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Lack of Child Care Represents a
Major Barrier to Employment of
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CHILD CARE

Most families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children
today consist of a mother and children, with no father present. Of
the more than 2.9 million families receiving AFDC in January 1972,
an estimated 1.8 million have a child under age 6. In about 800,000
of the families, the tyoungest child is between the ages of 6 and 12. In
terms of numbers of children, one-third (2.6 million) of the 7.7 million
children on the AFDC rolls in January 1972 were under 6 years of
age while two-fifths (3.2 million) were between 6 and 12 years old.

In view of the number of children on welfdre requiring child care
in order for their mothers to work, it is not surprising that a number of
studies conducted by and for the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare in recent years have pointed up the major barrier to
employment of welfare mothers that lack of child ‘care represents.

Present Law

Under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program
(Title IV, Part A of the Social Security Act), Federal funds are
available to pay part of the cost of child care in three ways:

(1) 90 percent Federal matching is available to the States
under an earmarked appropriation for child care services to
mothers participating in the Work Incentive Program;

(2) 75 percent Federal matching is available to the States for
child care services provided employed mothers not participating
in the Work Incentive Program. Low-income mothers not on
welfare but likely to become dependent may at the State’s option
also receive federally-matched subsidization of child care costs
under this provision; and . :

(3) Child care costs may be considered' a necessary work
expense in determining income for welfare purposes, in effect
reimbursing & mother through the welfare payment for the cost
of child care.

Child Care Under the AFDC Program (other than WIN child care) —
In fiscal year 1971, an average of 129,000 children of mothers either
receiving welfare or likely to become dependent on welfare were
provided child care under direct payment by the State welfare agency,
with 75 percent Federal matching; the total Federal cost was $130
million. In fiscal year 1972, it is estimated that this amount will
increase to $263 million, with an average of 273,000 children provided
child care services.

States may provide a partial or total subsidy of the child care cost
of low-income working mothers whose income is too high to be eligible
for welfare assistance; 75 percent Federal matching is available. Most
States have chosen not to take advantage of this provision.

Since child care costs may be subtracted from income in determining
the amount of welfare a family is entitled to, all States provide partial
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subsidization of child care costs to families whose income would make
them ineligible for welfare were the child care costs not subtracted.
For example, in a State with a needs-standard of $300 for a family of
four, a mother with countable income of $310 may deduct $60 in
monthly child care expenses and receive a $50 monthly welfare check—
in effect a partial subsidy of the cost of the care.

In fiscal year 1971, an average of 342,000 children had their day
care paid for by their mothers with the cost deducted as a work
expense; the Federal cost was an estimated $68 million. This amount is
expected to increase in fiscal 1972 to $80 million with child care
provided for an average of 385,000 children.

The cost per year of child care averaged $1,343 in fiscal year 1971
when paid by the State welfare agency; the amount of child care costs
deducted as a work expense averaged $330. The difference reflects the
fact that in many cases only a part of the child care cost is deducted;
it probably also indicates that mothers srrange for a less expensive
form of child care when they are required to find it and pay for it
themselves, with subsequent reimbursement. Though the cost per
year of child care paid for the State welfare agencies averaged $1,343
In fiscal year 1971, the average in the individual States varied widely.

Child Care Under the Work Incentive Program.—The Social Security
Act (Section 402(a)(15)) requires that child care services be furnished
for any mother referred to and enrolled in the Work Incentive Program.
In September 1971, child care services were provided to a-total of
136,100 children whose mothers were enrolled in the program.

Of this total, 65,500 of the children were under 6 years of age.
About 49 percent of these preschool-age children received child care in
their own home; 12 percent in relatives’ homes; 15 percent in family or
group day care homes;and 15 percent in day care centers.

In that same month; child care services were also provided to
70,600 school-age: children whose mothers were enrolled in the Work
Incentive Program. About 46 percent of these children received care
in theirown home; 9 percent in relatives’ homes; 11 percent in family
or group day care homes; 5 percent in day care centers; 6 percent of the
chi%(riren looked after themselves;.and for 14 percent of the children, the
mothers participated in the program only while the children were in
school..
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CHART 2

Child Care Arrangements of
Working Mothers Today
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The types of child care arrangements made under the WIN pro-
gram are similar to those made by working mothers generally. This is
not surprising, since according to the report of the Auerbach Corpora-
tion on the Work Incentive Program, it is the mothers themselves who
arrange for the child care:

In the cities selected for the child care studies, slightly over
two hundred mothers were interviewed to determine their need
for child care, what they were told about child care, and how it
was obtained. Our results show that not only did the overwhelm-
ing majority (88 percent) arrange their own plans, independent of
welfare, but that most (80 percent) were informed by their case-
workers that it ‘was their responsibility to do so. Even more
discouraging is the fact that the majority of mothers (83 percent)
who were informed about child care by their caseworker were
left with the impression that they could make use of any service
they wanted; approved services were not required.

The attitude at the local level also seems to have been a factor in the
inability of the D(ﬂ)artment of Health, Education, and Welfare to use
funds appropriated for WIN child care. Of $25 million appropriated
for fiscal year 1969, only $4 million was used; of $52 million appropri-
ated for fiscal year 1970, only $18 million was used; of $38 million
ap}l)‘ropriated for fiscal year 1971, only $29 million was used.

he Administration has argued in hearings on the welfare bill that
requiring States to pay 25 percent of the cost of child care has been the
reason for their inability to use day care appropriations, and that
assumption of the total cost by the Federal Government will solve the
problem. Recently enacted legislation increased Federal matching for
day care under the Work Incentive Program from 75 percent to 90

ercent.

P While lack of State funds is a contributing factor, other factors
acting to prevent the expansion of child care for mothers on welfare are
detailed in the Auerbach Report. That report notes that welfare
agencies have shown little interest in arranging for child care so that
mothers may participate in the Work Incentive Program. The Auer-
bach Report states that:

Institutionalized child care for WIN participants is rare, and
neither the private nor public sector is moving to develop ade-
quate child care facilities. Most mothers in the program have
made their own babysitting provisions; these arrangements are
fragile, and subject to frequent changes, interruptions, and
breakdowns. Many programs are admittedly unable to provide
child care, and so must limit participation to those mothers who
can make their own arrangements. fn addition to lack of funds,
restrictive local building codes and fire and welfare ordinances
make development of day care centers very difficult.

Income Tax Bedm:tion for Child Care and Other Household
Ezpenses.—Under the recently enacted Revenue Act of 1971 a
taxpayer is eligible for a tax deduction for child care and other house-
hold services if they are necessary in order for her to work. The
deduction is $400 monthly ($4,800 annually) for household services
and child care in the home; a separate limitation for child care provided
outside the home is set at $200 monthly for one child, $300 monthly
for two children, and $400 monthly for three children. The total
deduction for child care outside the home and household services and
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child care in the home may not exceed $400 monthly. This deduction
applies to single taxpayers and families whose total income is $18,000
or less; if income exceeds $18,000, the amount of the deduction is
reduced $1 for each $2 income above $18,000. The 1973 budget
estimates that the revenue loss related to this deduction will exceed
$300 million.

Child Care Legislation Pending in the Committee on Finance

The Committee has pending before it three major legislative pro-
posals designed to increase the availability of child care for welfare
mothers and low-income mothers not receiving welfare.

H.R. 1 would provide substantially increased Federal funds for
child care for mothers on welfare and would divide responsibility
between the Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare in arranging to make that care available.

The Long bill (S. 2003) would increase Federal matching for child
care and would create a new Federal Child Care Corporation whose
goal would be a broad expansion of the availability of child care.

Title VI of Ribicoff Amendment No. 318 to H.R. 1 would also estab-
lish a Federal Child Care Corporation which differs in a number of
respects from the one created under S. 2003.

ondale Amendments Nos. 1142 and 1143, Tunney Amendment No.
1144, and Javits Amendment No. 1147 would impose certain require-
ments on child care provided under H.R. 1. :

Each of these legislative proposals is discussed in detail below on
an issue-by-issue basis.

Child Development Legisiation

Under the Economic Opportunity Act grants may be made to
local agencies for Head Start programs. Under these programs com-
prehensive health, nutritional, education, social and other services
are provided to preschool age children. Most of the $332 million spent
in fiscal year 1971 paid for part-day and summer Head Start pro-
grams, but $99 million was used for full-day programs for 78,000
children. The 1973 budget estimates that the number of children
enrolled in full-day programs will remain at about this level in fiscal
years 1972 and 1973. ﬁout one-third of the mothers of children in
full-day Head Start programs are employed. )

Legislation contemplating an expansion of child - development
services passed the Congress in 1971 but was vetoed by the President.
The Senate Liabor and %ilblic Welfare Committee has just completed
its work on a new child development bill. Based on the experience
under the Head Start program, it seems likely that even with the
enactment of new legislation, for the foreseeable future comprehensive
child development services will e available on a full-day basis only in
limited quantity for the children of welfare mothers and low-income
working mothers. ‘

Outline of Staff Suggestion

In its work on the welfare portions of the 1970 Social Security
Amendments, the Committee recognized that Federal funding alone
had failed to result in any significant expansion of child care services
as required to permit mothers on welfare to partivipate in work and
training programs. The Committee approved Senator Long’s pro-
posal to establish & new Federal Child Care Corporation with the

72-838~—T2——-2
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responsibility for expanding the availability of child care services and
with the authority needed to do this. :

The Committee’s employment plan affecting 40 percent of the
family welfare caseload will require a very substantial increase in
child care, particularly during the summer, during school vacations,
and for the hours before and after school when a mother has left for
work or has not yet returned home. In addition, considerable time
and attention will be needed to train and supervise mothers in order
to utilize them in providing child care.

Under the staff suggestion, a new Federal Child Care Corporation
would be created as under the Long bill (S. 2003). The Corporation
would arrange for child care for mothers participating in the employ-
ment program (as well as for other working mothers) and would give
special attention in providing for child care to the preparation and
utilization of mothers participating in the employment program.

MAJOR ISSUES

Making Child Care Services Available

H.R. 1, the Long bill (S. 2003), and Ribicoff Amendment No. 318
all contemplate a direct Federal responsibility for making child care
avai}llagle, although H.R. 1 differs from the other two proposals in its
method. '

H.R. 1.—The Administration’s welfare bill anticipates a sub-
stantial expansion of child care. It is expected that most child care
%rovided under H.R. 1 would be for mothers in the Opportunities

or Families (OFF) Program. The House Report on the bill states
(page 166) that ‘‘the work requirement and manpower services pro-
gram will succeed or fail, depending on whether sufficient child care
opportunities can be created.”. H.R. 1 centers the responsibility for
groviding child. care services to mothers in work or training on the

ecretary of Labor; the House Report states its intention that when-
ever possible he would use facilities developed by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. However, when such facilities are
not available, it would be the responsibility of the Secretary of Labor
to secure child care through other sources. .

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare would have the
primary responsibility for child care planning, technical assistance,
facility construction and renovation grants, initial operating grants
for child care facilities, setting child care standards (with the con-
currence of the Department of Labor) and maintaining quality control,
and providing chi{)d care to vocational rehabilitation participants. -

The Federal government could pay up to 100 percent of child care
costs for welfare recipients. $700 million would be authorized for
fiscal year 1973, an amount estimated to provide child care for
875,000 children. In addition, $50 million would be authorized annually
for alteration, remodeling and construction ﬂgrants to create new child
care facilities. With the one-year delay in effective date now requested
by the Administration, these amounts would presumably apply to
fiscal year 1974 rather than 1973.

Both the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare and the
Secretary of Labor could charge parents fees, related to family income,
to Xay for part or all of the cost of care.

- As under current law, child care costs could be considered a neces-
sary work expense and thus deducted from income for welfare benefit
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purposes, in effect reimbursing a mother through the welfare payment
for the cost of child care. .

The actual method under which the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare would arrange for the provision of
child care are not specified in H.R. 1 nor in the Ways and Means
report. As of the writing of this pamphlet, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare has not responded to the stafi’s request for
information on their plans for making child care available under
H.R. 1; the entire response of the Labor Department is as follows:

The Department of Labor recognizes the importance of
timely and adequate provision of child care services if the Oppor-
tunities for Families Program is to enable mothers to work and
undertake training. Since H.R. 1 authorizes D/HEW gs the lead
agency in resource development, and mandates the DOL’s use
of HEW-developed resources where possible, joint planning and
cooperation of the two Departments is essential. An H.R. 1
Interagency Child Care Policy Planning Group has met reg-
ularly to jointly develop plans for various features of a child-
care system.

An OFP organizational structure and planning system will be
designed that is responsive to these child care requirements. The
focal point of this structure will be a Federal area manager; who
will among other functions and responsibilities determine the
most cost-effective use of funds in his area, taking into considera-
tion the job readiness of the OFP clientele, the availability of
services—including child care, and the job opportunities avail-
able for clients. .

To assure professional competency in DOL child care activities,
special and discrete staff will be assigned for this purpose at
regional, area, and local levels. This staff will advise top manage-
ment at their levels as to child care policies and practices, coor-
dinate with HEW and its agents on child care matters relating
to OFP, and implement the ‘‘fail safe” program when necessary.

In each OFP jurisdiction, the Department of Labor will be in
close touch—well before as well as after the OFP effective date—
with the HEW group responsible for creating and Froviding day-
care services. As far in advance as possible the OFP manager will
inform HEW of the anticipated requirements for OFP-related
day care, so that HEW has ample opportunity to create or
arrange suitable facilities. o

DOL/’s “fail safe”” system would be invoked only when HEW
developed facilities are not ‘‘available” (“‘available” to be
defined jointly by the two Departments). A procedure will be
used whereby HEW or its agent will affirm that it is unable to
provide the necessary resource at all, or in a timely enough
manner to meet DOL employment opportunities. DOL’s Federal
Area Manager will in those situations make whatever arrange-
ments are necessary-——consistent with overall standards agreed to
with HEW—to place children of OFP parents in suitable child
care settings. Whatever fail safe delivery system is used, data on
all care developed by OFP or its contractors will be forwarded to
HEW on a regular basis.

DOL’s contractor will carry out all National standards and
policies concerning delivery of child care. Special emphasis will be
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given to maximum parental discretion in selection of child care

arrangements. Research indicates that parents who have played a

m_af' or role in the selection of care arrangements for their children

will have more positive feelings toward the child care arrange-
ment and consequently feel more secure in the job or trainmg
setting. This will not, however, vitiate the requirement that
mothers with school-age children accept child-care arrangements
that meet interagency standards and are otherwise suitable.

A variety of care models will be available to the parent selected
for work or training. These would include center, family day, and
in-home care for the pre-school or school-age child. Public, not-
for-profit, and private facilities will be utilized as appears most
appropriate in that area.

n the development of after-school care resources, priority will
be given to school facilities. Alternative groups working with
young people such as settlement houses, Y%’V and YMCA’s, the
4-H clubs, Scouting organizations, etc., would be additional after
school resources. A day care home system where children would
check in with a day care mother before attending an approved
activity might also be a viable model.

A central payment system to be used by FAP and OFP to
reimburse vendors for services is presently under consideration.
Any vendor payment system utilized in DOL fail-safe would be
congruent with D/HEW’s.

Mondale Amendment No. 1143.—The Mondale Amendment would
modify H.R. 1 by deleting any suthority for the Secretary of Labor to
arrange for child care under the bill; only the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare would be given this authority.

Long Bill (S. 2003).—The Long bill would establish a new Federal
Child Care Corporation whose basic goal would be to arrange for
making child care services available throughout the nation to the
extent they are needed. The Corporation would have as its first priority
goal providing services to present, past, and potential welfare recip-
lents who need child care in order to undertake or continue employment
or training; and arranging for care in facilities providing hours of
child care sufficient to meet the child care needs of children whose
mothers are employed full time.

To provide the Corporation with initial working capital, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury would be required to lend the Corporation $500
million as working capital, to be placed in a revolving fund. With these
funds the Corporation would begin arranging for day care services.
Initially, the Corporation would contract with existing public, non-

rofit private, or proprietary facilities providing child care services.
5i‘he Corporation would also provide technical assistance and advice
to groups and organizations interested in setting up day care facilities
under contmctua% relationship with the Corporation. S. 2003 would in
addition authorize the Corporation to provide child care services
directly in its own facilities. It would be expected that services would
be provided directly only where public or private agencies, individuals,
or organizations are unable to develop adequate child care.

The Corporation would have three sources of funds with which to
operate:

; 1;1 A $500 million loan from the Treasury to initiate a revolving
und;
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2. Revenue bonds which could be sold to finance construction
of facilities; and '

3. Fees paid for child care services.

Offft,ht(ei three, fees would represent by far the most important source
of funds.

The Corporation would charge fees for all child care services pro-
vided or arranged for; these fees would go into_the revolving fund to
provide caﬁltal for further development of child care services. The
fees would have to be set at a reasonable level so that parents desiring
to purchase child care could afford them; but the fees would have to
be high enough to fully cover the Corporation’s costs in arranging
for the care.

The Federal Child Care Corporation which would be created under
S. 2003 would provide a mechanism for expanding the availability
of child care services, but it would not it;faff provide funds for the
subsidization of child care provided the children of low income work-
ing mothers. These funds would be authorized in the first part of
the bill, which would provide 100 percent Federal funding for child
care services to welfare recipients if the services were arranged through
the Corporation, and which would authorize Federal appropriations
to subsidize child care services for low-income working mothers not
eligible for welfare. ,

nder S. 2003, the Corporation’s operations and capital expendi-
tures over the long run would be financed entirely by fees paid by and
on behalf of persons receiving the services. The C)(;rporation would pay
interest on the initial $500 million loan from the Treasury, interest
which each year would match the average interest paid by the Treasury
on its borrowings. The Corporation would further be required to
amortize the loan over a 50-year period by paying back principal at the
rate of $10 million annually. Finally, the Corporation’s capital bonds
would be sold directly to the public and would not be guaranteed by
the Government but only by the future revenues of the Corporation.
Thus, they would not be tax-exempt.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318.—The Ribicoff amendment would
establish a Federal Child Care Corporation generally similar to that
under the Long bill. One major difference in terms of making child
care available is its provisions mandating substantial community
participation in the establishment, operation, and review of child
care services. Specifically, local, State, and regional councils would
be appointed .

“as necessary to insure that child care services are appropriately
located, that full utilization is made of existing resources, that
cooperation is obtained from education, health, child welfare,
social services, and voluynteer groups, and that substantial local
community participation in the establishment, operation, and
review of day care programs is obtained. Where child care services
are provided directly by the Corporation, such councils shall ad-
minister and operate such programs. Such councils shall include
not less than 25 percent of the membership as parents whose
children are presently in or have in the preceding five years been
enrolled in a day care program.”

The Ribicoff Amendment contemﬁlates substantial Federa] appro-
priations in addition to the funds the Corporation will receive from
the Treasury loan and from fees.
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Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the Committee approve
the basic approach of establishing a corporation with the respon-
sibility of arranging for making child care services available.

Persons Eligible for Child Care Services and Kinds of Sub-
sidies

H.R. 1—H.R. 1 directs the Secretary of Labor to arrange for child
care services, to the extent funds are available for persons “who need
child care services in order to accept or continue to participate in man-
power services, training, or employment, or vocational rehabilitation
services.”” He may require the parent to pay part or all of the cost of the
services in accordance with a fee schedule to be prepared by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

As under current law, child care costs could be considered a neces-
sary work expense and thus deducted from income for welfare benefit

urposes, in effect retmbursing a mother through the welfare payment
or the cost of child care.

The House Report anticipates that the $700 million authorized for
child care costs would be used primarily to pay for child care when the
mother is training, while the earnings disregard provision would be
used when the mother is working. In other words, once a mother has a
job she would be required to pafr for her child care out of her earnings,
if her earnings are substantial enough, and then get credit for the
expenditures by deducting the cost from the earnings which would
otherwise be used to reduce welfare benefits.

Long Bill (S. 2003).—The Long bill contemplates & 100 percent
Federal subsidy for child care services to mothers receiving welfare.
In addition, the bill would authorize appropriations for 100 percent
of the cost of subsidizing a portion of the child care costs for children
in low income families not receiving welfare where such services are
necessary to enable the mother to work. The percentage of costs sub-
sidized in each individual case would depend on the funds appro-
priated, with the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare author-
ized to set up a schedule of subsidy percentages based on family income
and the funds available.

Any mother would be eligible to receive child care through the Child
Care Corporation, although first priority would be given to providing
services to present, past, and potential welfare recipients, and other
mothers working full-time. Mothers in middle income families would
be expected to benefit from the recently enacted child care deduction
provisions of the Revenue Act of 1971. ,

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318.—The Ribicoff Amendment specifies
that no fees may be charged to participants in the Opportunities For
Families program or other manpower training programs during the
training period and for one year following commencement of full-time
employment. In addition, the amendment specifies that the Corporaf
tion’s fee schedule ‘‘shall be designed to encourage the utilization o-
the most comprehensive day care program.”

Elements of Consideration.—It is at least as important to continue to
make child care accessible to mothers who have worked their way off
welfare, and to other low-income mothers who are not on welfare, as it
is to provide child care to mothers on welfare—perhaps more so, since
the former have already demonstrated their capacity for economic
independence. It would appear that any program should assure access
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to child care services for low-income working mothers not on welfare
and should provide at Jeast a partial subsidy so that they can afford
to continue working. :

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that any fee schedule estab-
lished for working mothers incorporate these two elements: (1) the
increase in fee related to family income should be reasonably gradual
so as not to provide a work disincentive by sharply diminishing the
value of each additional dollar earned; and (2) the subsidy should be on
a percentage rather than flat dollar basis so that a mother desiring a
more educationally oriented form of child care will receive a higher
subsidy if she does so. It is also recommended that the subsidy be
administered by the Federal Employment Corporation.

Child Care Standards and Cost of Care

The two issues of standards for child care services and the cost of
child care are closely linked.

Personnel costs generally represent about 75 percent to 80 percent
of the total cost of providing child care. It is for this reason that the
major difference in the cost of different child care programs is most
likely to be & reflection of the number of .children per staff member.

Various projections showing the cost of full-day child care for a
pre-school age child exceeding $2,000 annually have been based on an
assumption that there will be no more than five children per staff
member; this is the ratio applicable under the Federal standards set
(but apparently not enforcecg by the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare for three to four year olds. State standards today
typically set a maximum of 10 to 15 preschool-age children per staff
member. '

Very few working mothers actually pay $2,000 for child care.
About three-quarters of the children whose mothers work full time
receive free care—usually in their own home by a member of their
family or a relative. It a‘ipears that well under 10 percent of the chil-
dren whose mothers work receive child care costing the mother more
than $50 per month. However, the actual cost of providing care
might be higher than the amount the mother pays, with a mother
receiving some form of subsidy covering the portion of cost of care
not borne by her. Subsidized full-day %-ogra.ms emphasizing early
childhood education, such as some of the Headstart projects, cost
about $1,600 annually.

Federal Standards—In its report on child care under the Work
Incentive Program, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
comments that ‘‘some agencies believe the Federal Interagency Day
Care Standards are unrealistic.” In particular, the Kederal standards
for day care centers require one adult for every § children 3 to 4 years
old, and one adult for every 7 children 4 to 6 years old. Since staffing
costs represent: 75 to 80 percent of child care center costs, and since
more staff is required under the Federal standards than under the
licensing requirements of almost all States, federally shared child
care costs may be expected to become rather !ﬁifher than present
costs in the States. The Auerbach report on child care under the
Work Incentive Program noted that ‘“‘it has been estimated that to
com{)ly with the Federal Interagency Day Care Standards . . .
would cost over $2,000 a year per child. This is more than can be
paid by local agencies.”
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State Licensing Requirements: Health and Safety.—The Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare comments in its report on WIN
child care that ‘“local building codes and fire and welfare ordinances
often make development of day care centers difficult, especially in
inner city areas where many AFDC mothers live.” The Auerbach
report similarly states that ‘“the greatest stated problem [concerning
physical facilities] is in meeting the various local ordinances which,
according to some staffs, are prohibitive. Some examples are: windows
no more than “x” feet from the floor, sanitation facilities for children,
appropriately scaled, sprinkler systems, fireproof construction, etc.”

Other State Licensing Requirements.—Qther State licensing require-
ments relate to staff and facilities of child care centers; States vary
widely in their requirements.

In most States, it is the welfare agency that has responsibility for
licensing of child care centers. Generally, any center providing care to
at least four preschool-age children must be licensed; in & number of
States, infants under 2 or 3 years old may not receive care in a group
care center.

State requirements on child care center staffing generally depend on
the age of the children. For children age 3 or 4 years, States typically
require one adult for every 10 children; for children age 4 to 6 years,
one adult for every 10 to 15 children; and for children of school age,
one adult for every 15 to 25 children.

States usually explicitly or implicitly require child care center direc-
tors to be at least 21 years of age, with either experience in child care
or educational preparation at the college level in child development or
early childhood education. Lesser qualifications are required of other
staﬁy of the child care center. Both initial and annual physical exami-
nations are required of center personnel in most States.

In addition to State and local fire, health, zoning, safety, and sani-
tation requirements, most States require child care centers to provide
at least 35 square feet of indoor space per child and 75 feet of outdoor
play space; an isolation room or area must be available for children
who become ill; and special provision must be made for the children’s

naps.

g?mlld Care Standards Under H.R. 1 —In testimony before the Com-
mittee, Secretary Richardson indicated that the Administration plans
to subject all child care furnished under H.R. 1 to the Federal Inter-
agency Day Care Requirements. It should be noted that these require-
ments incorporate by reference all State and local licensing require-
ments. In June 1971, draft-revised Federal day care requirements were
prepared by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and
distributed for comment. To date, however, no further action has been
taken and the requirements stand as originally published.

For a preschool-age child, the Department estimates a cost of $1,600
a year for care in a child care center, $894 a year for in-home care, and
$866 for family day care. For school-age children, care in a center is
estimated at $732, in-home care $716, and family day care $542; these
figures include full-time day care during the summer and vacations.

S. 2003.—The Long bill specifies minimum standards in the statute
requiring child care facilities to have adequate space, adequate staffing
and adequate health and safety requirements. It attempts to avoid
overly rigid requirements in order to allow the Federal Child Care
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Corporation the maximum amount of discretion in_ evaluating the
suitability of an individual facility in the context of its location, the
type of care provided, and the age group served by it. Unlike the

ederal Intera%ancy Day Care Requirements, S. 2003 does not require
that child care be primarily oriented toward early childhood education;
there are no requirements in the bill on the content and nature of the
child care program. The bill specifically provides for the monitoring
of child care facilities at least annually, to insure that they meet the
minima] Federal standards.

The cost of child care under S. 2003 is not specified, since it would
depend on the type of care provided. Since the Federal Child Care
Corporaticn woulg not subsidize child care but only arrange for its
provision, the type of care provided would depend on the Corpora~
tion’s customers. Although the Corporation would arrange for some
of the more expensive, educationally oriented child care for some
children where the care is subsidized, the bulk of the free or sub-
sidized care would probably be inexpensive family child care provided
by another mother in the neighborhood.

Mondale Amendment No. 1142.—This amendment requires that
Federal day care standards established by the Secretary for child
care under H,R. 1 “shall be consistent with the Federal interagency
day care requirements as promulgated on September 23, 1968.”

Joavits Amendment No. 1147.—The Javits Amendment requires
that all child care services provided under H.R. 1 “shall be designed
to meet the educational, health, nutritional, and other needs of the
children served in order that each such child shall have a full oppor-
tunity to attain his or her full potential.” .

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318.—The Ribicof amendment incor-
porates the current Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements as
well as the standards under S. 2003.

A comparison of the provisions of these legislative proposals
relating to child care standards is shown in table 1; specific issues
involving standards are discussed below.

72-888—72——3
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TABLE 1.—-PROVISIONS: RELAT

Current Federal Regulations®

1. State and local All facilities must be licerised under
licensing applicable State and local licensing
laws; Federal regulations are in’
addition to State and local require-
ments

2. Staffing require-
ments: _
a. Child care center Not more than 5 children age 3 to 4.
per adult; not more than 7 children
a%e 4 to 6 per adult; not more than
ld cl:{wildren age 6 through 14 per
adu

b. Home child care Generally, not more than 6 children
per aduit
3. Staff qualifications Must meet State requirements; alil-
staff must receive continuous in-
service training in child develop-
ment; nonprofessional staff must
be given career progression op-

portunities
4, Safety Meets State and local requirements
5. Health General requirements of sanitation

and public health measures

6. Education Educational opportunities must be
provided every child under the
supervision and direction of a staff
member trained or experienced in
child growth and development

7. Social services Provision must be made for social
services under the supervision of a
staff member trained or experi-
enced in the field

8. Parent involvement  Parents must be Erovided opportuni-
ties to work with the child care pro-
gram and to observe their children
in the facility; whenever an agency
provides child care for 40 or more
children, there must be a policy
advisory committee (with at least
50 percent parents or parent rep-
resentatives selected by the par-

! Mondale amendment No. 1142 incorporates these regulations. N
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ING TO CHILD CARE STANDARDS

Long Bill (8. 2003)

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318

Federal:standards are in lieu
of State and local require-
ments

Not more than 10 children per
adult

Not more than 8 children per
adult

“Qualified staff member"”’
means an individual who has
received training in or dem-
onstrated ability in the care
of children

Meets Life Safety Code of the
National Fire Protection
Association )

General requirements of sani-
tation and public health
measures )

Not specified; educational
services may be provided
but are not required

No requirement

Parents must be afforded an
opportunity of meeting and
consulting with staff con-
cerning their children and
observing their children
while receiving care

All facilities must be licensed
under applicable State and
local licensing laws; Federal
regulations are in addition
to State and local require-
ments.

Not more than 5 children age 3
to 4 per adult; not more than
7 children age 4 to 6 per
adult; not more than 10
children age 6 through 14
per adult

Generally not more than 6
children per adult

Must meet State requirements;
all staff must receive contin-
uous in-service training in
child development; nonpro-
fessional staff must be given
career progression oppor-
tunities

Meets both the Life Safety Code
and State and local require-
ments

General requirements of sani-
tation and public health
measures

Educational opportunities must
be provided every child under
the supervision and direction
of a staff member trained or
experienced in child growth
and development

Provision must be made for
social services under the
supervision of a staff mem-
ber trained or experienced in
the field

Parents must be provided op-
portunities to work with the
child care program and to
observe their children in the
facility; whenever an agency
provides child care for 40 or
more children, there must be
a policy advisory committee
(with at least 50 percent
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TABLE 1.—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
Current Federal Regulations!

8. Parent involvement—  ents in a democratic fashion) which
Continued assist in the development of child

care programs, participate in the

selection of program directors and

staff, and are otherwise involved

in the administration of child care

programs
9. Enforcement of No provision
standards
10. Penalty for false No provision
statement or mis-
representation
11. Modification of (Regulations may be modified at any
standards time)

1 Mondale amendment No. 1142 incorporates these regulations.
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CHILD CARE STANDARDS—Continued

Long Bill (S. 2003)

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318

Requires establishment within

the Corporation of an Office
of Program Evaluation and
Auditing with function of
monitoring at least once an-
ggﬁally the standards in the
i

False statement or misrepre-
sentation in order to quality
as a child care facility pun-
ishable by fine of up to
$2,000 or imprisonment up
to 6 months

Corporation directed to study
standards and report to
Congress by January 1976
with recommendations (if
any) for changes.

parents or parent represent-
atives selected by the parents
in a democratic fashion)
which assist in the develop-
ment of child care programs,
participate in the selection
of program directors and
staff, and are otherwise in-
volved in the administration
of child care programs; at
least 2 of the 5 members of
the Board of Directors of the
Corporation must be repre-
sentatives of nonprofit local
community participation in-
terests; where child care
services are provided directly
by the Corporation, local
councils (at least 25 percent
of whose membership con-
sists of parents) must admin-
ister and operate the child
care programs

Requires establishment within

the Corporation of an Office
of Program Evaluation and
Auditing with function of
monitoring at least once an-
g!.;?lly the standards in the
i

False statement or misrepre-
sentation in order to qualify
as a child care facility pun-
ishable by fine of up to
$2,000 or imprisonment up
to 6 months; in addition,
facilities involved shall be in-
elgible to participate in any
federally funded or assisted
day care program for 2 years
following conviction

Corporation directed to review

standards at least once a year
“and make amendments as
needed to assure the highest
possible standards for day
care.”
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Issues Related to Child Care Standards

1. Staffing Requirements

H.R. 1—The Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements, which
would be applicable under H.R. 1, set the following limits on the
number of children per staff member:

1. The family day care homes, (a) if the children receiving
care are from infancy through six years, not more than two
children under 2 and not more than 5 children in total, including
the family day care mother’s own children under 14 years old;
(b) if the children are age 3 through 14, not more than 6 children
including the family day care mother’s children.

2. In a group day care home, (a) no children under age 3; (b)
not more than 5 children per adult if the children are below age 6;
and (¢) not more than 6 children per adult otherwise.

3. In a day care center, (a) if children are 3 to 4 years old, not
more than five children per adult; (b) if children are 4 to 6 years
old, not more than 7 children per adult; and (¢) if children are
6 through 14 years old, not more than 10 children per adult.

S. 2003.—Under the Long bill, the Federal Child Care Corporation
may not require more adults than are needed to achieve a ratio of:

1. Eight children per adult, if child care is furnished in a home;

2. Ten children per adult if care is furnished in a child care
center; and

3. 25 to 1 for recreational programs.

Although the corporation may not require a lower number of children
pgr 1a,dul'c, it may arrange for care in facilities with less children per
adult.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318 and Mondale Amendment No. 1142 —
These amendments, like H.R. 1, adopt the Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements.

Current State Reguirements.—State requirements on child care center
staffing generally depend on the age of the children. For children age
3 or 4 years, States typically require one adult for every ten children;
for children age 4 to 6 years, one adult for every 10 to 15 children;
and for children of school age, one adult for every 15 to 25 children.

Elements of Consideration.—In discussions of child care services, the
maximum number of children per adult is usually cited as the most
critical factor affecting the quality of the child care services provided.
At the same time, personnel costs represent the single most expensive
item in child care costs. It would appear reasonable to set any Federal
standards at a minimally acceptable level that can actually be
achieved, given funding limitations and the limited number of persons
trained to work in child care. The standards in S. 2003 are at such a
level; at the same time, the bill does not preclude child care services
with lower numbers of children per staff member.

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the Committee approve
the staffing standards in S. 2003.

2. Requiring That All Child Care Be Early Childhood Education

Another controversial and emotional issue revolves around the
position taken by a number of witnesses that all child care should
provide an early childhood education experience. Without being too
specific about the nature of this experience, early childhood education
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advocates frequently characterize the programs as ‘“comprehensive
child development programs’—in contrast with ‘“mere custodial
care,” that is, care like that provided by mothers in their own home
to their own children. Hea,(i) Start programs are usually cited as
examples of comprehensive child development programs.

HR. 1.—The Federal Interagency Day Cga.re Requirements,
applicable under H.R. 1, require that educational opportunities be
provided every child regardless of the type of facility 1n which child
care is provided, and that the educational activities must be under the
supervision and direction of a staff member trained or experienced in
child growth and development. Without supplying any more detail on
what constitutes an educational program, the Federal requirements
state that “the daily activities for each child in the facility must be
designed to influence a positive concept of self and motivation, and to
enhance his social, cognitive, and communication. skills.” ‘

S. 2003.—The 'Long bill proposal avoids reguiring that all child
care arranged for by the Federal Child Care (ggrporation be educa-
tional in nature, nor does it require a formal educational component.
However, educationally oriented child care may be arranged for by
the Corporation if fees are available to pay for this kind of care.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318.—The Ribicoff amendment incorporates
the requirements of present Federal regulations, and, in addition,
requires that the Corporation’s fee schedule ‘“‘shall be designed to
encourage the utilization of the most comprehensive day care
program.”’ ‘

Mondale Amendment No. 1142.—The Mondale amendment incor-

orates the provisions of the Federal Interagency Day Care
%equirements.

Javits Amendment No. 1147 —This amendment requires that all
child care furnished under H.R. 1 ‘“meet the educational, health,
nutritional, and other needs’” of children so that each child shall
“have a full opportunity to attain his or her full potential.”

Effectiveness of Early Childhood Educational Programs.—Though ad-
vocates of early childhood education programs cite the immediate
intellectual gains children realize as a result of their participation,
evaluations of the programs have been virtually unanimous in agree-
ing that the gains are short-lived. For example, in 2 summ of
recent research on early childhood development issued by the National
Institute of Mental Health in 1970, the authors noted the ‘“‘consistent
findings of a dropoff of the gains achieved in the short-term programs
when these programs are terminated. . . . Almost all the studies in
the literature show a decline in performance after the short-term

programs are ended for the children. . . . The evidence is fairly clear
that the gains of programs that are of a short term are gains that fail
tolast. . . . Thereis no evidence . . . that pre-school instruction has

lasting effects upon mental growth and development.” ‘

In an article entitled ‘“The Environmental Mystique” that appeared
in the magazine Childhood Education in 1970, Dr. Edward Zigler
Director of the Office of Child Development in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, stated:

Learning is an inherent feature of being a human being.
The only meaningful question, therefore, is not “Why do children
learn?” but, “Why is it that some children do not learn?’ Ap-

~ proached in this way, the problem is not one of getting inteli)i-
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gence into nonlearners but rather of determining the conditions
and attitudes that interfere with the natural process of learning.
We are all aware that children learned before cognitive theorists
told us how and before the invention of talking typewriters.
Indeed, children learned before schools of any sort existed. How
could this learning have been possible without the formal pro-
graming of experiences which we have come to associate with the
formal educational process? The answer, I think, is that in his
natural state the child is & much more autonomous learner than
adherents of the pressure-cooker approach would believe. I am
convinced the child does most of his learning on his own and often
the way to maximize it is simply to let him alone. He accomplishes
some of the most significant learning in his everyday interaction
with his environment. Learning for the child is, thus, a continuous
process and not one limited to the formal instruction and whizbang
remedial efforts that have recently captured our attention. . . .
Whatever the nature of cognitive development might be, such
development has been overemphasized in our current society.

Thus it has been repeatedly found that by the third or fourth grade
there is no difference between children who have had preschool
educational experience and those who have not. The following con-
clusion was drawn from this by Professor Carl Bereiter; who has
devoted his career to the education of young children, {in a paper
presented at Johns Hopkins last year:

It appears that the main thing wrong with day care is that there
is not enough of it and the main reason there i1s not enough of it
is that it costs too much. At the same time, those who are pro-
fessionally dedicated to advancing day care seem to be pressing
continually to make it more costly by setting certification re-
quirements for day care workers and by insisting that day care
should be educational and not just high-quality institutionalized
baby-sitting.

. . . Producing & measurable educational effect in young
children is far from easy; . . . it requires as serious a commit-
ment to curriculum and teaching as does education in older
children. I cannot imagine day care centers on a mass basis carry-

"ing out educational programs of the kind needed to produce
measurable effect. If they cannot do so, then it will prove in the
long run a tactical blunder to keep insisting that day care must
be educational. Sooner or later those who pay for it will begin
demanding to see evidence that educational benefits are being
produced, and the evidence will not come forth.

It would seem to me much wiser to seek no more from day
care than the sort of high quality custodial care that a child
would receive in a well-run home, and to seek ways to achieve
this level of care at a cost that would make it reasonable to
provide it to all those who need it. One should not have to justify
day care on grounds that it will make children do better in
school any more than one should have to justify a hot lunch

rogram that way. ’

Educational Services for School-Age Children.—1t is anticipated that
most of the children receiving child care under any employment
program approved by the Committee will be children who are in
school most of the hours of the day nine months of the year, and who
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will require supervision only during the hours they are not in school
and during vacation periods. There appears to be no reason to require
that educational services be provided to a child who already spends
six hours a day in school.

In testimony before the Finance Committee, Dr. Zigler stated that
for $80 a year per child an enrichment program could be provided for
children receiving child care in family day care homes. Another ap-
proach suggested would have children receiving care in family child
care homes go to a child care center several times during the week for a
more educationally oriented experience at a much lower cost than if
they spent full time in the day care center. Thus it should be possible
with some imagination to enrich the experience of children who receive
care in a home setting while at the same time not adding prohibitively
to the cost of child care.

Staff suggestion.—It is recommended that any Federal standards
applicable to child care for mothers participating in an employment
program not limit the care the children can receive to early childhood
education. At the same time there is no reason why care cannot be
provided in Head Start or other educationally orientated programs
to the extent that these programs can accommodate children for
whom the Corporation is arranging child care.

In addition, it could be required that educationally oriented child
development services that are provided meet any applicable State or
local educational standards. This would be in keeping with the general
philosophy of State and local control of education.

3. Providing Health Services

It has been suggested by several witnesses that health care services
should be provided as part of the child care program for all children
receiving care with direct or indirect Federal support.

H.R. 1.—The Federal Interagency Day Care requirements, appli-
cable under H.R. 1, require that the health of each child be evaluated
when the child first receives child care and subsequently at appropriate
intervals. Arrangements must be made for medical and dental care
and other health-related treatment for each child, using existing
community resources; in the absence of other financial resources, the
child care program must pay for treatment with its own funds.

S. 2003.—The Long biﬁ sets.certain health requirements-as part of
its standards (relating to sanitation, arrangements for children who
become ill, and other public health measures) but does not require the
child care facility to be responsible for the health treatment of the
children; this responsibility is left to the parents.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318 and Moné)ale Amendment No. 1142.—
Like H.R. 1, these amendments incorporate the Federal Interagency
Day Care Requirements.

Javits Amendment No. 1147.—This amendment would require that
each child receiving child care under H.R. 1 be given such health
care as is needed in order to ‘“‘have a full opportunity to attain his
or her full potential.”

Staff Suggestion.—The provision of medical treatment for children
is an issue in its own right, involving the Medicaid, maternal and child
health, crippled children’s services, and private health insurance
programs as well as programs of State and local health agencies. The
child care center can serve as a convenient place for sereening children
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who need medical treatment. It does not seem appropriate, however,
to make the child care center rather than the parent responsibile for
seeing that the child receives treatment once the need for treatment
has been identified.

4. Soctal Services

Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (applicable under HR. 1,
Ribicoff Amendment No. 318, and Mondale Amendment No. 1142).—
Federal regulations require that social services be provided to the
family’s children in day care under the supervision of a staff member
trained or experienced in the field. The regulations require that the
counseling and guidance be available to the family ‘““to help it determine
the appropriateness of day care” and that a continuing assessment be
made “‘of the child’s adjustment in the day care program and of the
family situation.”

S. 2003.—The Long bill contains no provision requiring social
services for parents.

Staff Suggestion.—The attitude incorporated in the Federal Inter-
agency Day Care Requirements appears to assume that any family
desiring day care services has problems and is in need of social services
to solve them. It is recommended that no Federal requirements for
such social services be incorporated in child care legislation; these
services can be provided through the welfare programs.

§. Parent Involvement and Community Conitrol

A number of persons have urged that any child care for which
Federal funds are made available should be controlled by community
organizations with the parents making up the majority of the com-
munity group deciding what type of child care will be developed,
who will receive the care, who wilfbe hired, what kind of program will
be offered and other key policy decisions relating to child care. To
persons holding this view, community organization is a goal as im-
portant or perhaps even more important than the actual provision
of child care.

Federal Interagency Day Care reguirements (applicable under H.R. 1
and Mondale Amendment No. 1142) —Federal regulations mandate that
parents be provided opportunities to work with the child care program
and to observe their children in the day care facility. Whenever an
agency provides day care for 40 or more children, there must be a policy
advisory committee at the level where decisions are made on the kinds
of programs to be operated, the hiring of staff, the budgeting of funds,
and the submission of applications to funding agencies. At least 50
percent of the policy advisory committee’s membership must consist
of parents or parent representatives selected by the parents in a
democratic fashion. The policy advisory committee must assist in the
development of the child care program, approve applications for
funding, participate in the nomination and selection of the child care
program: director, advise on the recruitment and selection of the staff
and volunteers, and serve various other functions relating to parent
participation.

S. 2003.—The Long bill requires that a parent be given an oppor-
tunity to meet with and consult the staff of a child care facility
concern.in}g1 the development of his or her child and of observing the
child in the facility. Furthermore, in determining how funds will be
used to provide for child care in a community, the Corporation must
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take into account any comprehensive planning for child care that has
been done in the community. The bill does not mandate parent control
over hiring, content of programs, etc.; however, any parent community
group wishing to establish a child care facility could receive both
technical assistance and initial funding from the Corporation, making
it possible for groups interested in promoting parent involvement to
establish child care facilities through the Corporation where they
might have considerable difficulty doing so today.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 818.—The Ribicoff amendment requires
that two of the five members of the Board heading the Federal Child
Care Corporation be representatives of nonprofit, local community
participation interests. In addition, the Corporation’s National Ad-
visory Council would be authorized to ‘appoint local, State, and
regional councils as necessary to insure that child care services are
appropriately located, that full utilization is made of existing re-
sources, that cooperation is obtained from education, health, child
welfare, social services, and volunteer groups, and that substantial
local community participation in the establishment, operation, and
review of day care programs is obtained. Where ¢child care services are
provided directly by the Corporation, such councils shall administer
and operate such programs. Such councils shall include not less than
25 percent of the membership as parents whose children are presently
in or have in the preceding five years been enrolled in a day care
program.”

Elements of Consideration.—Persons who favor establishing child
care programs only through community organizations typically see
little or no role for commercial child care facilities whether furnished
in a child care center or in a home. In view of the need for expanding
the availability of child care, it would seem inappropriate to exclude
any group of providers that can meet the Federal standards for pro-
viding care. It has not been demonstrated that parent controlled child
care is either less expensive or more efficient than commercially
provided child care. .

If no child care could be provided except through community orga-
nizations, it is likely that there would be many places in which no
child care was provided for some time until the internal politics of the
community was sufficiently settled to ('f)ermit agreement on the kinds
of child care programs to be established.

The definition of what constitutes & ‘“community”’, for purposes of
determining whether or not there is community control is itself a
very controversial question. One Eart}cula,r neighborhood or ethnic

roup in a community may feel that it constitutes a community in
itself; and that it should not be grouped ttl)‘?ether with the rest of the
political subdivision in which it finds itsell

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the general approach of
S. 2003 be followed, under which the Federal Government deals with
various groups and facilities that are able to provide child care services
meeting the Federal standards.

6. Fire Safety

Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (applicable under H.R. 1,
Ribicoff Amendment No. 318, and Mondale Amendment No. 1142).—
Federal regulations incorporate State and local fire and safety re-
quirements.
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S. 2003.—The Long bill requires that child care facilities meet the
requirements of the Life Safety Code of the National Fire Protection
Association.

It has been suggested that the language of S. 2003 might be in-
terpreted as requiring an ordinary home to meet the more stringent
standards of the Life Safety Code for a facility with a “second use”
while it is really nothing more than a family sharing its home with
a child or children.

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the Life Safety Code
not be made applicable to homes in which family day care is provided
but instead that these homes be certified as meeting requirements
adopted by the local area (or a comparable area, if none have been
adopted) for application to general residential occupancy.

7. Enforcement of Federal Standards

Federal Interagency Day Care Reguirements.—Though the Federal
regulations on child care are supposed to apply to all child care for
which Federal funds pay at least part of the cost, there is no provision
for enforcing the standards. Dr. Edward Zigler, Director of the Office
of Child Development, has conceded in hearings that the standards are
not enforced.

H.R. 1.—The House bill makes no specific provision for the enforce-
ment of Federal child care standards.

8. 2003.—The Long bill would require the Federal Child Care
Corporation to establish an Office of Program Evaluation and Auditing
to ensure that child care facilities contracting with the Corporation
meet the Federal standards in the bill. Another provision of the bill
sets a penalty of imprisonment for up to six months or a fine of up to
$2,000, or both, for fraud or misrepresentation concerning the condi-
tions and operation of a child care facility in order to contract with
the Corporation. This provision is modeled on a similar provision
concerning health care facilities under Medicare and Medicaid ap-
proved by the Committee in 1970.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318 —The Ribicoff amendment includes
the provision of S. 2003, and, in addition, makes the facility involved
ineligible to participate in any federally funded or assisted child care
program for two years following conviction.

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the provisions of both
the Long bill and the Ribicoff amendment be adopted.

Construction of Child Care Centers

H.R. 1.—Under H.R. 1, $50 million is authorized annually for the
construction of child care facilities. There is no formula in the bill
setting forth the way these funds would be distributed among the
States, and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has
?ta%ed that they have not yet determined how they would allocate the
unds.

S. 2003.—The Long bill assumes that child care services can be
greatly expanded through the utilization of existing facilities not now
used during the week without requiring additional construction of
facilities. Accordingly, the bill does not provide for construction durin
the first two years of the Corporation’s existence. Following this initia
period, the Corporation would have authority to issue revenue bonds
for capital construction costs, but construction would be resorted to
only when child care services might not otherwise be provided. Since
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these bonds would have to be repaid with interest from the Corpora-
tion’s revenues from fees, it is anticipated that construction of new
facilities would not often be undertaken by the Corporation. S. 2003
permits the Corporation to issue up to $50 million in revenue bonds
annually, but the total amount of bonds outstanding at any one time
cannot exceed $250 million.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318.—The Ribicoff amendment is similar
to S. 2003 in its construction provisions.

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the Committee adopt the
approach of S. 2003. If the Committee wishes instead to approve a
construction grant program, it is recommended that a formula for
distribution of funds among the States, based on child population in
the States, be incorporated in the statute.

T'raining of Child Care Personnel

H.R. 1.—The House bill contains no explicit provision for the train-
ing of child care personnel, nor is this mentioned in the Committee
report on the bill,

8. 2003 —The Long bill contains three provisions relating to train-
ing:

1. It directs that section 426 of the Social Security Act, relating
to the training of child welfare personnel, be sufficiently funded to
greatly expand the training of child care personnel;

2. It directs the Secretary of Labor to use the Work Incentive
Program to the maximum possible extent in providing training
for welfare recipients to become proficient in cﬁild care; and

3. It authorizes the Federal Child Care Corporation to arrange
for in-service training programs to prepare individuals in the
child care field; the cost of this training would be borne by fees

aid for child care services.

Rigicoﬁ Amendment No. 318.—The provisions of the Ribicoff
amendment are identical with the provisions of S. 2003.

Tunney Amendment No. 1144.—This amendment requires that at
least 5 percent of the amounts appropriated for child care under H.R.
1 be earmarked for training child care personnel.

Use of Welfare Mothers in the Provision of Child Care.—Any program
designed to make employable large numbers of mothers currently
recelving welfare will require a great expansion of the availability of
child care. At the same time, employment opportunities will need to be
expanded greatly. )

Staft Suggestion.—It is recommended that any approach to child
care adopted by the Committee incorporate a statutory requirement
that priority be given to the training and preparation of mothers
pa,rticif)a;ting in the employment program, mothers on welfare and
other low-income mothers in the provision of child care services.
In order to .accomplish this, it is recommended that the Federal
Child Care Corporation be authorized to make agreements with
the agency that will be administering the employment program
for employable. family heads. Under such an agreement, the Corpora-
tion would be reimbursed for the cost of training participants in child
care, and would agree to the maximum possible extent to train persons

participating in the employment program for jobs in the provision of
child care.
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Federal Funding of Child Care

H.R. 1.—The House bill authorizes $700 million in fiscal year 1973
for child care associated with the Opportunities For Families program
and the Family Assistance Plan; this amount is estimated to be suffi-
cient to provide child care for 875,000 children. There is no limit on ap-
propriations in subsequent fiscal years, and the Department of Hea.ltﬁ,
Education, and Welfare has not projected what the fiscal requirements
will be in those years. The Federal Government would pay 100 percent
of the cost of the child care (except to the extent that parent fees pay
a part of the cost).

S. 2003.—The Long bill provides for an initial $500 million loan to
the Federal Child Care Corporation as initial working capital for the
Corporation to begin arranging to make child care available. In addi-
tion, the bill provides for 100 percent Federal matching for child care
provided to mothers on welfare by the Corporation, and authorizes
appropriations to subsidize a part of the cost of child care for low-
income working mothers not on welfare.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 318.—The Ribicoff amendment contem-
plates substantial general fund appropriations to supplement parent
fees in paying for the cost of operations of the Federal Child Care
Corporation,

Elements of Consideration.—The use of appropriations for trainin
and enforcement of Federal standards has been discussed above. I
the Federal Government is to establish a new Federal employment
program for families headed by an employable adult, it would appear
appropriate for the child care provided to be 100 percent federally
funded (except to the extent that parent fees pay a part of the cost).
One of the great advantages of the Child Care Corporation mecha-
nism is that the Corporation would receive its funding virtually en-
tirely from fees for child care services, and would therefore have a
very strong incentive to concentrate all its attention on providing the
services which will generate the fees it needs to survive.

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the Federal Government
pay 100 percent of the cost of child care arranged by the Corporation
for the children of mothers on welfare or in the employment program,
with a Federal subsidy of child care for low-income working mothers,
administered by the Federal Employment Corporation.

Other Issues

1. Relationship With the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

S. 2003.—The Federal Child Care Corporation established under
S. 2003 would be an independent agency. However, it would have a
National Advisory Council on Child Care, including in its membership
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Secretary of
Labor, and the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development. The
role of the Council under S, 2003 is one of providing advice and
recommendations for the consideration of the Board of the Federal
Child Care Corporation.

Ribicoff Amendment No. 818.—The Ribicoff amendment envisages
a much more central role for the Council. Under this amendment,
the Council would appoint the local, State and regional councils which
would administer and operate any child care programs in which child
care services are provided directly by the Corporation.
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Elements of Consideration.—The Office of Child Development in the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, which has the stand-
ard setting responsibility in the Department and which administers
the Head Start program, is committed to developmentdl day care
(that is, the Head Start type of educationally oriented day care).

It should be noted that the Department’s record in expanding the

availability of child care has been a poor one. The Department has
never yet been able to utilize fully the amounts a%propriated by the
Congress for child care under the Work Incentive Program, and they
‘have conceded that the Federal day care standards they have pro-
mulgated have been a major barrier to the expansion of federally
supported child care. At the same time, these regulations reflect a bias
agamst mothers of young children working in their assumption that a
mother whose child is in a day care center has problems.

Staff Suggestion.—It is recommended that the role of the Office of
Child Development be limited to an advisory one, as in S. 2003.

2. Before- and After-School Care of School-Age Children

The House report on H.R. 1 in discussing making child care avail-
able says that “where appropriate, consideration should be given to
the use of local school systems through arrangements with local
educational agencies.”

Staff Suggestion.—I1t is recommended that there be written into the
law an emphasis of utilizing schools for providing before- and after-
school care to school-age children where this care is not provided in
day care homes. Utilization of these facilities which already exist will
be far more efficient than attempting to arrange for other facilities.

Amendments to H.R. 1 Not Dcz:scussed Above Relating to Child
are

AMENDMENT NO. 412 (METCALF)

Utilizing the Elderly in Child Care.—Provides for utilization of serv-
ices of elderly individuals in operation of child care facilities.
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