few years.

We recognize that government cannot and should not suppoit
these kinds of services alone. Again, resource and referral rose to
the challenge and again in a first of its kind effort, the network
vtzith egils Bank America Foundation launched a program to respond

n .

The California Child Care Initiative Project, CCCIP, was designed
to bring public and private resources to bear on building ci.ild care
supply and insuring quality and retention of those services through
training and follow-ui).

Ultimately, the California Legislature allocated matching funds,
additional private interests contributed dollars, and the Network
orchest;ateg an effort that resulted in the licensure of thousands of
new child care spaces across the state.
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As in all its efforts, the Network’s eye was to possible future b
efit as well as to that of meeting pressing current needs. In tnat
regard, CCCIP, like our other programs, is replicable and is adapta-
ble in urban and rural settings.

I have tried to give you an overview of both the kinds of work we
do and an idea of how much sense this approach makes. I ca.1 tell
you t-at R&R knows child care need and supply as it has never
been known, yet we also know how far we have still to go.

We know through discussions with colleagues around the country
hov: badly they necd what R&R has to offer. We know that we can
b2 a powerful asset to and ally with our government funder to
unlock answers to the child care question and that working togeth-
er, public and private, is the only real road to success.

We know, without a doubt, that a comprehensive approach tv na-
tional child care that addresses quality, affordability and adequate
supply, and that allows for local flexibility and diversity is truly
the only approach that will really work.

We have a child care history here in California that is rich.
We've had the good fortune to test many ideas and the time to see
the results of those tests. We sincerely hope that, in your wisdom,
you will use our experience and our knowledge, that you will learn
from our mistakes and successes. We implore you to build on what
we’ve got in California, and now elsewhere in the country; that you
will build on a model that works.

We are proud and pleased Resource and Referral plays a part in
the H.R. 8 plan. We know it is only one part; & necessary part, but
only one part. We believe it embodies a version that have come so
clear to all the tests in California.

We believe it is the right thing to do and this is the right time to
do it. I think one of the things we have not come to terms with in
this country is our ambivalence about children and our ambiva-
lence about social services that effect them.

I think we face a fear that somehow we will be less American if
we choose child care as an option for many, many children who
need it. It is a fear that is not grounded in reality. In fact, there
are millions of children in California and in the country who are in
child care.

That has not made the:n or us any less American. Our ambiva-
lence is shown very clearly in the State of California in that as we
were sitting in this room talking about comprehensive national
policy for child care. There are discussions going along r. now
about deregulated family day care in this state, eliminati. _ .asic
protections for young cnildren as we talk about quality child care.

We have not dealt with our ambivalence. We can't have quality
if we don’t have basic protections. We can't have basic protections
unless we have money. Thank you for your diligence and your hard
work. We support you wholeheartedly. We will continue to support
you until this bill is passed.

[The prepared statement of Marianne O'Hare follows:]
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Good Morning, Congressman Hawking and B_onorable Members of the
Education and DLabor Committee

A

January 19, 1990

My name is Marianne O’Hare. I am the President of the Califcrnia
Child Care Resource and Referral Network and tha Executive
Director of Children’s Sorvices Network, an agency in Central
Ccalifornia which operates a state-funded resource and referral
program. I have besn a part of California R&R for 14 years.

I have been asked to address you regarding the California version
of ReR. I’1l focus on its beginnings and history, its role- and
services, the demand for child care is this state and the benefit
of R&R to both urban and rural communities.

Chango often springs from humble, yet enpowsced, beginnings.
Resource and referral had such a beginning here. Those who had a
need and sensed the same need in others rose to the task of
meeting that need.

In tha very early seventies, parents of .zall children, some in
northern California and some in southern California, needed child
care sexvices- They discovered that there was no adequate way to
find them - ao way to determine if programs could mest their
needs, no way to know what to look for or how to choose. Parents
woere very & th on their own. This was a time in our history when
mothers were entering or re-entering the work force in large
numbers. The US Department of Labor, in the 1973 publication,
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"Day Care Facts", stated, =In March 1972, 4.4 million mothers who
were working or seeking work had children under §... Projections
for 1985 indicate that 6.6 million mothers with children under
age 5 will be in the labor force. This will represent a 32%
increase between 1975 and 1985." In reality, we’ve realized and
exceeded the rediction. With or without the statistics, those
early pioneers knew that other parents, 1ike themselves weren’t
finding child care. In a fit of spontaneous combustion, an answer
to parents’ needs called R&R was born. Prom kitchen tables around
the state, parents began making 1ists of programs and linking
other parents to services based on the parents’ stated needs.
From a uniquely "parent” perspective, California Resource and
Referral began to take shape.

In 1976 responsive legislation was enacted which made resource
and referral a reality in 14 California communities. It was part
of a child care package to create new ways of addressing child
care needs. It was an experiment - a bold move. It proved to be
the right move. Resource and Referral now covers every county in
the state with approximately 60 programs.

While the services are ag diverse as the communities they sexrve,
R&R operates from a simple and straight-forward perspective. That
is, informed parents who have real choices (read "availability
and quality") and the means with which to make them (read "enough
moirey"), are in the best position to determine and meet their
families’ needs. Prom this perspective springs the real work of
R&R.

One of our original mandates required us to collect and maintain
information on available gervices and gaps in gervices. Very
early on, we recognized that, in many cases, families have no
real choice. We recognized that, among other things, the car. in
services, on one hand, and parents’ inability to pay, on another,
prevented many families from moving forward and increased the

2

o 152

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

135

burden on the state. We discovered that there weren’t enough
services to go around and we began to learn what this really
means for the health and well-being of children and their
parents. We began to ses, community by community, the disabling
affects of insufficient and poor quality services and the price
we pay as citizens for our lack of awareness and attention.
Resource and Referral is the pregram type that can give the best,
most objective view of individual cormunities’ child care )
constellations. It has the potential to bring that information
together to give an accurate profile, state-wide and nation-wide,
of child care needs and services, trends and gaps.

As separate programs, we also recognized the need to share our
impressions and our facts. We moved from a random collection of
funded programs to an informal association in the late seventies
to a structured, incorporated network in 1980.

with this structure, we literally moved into a new orbit. We now
had the capacity to collect and share information on a state-
wide basis and to provide input to our funder, the State
Department of Education, in a comprehensive and collective
panner. I believe this facilitated the development and adoption
of program guidelines and direction which have been, by and
large, program-driven and, consequently, more responsive to
community-based needs.

California has the largest and most successful R&R Network in the
country. Ac you can see, it has been many years in the making.
There has been much trial and error. We have worked out a lot of
the bugs and we're anxious to share our experience with all who
will listen. With our network in place, we have been able to
respond to needs and accomplish things that, otherwise, would
have been beyond us. It has baen our state-wide perspective and
our collective effort that has moved us forward - always keeping
in mind that we are here for parents; that we believe strongly in
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parental choice and diversity in programs to meet the needs of
the diverse populations we sgerve.

I would like to tell you about several specific areas in which
the R&R Network has been indispensable. These events and
activities are not necessarily in sequence or in order of
importance, but are highlighted to give You a sense of the value
of the comprehensive nature of our R&R structure.

In the early days, when R&R was a branc-new corcept in
communities, not to mention within the state apparatus, our first
attempt at standardizing data collection was undertaken. It
became immediately clear that accurate data was essential to our
being able to meet our mandates and serve the function which we
were funded to serve. What resulted from many long discussions
and comparisons among programs within the network was the basis
for the tool for collecting request and service delivery data
which is still in use fn this state. That instrument, the CD2504,
was only the beginning of what’s possible and necessary to fully
undexrstand and document the complex arena of child care.

We recognize that we are but a small part of the overall child
care picture in this state and one of many considerations within
our State Department of Education. We are also the most
knowledgeable about and experienced with the limitations ’
strengths and potential of RgR and are able and compelled to give
it ouxr full attention. Because trend-watching is an integral part
of R&R, we have been and remain on the cutting edge of
developments that affect families, particularly where child care
is concerned. Because of our unique position, we are able to
assist the state in making cost-effective decisions which
contribute to a stronger, more effective, state-wide delivery
system.

A stunning example of this is the R&R Network’s involvement in
4
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the child care component of the California welfare reform program
known as GAIN. The Network, with the cooperation and commitment
of its member programs, organized and coordinated an exhaustive
survey of cost and supply in California. It was the first of its
kind and required contacting every licensed child care provider
in the state (numbering at that time about 43,000). What resulted
was the first accurate profile of statewide child care. The
benefits were many and continue to be felt. Local R&R’s now knew
for certain who was out there providing care. Consequently,
parents in all communities had access to more accurate data. We
had, for the first time, base-line data on which new data could
be built. GAIN had a tool, which has since become the field
standard, on which to base payment to providers caring for
children of GAIN participants. This survey established GAIN
Market Rate. This product again dramatically demonstrates the
need for and value of sensitivity to diverse local communities
while assuring an accurate, comprehensive, state-wide profile of
child care. Of course, what it also underscores is the need for
on-going and timely data collection, processing and repor.ing.

An extremely important part of R&R work focuses on child care
providers. While response to parents’ needs constitutes our
foundation in large part, the picture is hardly complete without
providers. Impacting the quality of child care has always been,
and continues to be, an important role of R&R. This requircs us
to maintain close ties to provider groups at the local and state
levels and to be responsive also to needs which they identify.

An example of one Network response was "Partners in Prevention”,
a child abuse prevention training program designed to be
delivered by local R&R staffs to groups of providers in their
communities. The coordinated, state-wide approach allowed for
consistency in what was delivered to the field, coverage in every
county, feed-back from all over the state resulting in effective
trouble-shooting and problem-solving and follow-up to insure that
providers received training. Local delivery and involvement
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allcwed for personal contact from staff with whom providers were
already acquainted, a high rate of participation due to these
esisting relationships, and cost-effectiveness in that providers
could attend training and receive assistance loczlly. Another
benefit resulting from "partners in Prevention® was the
networking that providers did among themselves which untimately
strengthened local child care communities. That combination made
the .program work.

4s we have moved through many phases, one thing has remained
absolutely clear. The unique nature of RsR enables it to respond
to local and state-wide needs quickly and to create solutions
that work. *Public-private partnerships” is a term we have all
come to know and appreciate over these past few years. As
recognition dawned that government is not, and cannot be, alone
in building a solution to the child care dilemma, Resource and
Referral moved to seek broader answers to the questions we all
know 80 well. Again, in a first of its kind effort, the Network,
with the Bankamerica Foundation, launched a program to respond to
needs. The California Child Care Initiative Project (CCCIP) was
designed to bring public and private resources to bear on
building child care supply and insuring quality and retention of
those services through training and follow-up. Ultimately, the
California Legislature allocated matching funds, additional
private interests contributed dollars, and the Network
orchestrated an effort that resulted in the licensure of
thousands of new child care spaces across the state. as in all
its efforts, the Network’s eye was to possible future benefit as
well as to that of meeting pressing currsnt needs. In that
regaxrd, CCCIP, like our other programs, is replicable and is
adaptable in urban and rural settings.

I have tried to give you an overview of both the kinds of work we
do and an idea of how much sense this approach makes. I can tell
You that R&R knows child care need and suvply as it has never

6
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been known, yet we also know how far we have still to go. We know
through discussions with colleagues cround the country how badly
they need what R&R has to offer. We know that we can te a
powerful asset to and ally with our government funder to unlock
answers to the child care question and that working together,
public and private, is the only real road to success. We know,
without a doubt, that a comprehensive appro:ch to national child
care that addresses quality, affordability and adequate supply,
and that allows for local flexibility and diversity is txuly the
only approach that will really work for parents and their
children. We have a child care history here in California that is
rich. We’ve had the good fortune to test many ideas and the time
to see the zesults of those tests. We sincerely hope that, in
your wisdom, you will use our experience and our knowledge, that
you will learn from our mistakes and successes. We implore you to
build on what we’ve got in California, and now elsewhere in the
country; that you will build on a model that works.

HR 3, the Barly Childhood Education and Development Act, contains
a Resource and Referral component. Far beyond that, however, HR 3
embodies a vision that meets all of the tests that have become S0
clear through the Resource and Referral efforts in this state. HR
3 is the right thing to do for children and parents in our
country. Now is the riyht time te do it.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to address you.
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Chairman Hawxins. Thank you.

We will hear next from Ms. Whitebook, Executive Director of the
Child Care Employee Project of Oakland, California.

Ms. WHITE300K. Thank you for asking me to testify before you
today. As everyone knows, disasters really gripped America during
1989. The Alaska oil spill, Hurricane Hugo and in fact our recent
bay area earthquake. While the hurricanes and the earthquakes
scare and humble us, the Exxon fiasco evoked anger, forcing us to
confront society’s shortsighted regard for our natural resources.

Sadly, our human resources are also victims of myopic and ne-
glectful social policies as evidenced by the current state of child
care services in America.

Our children are keing squandered by our society’s unwillingness
to support high quality child care programs. Pressures to expand
the supply yet coutain the cost to parents have shaped our public
policies about child care, encouraging programs to rely upon
unseen subsidies provided by teachers through their low wages.

But as the century draws to a close, child care centers through-
out the country are finding it very difficult to recruit and retain
adequately trained staff, Nearly half of all child care teachers
leave their jobs each year—many for better-paying jobs in other
fields. As the Nation deliberates on what is best for its children,
the question of who will care for them grows increasingly critical.

It is this staffing crisis that provided the impetus for the Nation-
al Child Care Staffing Study conducted by the Child Care Employee
Project of which I am the Executive Director. The study was under-
taken in conjunction with my colleagues Carollee Howes, Professor
of Education at the University of California at Los Angeles, and
Deborah Phillips, Professor of Psychology at the University of Vir-
ginia,

The national Child Care Staffing Study was designed to explore
how child care teachers and their workin conditions affect the cal-
iber of services available in the United gtates. Between February
and August 1988, the study examined 227 child care centers in five
metropolitan areas—Atlanta, Boston, Detroit, Phoenix and Seat-
tle—to capture the varied economic and regulatory environments
in this country.

Centers included in the sample served infauts, toddlers and pre-
school-age children and operated for a full day, ser < at least 15
children and employed at least six teachers. The sample included
families from all socioeconomic groups in urban and suburban
areas in each site. Non-profit, church-s onsored, independent for-
profit and for-profit chains were includeg in the sample. These cen-
ters served over 16,000 families and employed over 3000 staff.

We used classroom observations to assess the overall quality of
each center. Interviews with center directors provided information
about center characteristics, Interviews with over 1300 teaching
staff provided information about their qualifications, compensation
and commitment to child care, In Atlanta child assessments were
also conducted to examine the effects of program structure and
staff attributes on children.

We found children are suffering because their teachers are so un-
dervalued. Teachers are earning an average hourly wage of $5.35.
That is right at about the Poverty level. In the last decade, child

-
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care staff wages when adjusted for inflation have dropped by more
than 20 percent. These low wages are fueling an alarming rate of
staff turnover.

In 1977, the staff turnover rate in American child care centers
was 15 percent a year. In 1988 and 1989, it was 41 percent a f'ear.
Teaching staff earning the lowest wages are twice as likely to leave
their jobs as those earning the highest wages.

We' also found that the education of teachers was a significant
predictor of the quality of child care. Teaching staff provided more
sensitive and appropriate care giving if they had completed more
years of formal education and received early childhood education
training at the college level.

But at $5.35 an hour, not surprisingly there are fewer and fewer
of those teachers available to care for our children. Our studg also
raised serious concerns about the quality of care in America, but at
the same time it informed us of how we can address those co.-
cerns.

The typical classroom centers we examined had what was called
a barely adequate quality rating. But we found lower staff turnov-
ers and had better ratios. We wanted to also understand how cen-
ters operating under different structures functioning in different
sites and serving families at different sociceconomic levels varied
in the quality of care they offered to children and the work envi-
ronment provided to staff.

We found that the better quality centers were more likely to be
operated on a non-profit bases, to be located in states with higher
standards, and to have beiter standards in terms of classroom
structure and staff training. We also found that low and high
income children were more likely than middle income children to
attend those centers that provided better quality care.

We wanted to know what all of this meant for the children them-
selves and what we found is the children are truly in jeopardly be-
cause their teachers are so poorly paid. We found those children
attending centers that were lower quality, were less competent in
their language and social development and we also found that
those centers with higher turnover rates had children in them who
spent less time engaged in social activities and more time wander-
ing aimlessly around their centers.

Behind our findings I think lies a very simple fact. Good quality
child care requires an environment that values adults as well as
children. The national child care study recommendations, which
are echoed by many experts in the field, call for increased salaries
for child care teachers coupled with expanded educational opportu-
nities for those who work with young children.

Additionally, it is necessary to have regulations governing both
the number of children cared for by teachers and staff training re-
quirements.

H.R. 3 currently contains provisions allowing funds to be used
for salary enhancement and requires minimal staff training as a
steg toward addressing these concerns. I would urge you to protect
and even bolster these components of the legislation.

These are essential to the quality of services children receive. I
want to end with a little anecdote. One of the stories that came out
of Alaska this summer as people were working on the clean up of
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the oil spill, we heard that many child care centers were forced to
close because teachers were quitting in droves.

Why did they leave? You can probably guess. Exxon offered themn
more to clean the beaches than they could make caring for the
children. I don’t think we can blame the teachers for leaving, but
We can blame ourselves if we continue to force dedicated adults
toward one resource at the expense of another simpiy so they can
earn a living wage.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Marcy Whitebook follows:]
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Testimony presented by Marcy Whitebook,
Executive birector, child Care Employee Project
Principal Investigator, National Child Care Staffing Study

The Committee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
H.R.3, the Early Childhood Education and Development Act
San Francisco, california
January 19, 1990

Disasters gripped America during 1989: the Alaskan oil spill,
Hurricane Hugo and the recent Bay Area earthquake. While
hurricanes and earthquakes scare and humble us, the Exxon fiasco
evoked anger, forcing us to confront socliety's shortsighted regard
for our natural resources. Sadly, our human resources are also
victime of myopic and neglectful social policies as evidenced by
the current state of ckild care services in America.

our children are being squandered by our soclety's
unwillingness to support high quality child care prograns.
Pressures to expand the supply yet contain the cost to parents have
shaped our public policies about chila care, encouraging prograns
to razly upon unseen subsidies provided by teachers through their
low wages. This results in inattention to improving the quality
of services. But as the century draws to a close, child care
centers throughout the country are finding it hard to recruit and
retain adequately trained staff. Nearly half of all chila care
teachers leave their jobs each year--many for better-paying jobs
in other fields. As the nation deliberates on what is best for its
chilgren, the question of who will care fox them grows increasingly
critical.

This staffing crisis provided the impetus for the National
child Care Staffing Study conducted by the Chiid Care Employee
Project of which I am the Executive Director. The Study was
undertaken in conjunction with my colleagues Carollee Howes,
Professor of Education at the University of California at Los
Angeles and Deborah Phillips, Professor of Psycholriy at the
University of Virginia.

The National Child Care Staffing Study was designed to explore
ho child care teachers and their wWorking conditions affect the
eulibre of center-based child care available in the United States.
Between February and August 1988, the Study exanined 227 child care
centers in five metropolitan areas--Atlanta, Boston, Detroit,
Phoenix and Seattle--to capture the varied economic and regulatcery
environments in this country. Centers included in the rample
served infants, toddlers and preschool-age children and oyerated
for a full day, served at least 15 children and employea at least
6 teachers. The sample included centers serving all socio~

1

147




E

144 .

economic groups in urban and guburban areas in each site. Non-
profit, church sponsored, independent for-profit and for~-profit
chains were included in the sanple. Thesea centers served over
16,000 fanilies and employed over 3000 staff,

Classroonm obgervations were uged to agsess the overall quality
of each center. Intexviews with center directors provided
information about center characteristics. Interviews with over
1300 ~ teaching gtaff provided information about their
qualifications, compensation and comnitment to child care. 1In
Atlanta child asgessments were also conducted to examine the
effects of program gtructure and gtaff attributes on children.

The National child care Staffing study found that children are
suffering because their teachers are undervalued. Teachers are
earning an average hourly wage of $5.35. In the lagt decade, child
Care staff wages, when adjusted for inflation, huvae decreased more
than 20%. These low wages are fueling an alarning rate of
turnover, 1leading to an inconsistent environment for children.
Staff turnover has nearly tripled in the 1ast decade, Jumping from
15% in 1977 to 41% in 1988, Teaching staff earning tha lowest
wages are twice as likely to lesve their jobs as those earning the
highest wages.

Wa also found that staff wages were a signiticant predictor
of the quality of care. Better quality centers paid higher wages
and provided more appropriate environments for children. In
addition, we found that the education of teachers is a si. ificant
predictor of child care quality. Teaching staff provided more
sensitive and appropriate careglving it they completed more years
of formal education and received early childhood trainirg at the
college level.

Our study raises serious concerns about the quality of care
in America but it also informs us about how we can address these
concerns. While the typical classroom in centors had barely
adequate quality ratings, we found that hetter quality centers had
higher wages for teaching gtaff, lower teaching stafrf turnover,
better educated and trained gtaff and more teachers caring for
fever children. In addition to assessing the contribution of child
Care staff to center quality, we also sought to understand how
centers operating under different structures, functioning in
different sites, sexving families of Aifferent soclo~acononic
levels, and meoting or failing to meet established child care
standards differ in the quality they offer to children and the work
environment they provide to gtaff. Thegse better quality centers
Were moras 1ikely to be operated on a non-profit bzsis, to be
located in states with higher standards, and to nect widely
accepted provisions for classroon structure and staff training.
We found that low and high income children were more 1likely than
midale income children to attend Centers providing higher quality
care. :

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

145

What does this mean for our children? The National Child Carsa
sta¥ging study found that children attending lower quality centers
were less competent in language and sccial developnent. We also
found that tinsa attending centers with higher turnover xatas spent
less time engaged in social activities with peers and less time
involved in center activities. children are in jeopardy because
their child care teachers are poorly paid.

Bohind our findings lies a simple fact. cur study makes it
clear that good quality child care requires an environnent that
values adults as well as children. The National child Care
Staffing Study recommendations, echoed Ly many exparts in the
field, call for increased salaries for cliild care teachers coupled
with expanded educational opportunities for those who work with
young children. Additionally, it is necessary to have regulations
governing both the number of children cared for by teachers and
staff training requirements. .

HR3/ABC currently contxins provisions allowing funds to be
used for salary enhancemerz and requires minimal staff training as
a step towards addressing these concerns. I would urge you to
protect and even bolzter these components of the legislation.

Anidst the stories from Alaska this summer came this warning.
Reportedly many child care centers were forced to close after
teachers quit in droves. Why did they leave? Becausa Exxon
offered them more money to clean the beaches than they could make
caring for children. We can hardly blama the teachers for leaving.
But we can blame ourselves if we continue to force dedicated aquiis
to care for cne resource at the expense of another simply so they
nay earn a living wage.
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Chairmaa Hawkins. The final witness is Ms. Patty Siegel. May I
interrupt as the head of the committee to express our appreciation
to you, attirl Siegel, for the work that you have done in helping us
to put together the hearing this morning in San ¥vancisco. It was
done in a hurry.

: We did not kuow a lot of the individuals. I think you have done
; an excellent job. We are very pleased with the witnesses. We have
heard many views expressed. I think we will profit from them. We
are delighted at the turn out of the people who are here and we
know that they are wonderful supporters of child care and we are
very, very pleased that we selected the City of San Francisco, the
city and county of San Francisco if for no other reason than having

Patty Siegel around to help us.

- SIEGEL. Thank you very much.
I would like to echo and give back your thanke, because certainly
‘ you and Mr. Hayes have been champions for children, not inly in
l this state, but in this count;y for many long years. We are honored
that you have chosen San Francisco f%r this hearing and we hope
that you will return to Washington with some of our enthusiasm
and the really fervent feeling that we have that this bill must pass
now.

I-think that as the final witness, I won’t read my entire state-

ment. It is there for the record.
What I would like to do is sort of repeat. I\‘g’y 18-year-old children
are in the middle of taking their finals. We have had a lot of
review in my house this last week. As the last witness, I think it is

you to take back to Washington.

I want to thank everyone in this room who have been some of
the longest, hardest SL‘;pporters of HR. 3 and ABC Ther~ are
people who have worke endlessly. It is the parents, providers, re-
source and referral counselors who will help you pass this hill we
ho&;z next month.

e don’t want to have to wait too long. We have waited 20 years.
It is interesting my twins who have just turned 18 will graduate
from high school. ’lyhey were the reason I became involved in child
care. I would love ag a graduation present to be able to say there is
a comprehensive Federal child care bill at last.

They waited a long time. They wished they could be here if they
Weren't in their civics final. Just to sort of recap, we, the California
Alliance for Better Child Care, reéxresent over 6,500 individuals and
groups which support H.R. 8, ABC.

We have received formal endorsements from more than 72 local
governments, mayors, groups from across the state, all the way rp
to Del Norte Board of Supervisors, San Francisco, Los Angeles.
This bill has support not only in urban places jike San Francisco,
but in communities like Fresno, like Siskiyou County, some places
people may not have even heard of.

e have been joined, as I think Senator Watson shared with you,
by aggressive support in the form of a resolution, an assembly joint
resolution oﬁ‘eredp in 1988 that put our State Senate and our tute
Assembly on record ag supporting the ABC legislation.

believe we are one of the fow states that can offer that kind of
public legislative endorsed support in the whole country. As I said,
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we feel urgent need. The urgent need v s certainly articulated by
Superintendent Honig, Mr. Riles, Senator Watson.

Let me remind you, we are the golésn state when it comes to
what we spend on child care. This year’s budget includes $350 mil-
lion. But with that $350 million for state subsidized child care serv-
ices, we are serving only about 80,000 children per day and those
80,000 children have miles and lines behind them.

Every center director that is here today has a waiting list that is
so long it is criminal. Conservatively, we were meeting as, Diane
Watson said, between 10 and 20 percent of the need. That is just
the need for the very poorest low income tamilies in this state. It
doesn’t even begin to address—and my testimony gives the figures
precisely—the total supply crisis we have.

To help all the working families in this state tomorrow we need
a minimum of a million more slots. That is a lot. That means that
we need your help.

We support Hﬁ 3 because we believe it is the most comprehen-
sive approach and it is a comprehensive approach that this country
needs at this time. Particularly, Title III, and includes the diversity
that has been the corner stone of our public policy in California
since the early seventies.

You know from the previous witnesses that our thild care pro-
grams are housed within the State Department of Education. You
know that they include family day care homes, child care centers,
public agencies, private agencies, rural and urban, suburban com-
munities.

We are also pleased that Title III offers expanded support for
infant, toddler and before and after school care. Those are the
areas that we most desperately need expansion  California.

In fact, the child care resource and referral network that Mar-
ianne represents has documented over the past 10 years consistent-
ly that over 50 percent of the parents who phone them looking for
child care services have children under age two. Yet, the total
supply of care for infants and toddlers is probably not even—it is
probably less than 2 percent of everything available in this state.

School age child care barely fairs better. We are particularly
pleased and urge you to eep those infant toddler school age provi-
sions in H.R. 3. Now there has been a lot of talk this morning
about the alternative approaches, and I want tc say very clearly
and very strongly that this state supports H.R. 3 and we do not
want a substitute with a mere $200 million into the Title XX pro-

am.

I want to share with you and sort of recap why Title XX doesn’t
work for California and it is important that everyone in the audi-
ence understands this. I think most people do, from our past expe-
rience. We have and have had since 1972 all of our child care pro-
grams housed under the State Departmeat of Edcation.

When we consider the programs that have evolved in this state
since the seventies and when we look at H.R. 3, we have to remem-
ber a very important policy decision that this state made in 1980. It
was a bold and dramatic move that was questioned at the time.

I am glad we did it. I was one of those advisors as a member of
the then Governor’s child development progra advisory commit-
tes that encouraged it. We bought out our Title XX funds. We re-

15%




148

placed the Title XX child care funds that were being used for child
care. Those went for homemaker chore, and we replaced them
dollar for dollar with state only funds.

Why did we do that? Why would we not sort of want to be a part
of the Federal program? It was very clear. Title XX funds go to the
State Department of Social Services because they are social service
block grant funds. In our State, the Department of Social Services
is not the agency which administers child development programs.

We suffered. It took us sometimes 18 months, endless trips back
and forth to Washington, and most importantly, precious dollars in
sort of the laundering, administrative costs to get those monies
that you in Washington sent us, we thought, for child care from
one state agency to another.

Now, I won’t believe and I don’t believe that Wilson Riles or any
of the prevxous_witn%se_s that experienced that can believe that we

native proposal that Congressman Downey has suggested. It will be
very, very difficult, particularly difficult in a time when every state
agency in California is scrambling to find adequate funds to meet
their budget needs.

We also, when we made the Title XX buyout decision, were look-
ing at what we saw to be perhaps the jeopardy of all social service
programs funded in an era, the unfortunate national era of the

and were at risk.

While many other States and many of our advocaie colleagues
whose States depended upon Title XX child care funds and who
suffered incredible cuts—10, 20, 30 percent—you talk to Sophie
Harris from Alabama and you know what they went through just
to keep an even lesser level.

We did not lose a single ¢ 'ild care slot in the 1980s. We didn’t
have the type of expansion we would have liked to have, and we
can have when we have HR. 3, but we were able to hold our own
and expand school-age care significantgr.

So, for us, the experience is clear and there is no way as the Cali-
fornia Alliance for Better Child Care that we would accept an al-
ternative approach which we feel would send us back to an era
that was administratively very challenging.

Now, beyond the pragmatic concerns for the inadequacy of fund-
ing and the meckanism offered by Congressman Downey, we salute
H.R. 3 because it is a comprehensive bill. I think all of my col-
leagues in the room today want to share with you that we feel it is
time for this country to g0 on record and have a comprehensive
chil care bill and policy, not a tag-on to an already existing pro-
gram with another name.

We want child care to have its own bill and, if you will, its name
in lights. We have waited a long time. It is not just a symbolic
need. Your bill does provide the infrastructure, the training, the at-
tention to staffing—the staffing crisis Marcy outlined.

& resource and referral services we know from our experience
in California can benefit parents and providers throughout this
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the private sector is looking for signs of life from the leaders in
‘Washington.

1 think if people can see a national policy and know this country
cares about quality, knows there is hope on the way with more
funds to meet the tremendous unmet needs. I think we will be
much more successful in attracting more private sector involve-
ment, such as we have had in the California child care initiative
project.

Tax credits are a piece of the solution, but they are certainly an
inadequate approach. Poor parents, if you give them $800 or $1,000
a year, when they are already struggling to pay their rent, to
clothe their children, to buy their food, how much of that money
are they really going to be able to save for child care?

I think you know the arewer. In fact, Mr. Hawkins, I thick I
heard you give this speect 1st March in Washington. It is tax
credits—they are a small piece of the answer. They are certainly a
way oS addressing the poverty parents in this country face. But
they are not a total child care solution.

So, let me close by thanking you, but urging you to go back to
Washington with a loud voice on our behalf. Please note each of us
in this room is here ready to pledge our support and to work long
and hard, as many extra hours as it will take, to see this bill pass
and to have this country emerge with a national policy at last.

[The prepared statement of Patty Siegel follows:]
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PATTY SIEGEL
CHILD CARE FIELD HEARING - SAN FRANCISCO

Congressman Hawkins and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before your committes and to share with you
Califorrua's enthusiastic support for H.R. 3, the ABC bifl. 1am Patty Siegel, and | am
appearing befora you today in my role as coordinator of the Califomia Alliance fo Better
Child Care. The California Aliance was formed in 1987 with the specific purpose and goal
of working for the passage of comprehensive federal child care legisiation. We have been
actve in communities throughout the state, and we represent more than 6500 indviduals
and groups. The Alliance has received endorsements for the ABC bill from 72
organizations Including: loca! govemment - San Francisco Mayor Art Agnos, San
Francisco Board of Supervisor 3, Del Norte County Board of Supervisors, Los Angeles City
Council, Oakland City Cour.il, Sacramento City Council, Santa Barbara County Board
of Supenvisors; labor - California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO, Coalition of Labor Union
women (C.LUMW.); and a variety of other organizations - B'Nai B'Rith Women, California
Teacher's Association-Early Childhood Caucus, California Association for the Education
of Young Children, Califomia Chilaren’s Lobby, League of Women Voters of Califomia,
National Coundil of Jewish Woman, San Franciscc Chronicle. A complete fist of the
endorsersis attached. We are especially proud of the endorsement the ABC bill received
in 1588 from our state legislature. Assembly Joint Resolution 62 demonstrates that our
state legislators understand and support the urgent need for the ABC bill.

Many of those who have worked hardest for the passage of the ABC bill are in the
audience today, and 1 would like to taks & moment to thank them for their hard work to
date. These arethe parents, providers, resource and referral counseiors and community
organizations who have been waiting twenty years for a comprehensive federal child care
bil. We are prepared to work very long and hard in the coming weeks and months to
sea thatthe 1015t Congress passes the very best, most comprehensive bil possible. We
appreciate the endless efferts you and your staff have made on our behalf so far. We

1
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hope today’s hearing will help you retumn to Washington with an amplified voice urging
your colleagues to act on H.R. 3 immediately.

California has a long, strong history of support for child care dating back to the early
1950’s. But even here In Califomia where the 1990 state budget includes almost $350
million of funds for child care and development services, wa are not even close to
meeting the needs of our working famifies. Our existing subsidized child care program
operated by the State Depariment of Education serves approximately sqo,oq{ children
per day. Conservatively, they represent fess then 25% of the children from low income
working parents who are eligible for our state funded child care proarams. # we incude
children 10, 11, and 12 year-olds the figure drops to 10%. And here | am speaking only
in terms of the need for subsidized child care. No California parent can escape the
broadside frustration of our child care supply crisis.

Cur mostrecent data (1588) on the total supply of licensed centars and family day care
homes shows a capacity of 529,229 child care spaces throughout the state. If we
examine this capacity in light of California’s total number of children 0 - 12 years old
(5,617,023) who have mothers In the workforce (60%) and nead ficensed care (4 4-53%)
we arrive at a conservative estimate of the demand for licensed care of 1.563,127
children. Subtracting our availcble ficensed supply from that figure, we arrive at an unmat
need for ficensed care of 1,033,898. in short, our total supply of care was barely meeting
half the need in 1988. And, needs have only increased over the past year while we
struggle to keep supply constant,

Mr. Hawkins, Califomia desperatsly needs the help H.R. 3 would provide in addressing
these needs. The previous witnesses have addressed the importance of Titles § and i
of the bill. | would fike to focus on Title Iil. Tdtle 1l fits like a glove with California’s
existing subsidized child care system. We %ake pride in the programmatic, geographic

2
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and cultural diversity avallable in our existing programs which inciude a wide varisty of
sponsors In ths public and private sectors. Title Il reflects that diversity and
acknowistges the important contribution all types of child care providers, including family
day care homss and child care centers, make toward a quality child care system. Italso
provides expanded sarvice to infants and toddlers and school age children. These are
the age groups which we have consistently noted as being most in need of services in
California. The California Child Care Resource and Referral Network has documented
over the past ten years that more than half of the parents caliing to request child care
services have children under two years of age.

Administratively, when Title Il funds come to California the Govemor would automatically
channel them to the State Department of Education which has been dssignated since
1972 as the smgle state agency for child care. As Senator Watson and Superintendent
Honig have indicated, our state child care senvices under the State Department of
Education expanded dramatically in the 1970's and agaln in 1880 and 1985.

In considering the provisions of H.R. 3 in the context of Califomia’s existing child care
policies it is important. to 1jote that in 1880 California made the decision to "buy out® its
Titte 30X child care funds. We replaced the Title XX child care funds with state-only child
care dollars, and resolved what had become & cumbersomes, frustrating, and costly
administrative exercise during most of the 1970's. Because Title XXis a part of the Social
Security Act, Title XX funds flow automatically to the State Department of Social Services.
Because the Department of Social Services in California does not administer subsidized
child care funds, Title XX funds for child care had to be transferred from ihe Department
of Social Services to the State Department of Education. This was never a simple
process. Transfers took up to sighteen months to process, and involved administrative
costs which took away from the direct service funds.

i
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The decision to “buy out" our Title XX child care funds was also made with a frank
assessment of the challenga we‘would face to maintain adequate Title XX funding in an
era of eroding federal support for social services. The Title XX Buy-Out decision has
served us well. While many states suffered from cutbacks in child care services funded
under Title XX, we did not.

The California Alliance is also very concemed that the current proposal by Congressmen
Downey and Miler to replace Title Il with a modest (200 million) Title XX earmark for
child care would jeopardize the good child care system we have established in California,
and send us back to an inefficient and costly system of transferring funds. We do not
and cannot take for granted that a Title XX child care earmark would be easily facilitated
in our state. We have ten years of prior experience which contradicts that assumption.

Beyond these -agmatc concemns for the inadequacy of the funding and mechanism
offered by Cr-,,._ssman Downey, our Alliance also takes issues with the proposal to
replace a comprehensive child care bill with a simple infusion of chiid care funding under
an existing federal social servico program. The thousands of parents and providers we
represent are working hard for the passage of H.R. 3 because it establishes the
infrastructure, we believe, is necessary to truly move child care forward in our
communities. We cannot solve the child care crisis which has developed over 20 years
in this country with a simple tag onto another progsam.

We want our country to articulate a national child care policy which not only provides
exganded funding for low Income families, but also gives a message to public and private
partners in our community that there is a child care infrastructure on which they can build.

Congressman Hawkins, the Califomia Alliance for Better Child Care thanks you for the
time and concem you havs shownin today’s hearing and throughout your distinguished
career representing the needs of Califomia families. You can count on us for continued
work and firm support for the best possible, comprehensive child care legislation.
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Californin
Alliance For Better Child Careo

A

B THESE CALIFORNIA ORGANIZATIONS AND
PUBLIC OFFICIALS HAVE

ENDORSED THE
ACT FOR BETTER CHILD CARE SERVICES
(8.5 and H.R.3)

(As of January 19,1990)

Alaneda County Building and construction Trades Council
american Association of University Women, (AAUW), California
Mayor Art Agnos-City of san Prancisco

Berkelay City Council

B'Nai B'Rith Women

california Association for the Bducation of Young Children
california chila {are Resource and Referral Network
California Chi’ld Development Administrators Association
california chlidren's Lobby

Ccalifornia Consortium of child Abuse Councils

california rabor Federation, AFL~CIO

California State Bmployees Assoc. S8E10 Local 1000
california Teachers Association, Barly childhood Caucus
child Care Coalition of S8anta Clara County

chila Care Coalition, SBacramento

child Care Employee Project

Cchiid Care Law:Center

chili@ Development Consortium of Los Angeles

chiia Bducational Center-Berkeley

children's commi-ision of Santa Barbara County

children's Resourcs and Referral Center(Santa Barbara)
children's Respite Care, Inc.

Coalition of Labor Union Women (C.L.U.W)

Creative Adventures LC.

Dal Norte Child Care Council

pel Norte County Board of Supexvisors

Barly Childhood Federation, AFT #1475

Gray Panthers of San Prancisco

Greater Long Beach/Lakewood Family Day Care Association, Inc.
Hotel and Restaurant Workers, Local #2

Jobs With Peace, Los Angeles

League of Women Voters of ¢alifornia

League of Women Voters of Los Angeles

Legal Dofense Center of Santa Barbara

Los Angeles City Council

Los Angoles Commission on the 8tatus of Women
Los Angeles Mayor's Advisory Committee

Legal Defense Center of Santa Barbara

KPIX T.V.

MacBrine Doyle Asscciates

-Qver-
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¥ilton and Ausociates

Motkars at wWork ~Carmichael

Movnt 8t. Mary's College

Nationkl Black chila Davelopment Institute; Los Angeles Chapter
National Council of Jewish Women

National rawyers Guild, Bay Area Chapter

North Bay Ascoctation for the Education of Young children

, Northern CA Aswoclation for the Education of Youny children

Oakland city c¢ouncil
Pgoifio Lodge Boys Home
Sncramento Area Black Caucus, Inc.
~ Bacramento Black Women'!s Network, Inc.
Bacramanto City Councii
8an Diego Associatior “Zor the Bducation of Young Children
8an Frane”sco Board of Supervisors
Sacraner 7alloy Association for the Education of Young Children
8an ¥ran, ¥ Chronicle
Banta Bars. a County Board of fupervisors
Banta Barbara paycaro asaociation
Banta Barbara ranmily care Center
Santa Monica child care Task FPorco
Bociety for Pu5lic mealth Bducation
Bolano County children's Network
Bouth coast Child apuse Coord@inating Counoil
Bouthern CA Association for the Bducation of Young Children
Bouthern CA Association for the Bducation of Young Children, valley
Chaptex
Tri cities childaren's center
Tvinline
Ventura city Child care Council
Weinstock: s
¥Women Civic Improvement Club, Inc.
Fomen For:
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Chairman Hawxkins. Thank you very much. A wonderful summa-
ry. I really wish you were a Member of Congress and could say
that internally.

Mr. Haves. Head of the Ways and Means Committ e.

Chairman Hawxkins. I second the motion.

Ms. Beeson, could you elaborate on an issue that you brought up,
or at least a provision in the city’s requirement that developers of
50,000 square feet, I think you mentioned, must contribute so much
per square fool to an affordable child care fu- ? Is that child care
within that structure? Does it go into a cen.ral fund? How is it
handled? I don’t quite get the mechanism.

Ms. BeesoN. Let me do the best job I can, but let me acknowledge
Abbie Cohen, whom I see sitting up there, who wrote the legisla-
tion for San Francisco. We not only have Patty at the child care
renter, but we have great resources here. I think she can probably
answer better than I I have the pressure of beginning to gather
the dollars. With her help and other people’s help, figure out how
we are going to allocate it.

What it is, there are two aspects of this ordinance. One is section
€14, which I will be happy to provide you and send to you, which
requires in the office and hotel development area in the downtown
area of San Francisco, where because of the employment, there is a
negative impact on our existing child care resources, and there are
needs of the employees in the work forces there to contribute to
this affordable child care fund.

They have an option. The option is either pay $1 per square foot
into the fund for creating a1 on-site child care center or creating a
near-site child care center very close to where ti:eir development is.
Let me alco add that the money comes to the city at the point
where they receive a certificate of occupancy. This is something
that the Board of Supervisors passed so as to impose a fee on them.

There is one other provision which I would like to add, and that
is another section, 165, which I will also provide, which requires
employers to explore a number of ways, including resource and re-
ferral services, where they can help their employees in these mas-
sive office buildings meet their child care needs and do the kinds of
things that Apple is doing.

We expect to have about $2 million. Right now, the San Francis-
co Development Agency is very serious and has 2 commitment
from a developer for 8,500 square feet of child care space, and they
are actually trying to negotiate it up to 10,000 square feet. We very
much want a child care center on the southern part of Market
Street, and one on the northern part of Market Street.

Money from the fund can help make this possible. The other
thing it will do is take the money from the fund, develop final reg-
ulations, and provide partial subsidy so the working poor, the
clerks, the people in these office buildings can benefit through re-
duced fees.

And as I said previously, what is interesting now is that there
are developers who really want to do this. Initially when this was
passed, it was thought this would be a real burden, just another
thing government is asking to do. Now, what is happening is they
are saying if we have to do this, how can we do it.
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I have a client that really wants to do child care, but maybe
doing it for the lifc of the project ic./t it. Do you think we can do it
for 20 years? We are beginning to say yes, we will engage in a dia-
logue with you to figure out how to provide child care in these
office buildings in the downtown areas. Again, I will provide you
with the ordinances and background information on that.

Chairman Hawkins. I would assume there is some organized op-
position to the ordinance or there is some degree of displeasure,
perhaps? Is it a one-shot deal? Does it continue?

Ms. BEesoN. It is a one-shot deal. For instance, if the office devel-
ogment has 825,000 square feet, their contribution would be
$325,000 once. One of the reasons I think why they are supportive
of it now is because we are working so closely with them to see
that their own employees in some way will be the direct benefici.
aries of their consideration.

Surprisingly enough, this was passed in 1985. There was little or
no opposition to it. I think it was because it was a modest fee and
because, frankly, being able to develop in San Francisco, we have
some growth limits. So that we have restricted growth.

The hnposition of a modest fee, in my personal opinion, wes in
many wa{s not a major obstacle to them nor a major cost factor. So
there really hasn’t been——

Chairman Hawxkins. It applies only to new construction?

Ms. BezsoN. Correct. Only hotels and offices in the downtown
area. The redevelopment agency is very receptive to including it in
their areas, particularly when you are going into an area like rede-
velopment where they are attempting to transform an entire ares,
they are n. seeing that 30 Years from now, they in fact will need
schools and child care, and have been quite positive.

I would also like to say I think that is, in large part, due to
Mayor Agnos and the commissioners on our local boards.

hairman HAwkINs. Does it apply only tc the downtown area? Is
it county-wide?

Ms. BEESON. It is county-wide. It is a county ordinance, but ap-
plies only in the downtown district called C-3.

Chairman Hawxkins. Very, very interesting.

Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. No questions, Mr. Chairman. Excellent testimony.

Chairman HAwkIns. Yes.

Mr. Haves. I wish they could get before that 435-Member House.

Ms. BeesoN. We will come. We will be there.

Chairman Hawkins. We will need you, I am sure of that. It has
been a real enlightening hearing. Some of us, we have heard some
new ideas and a lot of enthusiasm and some wonderful people.

This pansl has been excellent. We g preciate it, and we thank
the people from the City ar.d County of gan Francisco, and we hope
that you just transmit tc your Kepresentatives in Congress also
this same enthusiasm. That is your Job. We will try to do the best
job we can to do. Thank you very much.

Chairman HawxkIns. That concludes the hearing.

UNIDENTIFIED INDIVIDUAL. Sir, would you s2y for the record why
you didn’t let the other side speak?

Chairman Hawxins. Everybody was invited. The notices went
out. Really, to he very frank with you, there is no other side. You
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either are for children and you are for H.R. 3 or you are not. There
isn’t any other side.

If you haven’t been convinced, I think it is very, very sorry.

Mr. Joun Fite. Would it be possible for ug——

Chairman Hawxkins. Come down, bring your children with you.
We will be glad to hear from you. We will give you five minutes.

STATEMENTS OF JOHN FITE AND BONNIE FITE

Mr. JouN FitE. Thank you very much, sir.

I am John Fite. This is my wife, Bonnie, and my little son, Little
John or John. He is John, Jr.

I would like to take a few minutes to give the other side. I know
that it has taken three and a half hours te give one. Hopefully in a
few minutes, I can give mine.

First, I believe H.R. 3 discriminates against groups like full-time
moms and their families. They also discriminate against religious
day care centers. They also discrimiuiate against many home day
cares.

In the leng run, H.R. 3 is going to reduce the choice of both the
poor and the single mother. Likewise, H.R. 3 will be creating a
multi-million-dollar bureaucracy.

Why do I say these things? The reason I believe it discriminates
against full-time moms is because a lot of times, a mother decides
not to work, nrt because she is wealthy, but she has decided to sac-
rifice financial gain for taking care of her child.

H.R. 3 does not take care of a full-time mom. It discriminates.
Now, in addition to us having to continue to make our bills on one
income, we also have to pay additional taxes.

The reason it discriminates against religious day care is because
there are some sections there that talk about sectarian organiza-
tions, and when it comes time to getting Federal aid, they are
ﬁoing to have to meet some standards, ang what they will have to

o is give up their own standards just to be able to receive the
money.

What happens is that they are in there competing against State-
subsidized day care centers. For example, you have one group
trying to do it all on their own. The other one has a subsidy from
the government. So, in the end run, they were going to run out of
business.

If you used to have a choice concerning either taking your child
t:(};1 a religious day care center or to a State-run, you don’t have the
choice.

According to some statistics, a third of the day care centers are
religious connected and are non-profit organizations. Why do I say
that it is going to reduce the choices? The main reason is that after
a while, the only ones that will be able to survive will be State-run
or State-subsidized day care centers.

Why do I say this is a multi-million-dollar bureaucracy? As you
know, they kept continuing talking about quality. After a while,
pecple started to come up and say, what is important is to be able
to pay all of the workers so they can work harder. What that
means is their raises have gone up, but it doesn’t inean you are
paying less. All it means is you are getting paid more.
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The only way they will be able to handle that is uiey will have to
be paid more. In addition, you have to give more money to be able
to save money for yourself.

So, another thing is that they say it do2sn’t create a bureaucra-
cy. I ask the question: If you take all the money H.R. 3 plans to

ive, how much of that money will go to save you some money and
ow-much will go to run the system and to police the gystem?

The question I want to ask, what is haill)]ening is a subtle state-
ment that is being said here, is you don’t know how to take care of
;ﬁ)lur children, so let the government take car- of your children.

e way it is being said, for example, just a few minutes ago, a cer-
tain person said, if you give $800 to a poor person, they don’t know
h}c:w tolhandla that money, so they are going to spend it on some-
thing else.

I ask you the question: It seems to me that a person who really
cares for their child will be able to—since they care for them, this
will be a great c:ipportunity for them to manage their money ard
apply it to child day care.

0, the question I ask you is, who should decide what is best for
yourdg’hild, the government or yourself as a parent who is best pre-
pared?

Thank you very much.

Chairman HAwxINS. Thark you.

May I just say to you that we have heard these arguments across
the country. We heard them in Congress as well. There are certain
restraints that we recognize. We recognize the Constitution. Under
tae Constitution, you cannot give money to entities that discrimi-
nate against other taxpayers.

When you say that religious-based organizations would not have
the opportunity tv benefit, they will onlgy have the opportunity not
to benefit if they decide that they want to discriminate, and dis-
crimination is unlawful. For that reason, we have the provisiuns i
the proposal to protect the constitutional rights of citizens who co..-
!:ri}.‘;;l.lte taxpayer money who do not, want to be subjected to discrim-
ination,

So, it is very clear what we are doing there. We could not do oth-
erwise, constitutionall{.

Mr. JouN Frrz. If I may respond to that, sir? You know one
thing, I just want to say I believe that in our country, we have free-
dom of religion. Not necessary freedom from religion. M{ concern
is, for example, one of the people that I think are really being dis-
criminated against iy the full-time mom. I didn’t mentic.a they are
religious or not religious. They can come from any background.
Right now, they are not being taken care of.

Chairman Hawxins. Well, the bill does include a tax provision,
the earned-income tax provision. Taxes are not within the jurisdic.
tion of this committee. If you want to get a tax provision that will
give to moms, as you call them, with children, then I would suggest
*ou take that up with the Ways and Means Committee, not this
committee. This committee has no jurisdiction over taxes.

I am not so sure it is a good policy, but the point is, you are
speaking to the wrong committee. Go to Mr. Rostenkowski of Illi-
nois and you tell him to provide the money to do what ¥0 1 want to
do, and it may be the Congress will do that. I suggest you use that
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as your committee, as the committee that you make your argument
before. They will have to, of course, overcome the opposition of Mr.
Bush, who sa¥s no new taxes to provide the money.

Mzr. JouN Fite. You are going to have to try to overcome that

Chairman Hawxkins. No, I don’t think we need to. But it isn’t
within the jurisdiction of this committee. For that reason, we didn’t
get into the tax issues today. We did say we supported the earned-
Income tax credit, and we support child care.

Mrs. BonNIE FITE. May I ask one question? How do these reli-
gious day cares discriminate? We have a Catholic and Presbyterian
one.
~ Chairman Hawkins. If they don’t discriminate, they will benefit
under H.R. 3. They are still included. A Catholic institution such as

ou mentioned, or it coulu be Baptist, or Methodist, will be able to

enefit. They will be able to operate child care centers. They are
not excluded. I am only saying, however, if they d- decide to par-
ticipate and receive the money, then they must observe the consti-
tutional provisions, which says you cannot discriminate in enroll- ¢
ment or in the employment based on a religious preference.

In other words, you cannot just have members of your particular
sect. You must hire a qualified individual, regardless.

Voice FrRoM THE AUDIENCE. Could you have the Ten Command-
ments on the wall?

Chairman Hawgkins. You want to get into the legal implication?
I know where you stand. You could not provide any sectarian in-
struction of any kind. That is decided by the courts. We can argue
the legal implications of that from now until doomsday. I have al-
ready indicated today that we are perfectly willing, because we be-
lieve that the children of America deserve some attention, we are
willing to incorporate the provisions of both Mr. Downey’s propos-
al, which provides $200 million under Title XX, and our proposal.
We are willing to go that far to compromise and to provide both
provisions to get a bill through Congress.

Now, that is as far as we can go. But we cannot possibly violate
the Constitution. Now, if you pass a bill and do not have that pro-
tection in the bill, the bill is going to end up in the courts, and we
will still not have a child care bill.

We have said that we will pass a bill, and we will accept the
other approach provided that we can separate that provision if any
litigation is initiated, that it will only apply to that.

In other words, we want to protect the child care issue to that
extent. That is as far as one can go. We are reasonable. We are
fair-minded. We have listened to arguments on both sides. We have
come to the conclusion that to sit around here and continue to
waste time on something that is clearly unconstitutional or clearly
not introduced for any other reason than to defeat a l~zitimate
child care bill is wasting our time.

I am not personally fair-minded about it. I don’t even hear that
junk. I have been in public service for 50 years. I don’t intend tu
waste my time listening to such arguments and to people who
simply want to destroy a child care program——

VoICE FROM THE AUDIENCE. I just thought a representative of the
people might have both sides at a Congressional hearing.
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Chairman Hawxins. If you want to say something, we will be
glad to put it into the record. But if you want to just sabotage it,
that is your privilege.

Mr. JouN FitE. I know I am taking more than five minutes.

Chairman Hawxkins. This will be the last. I will not comment on
it. You may have the final word.

Mr. Joun Frre. That is very kind. I just want to say that, you
know, one, I support having some sort of government bill where
you can have money that supports day care centers. My concern is
that the way this is phrased right now, we want the—the word
that was being used over and over again was the word “gquality.” It
is very difficult %o define.

One of the areas of quality has to do with the matter of charac-
ter. Just recently, one of the ladies here quoted—*I have a dream,”
quoted Martin Luther King. I adm:re Martin Luther King. Believe
it or not, once this bill is passed, quite possibly you can learn, too,
much more about Martin Luther King because of his background,
or that it will have to excised out.

My concern is a matter of character and quality and love. I don’t
know that this is being fairly addressed.

Chairman Hawkins. Well, thank you very much for your testi-
mony.

That concludes the hearing.

[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the cor.mittee was adjourned.]
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January 22, 1590

EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE
HINORITY OFFICE

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

House Annex 2, Rooa 535

Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: Public Hearing -~ ABC Bill
Gentlepersons:

I am writing to you on behalf of the Professional Assnciaticn For
Childhood Education (PACE), an association of approximately &00
hundred private, proprietary, church-relatec and non-prefit child care
centers providers across the state of California.

We are disturbed that the House Committee on Education and Labor
reportedly held a public hearing on January 19, 1990 at which our
progran sectors were nct represented or allowed to testify regarding
the ABC Bill.

Our center nembers believe the appropriate role of the government is
and should continue to be helping low-income parents and children.
Federal legislation should be _.-ected specifically toward parents
caximizing their free choice, choazes they need and desire for their
personal fasily situations. It should provide for a healthy pluralisa
of child care providers, rot create a monopolistic bureaucratic systea.

HR3. as currently crafted has serious probleas. We are seriously
concerned with the proposal by Congru~«ran Hawking, the "Title 1II
Schcol-based Child Care Initiative™ to institutionalize three and four
year olds in the public school setting. This atteaspt is not in the
best interest of the age group 1n question and is not consistent with
good pedagogy for young children. Multi-year research shows existing
prekindergarten and esven kindergarten programs in public school
cettings are decidedly wanting on a large number of scales (Young
Children, September 1989). Critical areas such as teacher preparaticn,
progran content, aulti-cultural sansitivity, parent tnvolvesent and
regulatory stardards arc clearly lacking. We are keerly aware that we
ars not alone in these concerns. Many other practitioners, educators,
child study experts and authors have advocated in behalf of children
and families concern:ng appropriate child development programs and
practices.
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The Titles III and IV ABC portiocn will begin a new federal grant
Prograa and as constructed, will prevent equal participation of
raligious centers. This wields contentious ccnstitutional debate
with church/state implications, another serious flaw,.

We -support an approach similar to Congressaen Downey, Miller, Stenholm
and Shaw which calls for increases in proven and demonstrated existing

. federal programs, namely the “Dependent Earned Income Tax Credit“ and
"Title XX Service Block Grants.*

€hilc core and development programs are highly specialized and for the
ROSt part are well adapted to meet the developrental needs of the
children they serve. Why can’t we simply continue to regard them with
the special status they deserve, free from the gocial and academic
pressurer that influence the rest of elesentary and secondary education
sectors? Bound early childhood education is clearly an extension of
the hoce, not of the public school.

The"ABC bill continues to raise our consciocusness and horizons, as well .
&% many of our doubts and consequential problecs. It also ignores the
tontroversial differences between early childhcod education and formal
educaticn. It now Proposes to burden a formal education syeten already

in crisis. Let’s not Propagate core miseducation!

We comait owr Pledge to work with you and the Comnittee in he next
Congress to craft a core appropriate legislative vehicle which reflects
the w~ell-being of sound education in out-of-hoae care programs for
children, without the pitfalls, risks and constituticnal battles of the
current ABC.

Cordjally,
ra
Lisda Lovett 3

Southern Califcrnia Regional Coordinator
AC 714 689-7022

, O ‘
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GLENN AUSTIN M.D.. INC.
PEOIATRICS ANO YOUNS ADULTS
1000 FREMOKY AVENUE AT LOTOLA CORNERS
108 ALYOS. CALIZORNtA Ba022
TELLPHONE: (4191 340 660

15 Jan. 1990

Lisa Morin

c/o The House Comnittee on Education and Labor
House annex # 2: Room £35

Washington, D.C., 20515

Dear Ms. Morin:

Enclosed, as you regquested, ny statement for the record on the
subject of child care as testinony fer the House Subcomnittee ©1
Human Resources. I am sorry that the Subcommittee process doei
not allow a wide range of views to be presented in person at the
San Francisco hearings. Please send me a copy of the transcript
of the hearings and statements subnitted.

Sincerely,

R~

Glenn Austin, M.D., F.A.A.P.
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TESTIHONY ON CHILD CARE LEGIGLATION FOR (HE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HUMAN RESOURCES
By Glenn Austin, M.D., Pediatrician and Author, 1/19/90

Currently the government lacks an effective social or tax policy
which allows or encourages american families to give optimum care
to their children. Some of the current child care proposals being
considered will inadvertently discriminate against mothers at home
and possibly encourage a decrease in mothering time for American
children. Certainly a large percentage of mothers work outside of
the home and many have problems obtaining quality day care for
their children. However figures used to support the need for
expanding day care are often exaggerated, as is the basic premise

that children will do as well in day care as they do at home.

The Institute for American Values his gathered accurate statistics
which show, for example, that only 1.5% of preschool children are
cared for in day care centers. 23.5% are cared for by father or
other relatives in the child's or relative's home. Among mothers
of preschool children nationally over Lalf are not employed or are
not enpioyed full time. Of those employed muny work at home. The
largest single group of children are in traditional families witu
nother at home and father working. Surveys hav. shown that half
of working mothers felt that they are missing out on the best years

of their child's life and that the great majority of mothers at
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hone are satisfied with their role. Thus around 75% of American
nothers prefer to stay at home with their children. Governmental
support for day care ray have the effect of increasing the current
percentage of children in day care but offers no incentive for
fathers and relatives to continue caring for preschoolers in the
home and no help for the major.ity of mothers who would rather be

at home with their children.

One reason that so many mothers work outside the homz is the tax
policy of the United States Government. The logic and desirability
of strengthening the faaily and euncouraging mothers to stay home
to mother their children was recognized by Congress in 1948 when
they established a $600.00 income tax deduction for each child.
An inatteative Congress has allowed inflation to erode the value
of this deduction to around 10% of its original worth. The
Treasury Department calculates that the 2quivalent deduction now
would be $5600.00. The lack of this deduction is one major reason
vwhy mothers economically nust seek employment outside the hone,
often against their will. This leaves the United States as the
only Western industrialized nation lacking a racional social and

tax policy which encourages mothers to mother.

Hother3 at home are the mcst effective and economical child care
providers. Dr. Sanford M. Du...oush of the Stanford Center for the
Study of Famil‘es, Children and Youth wrote, "What do families do
best? We must recognize those key interpersonal functions that are

best performed one-on-one in an atmosphere of warmth and caring.
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Families are still essential; there 4is no cost-effective
substitute. strengthening the new families is not an option; it's
a necessity for society's survival.® Increasing day care

availability will do little to Strengthen the family.

The need for each child to have a mother at home to nurture,
protect and teach has, if anything, increased since 1948. Research
clearly shows that inadequate bonding may occur when mother is not
around for the first 4 months of 1life. This bonding helps
establish a lasting attitude of trust of people within the infant.
‘Changes in personnel caring for the baby between 6 to 12 months
creates anxieties in children. A large percentage of day care
personnel are transient. The Harvard Preschool Studies and the
experience of the State of Missouri Public School Systen's Parents
as Teachers Program demonstrate that toddlers increase their
intelligence quotient and language skills when they have effective
nothers at home. Kindergarten teachers complain that children
coning into their classes from large day care facilities exhibit
a gang mentality and are more aggressive and difficult to control
than children coming from home. Recent studies indicate that latch
key children are twice 25 likely to become drug abusers as children

whose mothers are at home.

In my opinion ths best way to help American children, their
families and their mothers will be to significantly increase the
income tax deduction for each child. This will allow more mothers

to stay at home with their children either full or part time. Zt
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would aot discriminate against working mothers or against mothers
at home. It would avoid the growth of another large Federal
bureaucracy. For the poor, a tax credit could be given when their
children are cared for in situations which will give them a head

start toward education and social responsibility.

In summary, children with mothers at home develop better social
traits, better acaderic and social skills and are less likely to
become drug abusers. The great majority of mothers weuld rather
be at hcme with their children; they should be to assure the
maximum sccial and intellectual development of their children.
Federal income tax policy and inflation has made this difficult for
American families. Tax policy should be changed to encourage and
enable mothers to stay at home or to afford really quality day care
for their children. This may avoid long lasting personal and
! societal damage which can occur from putting infants and smail

children into institutional day care facilities.

O
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