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SECTION 1

FRAMEWORK OF THE EVALUATION

[
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A. HISTORY

In responsc to expressed community need, a Comprehensive Child Care
Program wag developed by the San Jose Model Cities Health and Social Ser-
vices Task Force for implementation during the first action year. The child care '

package consisted of: (1) five direct service programs, (2) a special contract
. PN M -

~

with the Social Planning Council for the development of a Comprehensive Com-

munity Child Care (4-C's) organization and (3) a contract with Pacific T. & T. A.
for Evaluation and Monitoring of the five direct service programs. Local share

D funding was provided by Model Cities and a 3:1 match was secured from the

-

" Federal government, through the Départment of Social Services, under pro- S

,

vision of Title IV-A of the Social Security Act. The entire child care package

was contracted to the Department of Social Services as the adwninistering agency,
and sub-contracts were negotiated by the Department of Social Services with the

P operating agencies. .

-

The five direct service programs, including four centers and one family day ——

/
7

care project, ‘were funded to serve 230 Mod" Neighborhood children as
follows:
1) .Sén’J uan Bauti.sta Child Development Center--50 children
2) Los quuenitds Child Development Center (Gardner area)--50 children
3) Green Valley Preschool and Child Care éentér—-30 clllildren ) .
4) CASA Family-Child Center--50 children.

5) St. Mark's Family Day Carc Projeci--50 children
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The stated purpose of the programs was ''to provide quality child

care primarily for children who need care and supervision because their

.

pacents are employed or enrolled in job training programs."” 7The five
programs were selected o ensure balanced geographic dispersal and an ’

adequate varicty of alternatives within the community. Contracts stipulated

ti:at the operating agencies were required fo.comply with the Federal Inter-

Y

; agency i)ay Care Requirements (FIDCRs); on the assumption that full com-
- pliance would cnsure the delivery of quality care.

. The contract with Pacific T. & T. A. specifically provided for evalua-

-

", tion of these five operaling agencies. No provision was madé for evaluating -l

-
» -

-the SPC contract. Evaluation was to be direcfed largely toward a deter-

- [ »

o

N ° “

mination of the extlent to which the FIIJCRs and state standards were being

R

.
-

met. Within this broad definition, however, the CDP stipulated that "the

>

specific design and implementation of the evaluation prgcess shall be left

_up to the coniracting agency."

1
San Jose Modcel Cities Comprehensive Demongtration Plan (CDYP), p. 98.

2 - . s .
Ibid., p.~99.
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B. RATIONALI AND CONSTRAINTS )

In dcvelop/i/ng’é. specific evaluation design, Pacific T. & T. A. began i

///

with the c;as'sical model for effective impact evaluation and adapt'ed this

,moctef to the realities of the San Jose Comprehensive Child Care Program.
Pd

‘ Thus, "the classical model of impact evaluation starts with an identification

of the goals or objectives of a ‘program and then proceeds tp, determine the

extent to which they are atlained. The latter is aecomphshed by measur-

ing the relevant change, if any, which takes place between/,fthe baseline

.- / .

period and some later point in time."> As noted earlier/;/,/ the objectives

put férward in the CDP called for "quality care' for c}{mren" whose parents

- are working or.in training. It further stated Jhat "th)e provision of these

‘ /
services is expected to promote anymce mdep/e/ndent family life, pre-

‘ vent child ncglect and increase the’health educa{tmn and employment op-

/

4
portunities of Model Cities residents.”  In order to measure attainment
of such broad ob3gzct1ves it is esscntial that they be operatlonahzed ice.,

defmed cmm*eteiyso—ﬂmbtheyfan%e%rws}&ted—rnt&medsu%eabte—dm—

sions for which indicators of effectiveness can be found, "

3 : ’ ‘

» Chicago Model Cities Program Evaluation, Barton-Aschman Associates,
Feb., 1971, p.ix.

4San Jose Model Cities CDP, p.98 ’

5Chicago Model Citics Progra;n Evaluation, op. cit., p. ix.
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. . The first requirement, then, in designing the evaluation study was
. - tl

to identify specific program goals from which eval'uatior.l criieria could

be developed. Because of the crucial role of citizenS in the formulation

-

and implementation of Model Cities programs, it wgg further degited to

P involve the appropriate citizens' group Q;e. , the Child Care sub-commiitee . -

of the Health and Social Services Taék Force)-in ikis process. -

.~y

The second i‘equirement was- to de\}elop a methodology which would

v

enable t}3e evaluators to detex:m‘ine the extent.to which objectives‘(i;lcludiilg
corpp}iange with the I IDC'IAR) were attained. Evaluators neeﬁdé?i t;; be cogni-
“ zant of four specific constraints in the development of such e}__methodolfog’y:
(1) The availaple tiine—span from the point of securing baselir;e
_ ciata to follow-up was r{e_c.es.sar}ly short. Lit@ramatic
chang;c can be expected in a short time, and small changis
- arec the most difficult to n’neas.ure.‘

-

(2) Many variables in-addition {o participation ix_] child care

©

programs affectied the lives of model neighborhood resi-

————— — —  denls. It was therefore virtually impossible to isolate
those changes which were directly atiributable to the

programs under study. The only "scientific” way to do

+ this was to divert half of the population applying for
child care into a control group. However, the manipula-

tion of populations in desperate need of services is not
4

8 | . .

=

)
- -4~
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L) "

socially justifiable and certainly not practical or desirable . e

in this situation.

(3) ‘The programs under study were new and in the process 01:

change. Such change, while desirable from the standpoint

of program improveiaent, increases the difficulties in any >

»

. - ‘ . >

. ev;a.luation pfocess_wh'ich preéuppoées a, céntrblled-situgtion. )

. » )
(4) High, mobility and job ins\i‘ébi.liaty was lili:eJy to be character-
istic- of model neighborhood residents an:i"could be ekpe;:teci © . '
to resu.llt in considerabl;e population turnover in the Prografns L
under study. . Y . BN o

N - \S‘_ ' i ———
The evaluation methodology was designed to allow-for these constraints.

-~

Large samples and broad indicators from multiple source were util-

¢
13

ized .as an alternative to less appropriate precise scientific inve‘sﬁgation.

Within these constraints,. however, every effort was made to secure the

*

Jnost complete and accurate data possijble. o .

-
- st r3

The third requirement was that the "evaluation should be concerned )

not only with meashring the impact of a program but also with determining

which of its features account for success or faslure. This knowledge is

’ 6
essential for gorrecting its weaknesses." This concept was underscored

. in the following statements abstracted from the CDP section on Evaluation:

"The goa

evaluation is to insure the Model Cities programs and projects

achieve the best results he community for the moncyand effort invesied...

6

~&
.
"~

Chicago Model Cities Program Ivaluation, op. cit. ,\p\.:\—\i;cl\

9 - e
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Clearly, post-niorte'm evaluations would only tell us what to do 'better the
v

mCxt time. Our job is tc know how to do well this time. . . The cuImmation

»

of evaluation 1s po.)1t1ve action to chan

. t 2
. “

v, v ) o H fn
ge or 1mp1 ove programs an;i prgjelcts.

R :
- The third rcquxremont, therefore, ca]led for the development of a mechan-

~ -

ism for consisient feedback, both to the operating and administeridfg agencies,

- . .
» .

. .
in order {o provide the opportunity for timely corrective action based on the

evaluation findings. The Work Plan outlined in the contract between the

.

* .

erartment of Social Services and Pacific‘T. & T A _covers these primary {

clements of the evalua’uon des1gn. A more detailed description is given in .

'the sectlon on Methodology.

a8

- i .
San Jose Model Citics Cop, p. 298 ' :




Work I?Iam8 : ‘ g

. -~ . . -t
P . - o ~
't

"The Contractor shall, in a satlbfactory and proper manner as. determined
by the Agency, evaluate the five (5) depgnated prograrns (and the satellite
* homes attached to the St. Marks project) which together comprise the San
- Jose Model Cities Chlld Care Program. as follows: -

i v

-

~
Work with the Model Cities C}}ild Catre Task Committee, . _
. the Citizens!Advisory Committee, representatives of e
local consumers and program- staff to: y
" a. - Develop specific goals and evaluation criteria .
b. Submit instruments to assure that they are .
compatible with local priorities and criteria
(No instrument will be administered to p?mp
children or staff without prior approval ¢f the
Child Care Task Committee or other representa~ °
tives of local tonsumers and program staff)
c.  Provide permd1c reports based on the on- gomg
. ana1y51s .
Collect and analyze data directed tqward:
Determining whether programs meet, or exceed "
Federal Interagency Requirements and the State
of California Decpartment of Social Welfare standards
with raspect to physical setting, staffmg., program
content, nutrltlon. health, social servic#s and
. other agpects. - )
v b. Determining whether the individual center programs
-\ fulfill the goals established for them with respect to
the needs of the children, the needs of the fal{l:es,

’ a.

-

and the soundness and efficiency of their opgratign.
c. , Identifying the program components and opcrational .
procedureq which are ‘most eifective in achieving
‘ the established goals.
d. Comparing the programs with each other in terms
. of gbals, achievement and effectiveness in the
/ delivery of services. i .
Develop all appropriate instruments (check lists, profiles, ques-
tionnaires, interview schedules, etc.) and recruit and train per-
sonncl required to secure the necessary data. "

8 , .
From contract between the Department of Social Services and Pacific
T. & T. A. , i1
e Ce . '

. T LK




In addition)to the above contractual commitraent o evaluation,
Pacific T. & T. A. agreéd to undertake monthly rhonitoring activities. .

. 13
This request was made by the Model Cities Planner at the inception of

the program, when the CDA and MC SJ had not yet developed in- houqe -

. momtormg capablhty. | ] . y

¢
1]

The difference between monitoring and evaluation é/an be briefly

described as follows: monitoring is a regular "checking- up" procedure,-

fo- determme how a pr(igram is progressing in achieving specific outputs
\

e.g., Is the program ogerational? Who and how many“are being served‘>

What is the status of rcslid { employment?). It is based on the programs’
own regular records and reportc; and information so secured is fed into’

the Model Cities Management Information System. Evaluation, on the

other‘hand, depends upon developing additional sources of data to vaiidate .

the mformatlon securcd through monitoring and to measure program

- -
*

effectiveness and efficiency.

Monitoring and evalualion are separate but complementary processes,

7

and carrying both on simultanecously had-both advahtag.cs and disadvantéges.—

The primary advantage derived from the fact that rfmni,toring activities '
were “direcs undertake’n by the Evaluation Project Director, providing

an oppox:tuni’ty‘ for regular montf‘ﬂy contact with the Directors and the pro-
gram op‘é;ations. Asa result,, the Evaluation Director was able to closely

observe on-gofng changes and to secure factual data on a monthly basis.

12

a

[——

. e




The primary disadvantage was based on the necessity for maintaining a
separalion betwecen the two activities: at least in the initial stages, moni-

toring ?eports had to be kept objective and non-judgmental in order to avoid

\

jeﬁzrdizing relationships or otherwise hampering the evaluation efforts.
There was also the necessity for retaining a perspective in relatidon
\
to the long-range evaluaiion goals, without bei.ig unduly influenced by par-

ticular informatiop brought to the attention of the Evaluator in the course

» ° 14

of monitoring visits. For example, the evaluation design included a staff

questionnaire designed to );ield information aboul numbers of staff members ’

. °) “ -t

o . -
“having commdn concerns. Therefore, if an individual staff member men-

- oy
rY

tioned a special concern té fhe evaluator in the course of a rﬁonitoring \}isit,
. it was important 1o d-elay répoxlting this information until all staff mem-
bers had been heard from. .
v ¢ These matters were dbalt with by scrupulous respect for confidences |

shaxed, by ‘refraining from generalizang on the basis of single comments or
14 - .

L2
I

attitudes communicated by single individuals, and by double-checking all

k]

interviewee reports (generally with the Director) before releasing rmoni-
/ .
- toring information. -« .

)As trust grev based on these precaufions, it became progressively

W

more possibk:e to inglude appropriate qualitative commentary in the evalua-

~ tor's monthly monitoring reports. The specific approaches ulilizced in

relation to monitoring wifl be covered iﬁ more defail in the following sec-

)

’, {ion on mcthodology. . »

’




C. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACII

As indicated in 4%ic previous sectiqn, there were-three primary re- .
quirements in developing the e\(aluation design:
A, Develc;pment of specific g_oal,s and evalualion crileria
. Deveiopment of a methodolog" to determine the extent
to which objeclives were atiained

) C. Development of a mechanism for consisient feedhack

~Ts

5

Each of these, plus the monitar_ing approach, will be examined in

detail in this section.

A. bevelopmenl Of~ Goals And Crileria

-

" The bas1c broad goals for both the child care programs and the evalua-
tion study had been -spelled out in the CDP, bascd largely on the thmlur;g
of the Health’and Social Services Task Force. It was ther,efore;dc;mded
that this c;'ttizen's body, through its Sub-conimittee on Child Care, should
be primarily responsible for the detailed fo,rmulau;on o: measurable goals

and objectives. The evaluator abstracted all relevant statements from

~

- the CDP and approved project proposals.: Using these as a startihg pointi,
’

the evaluator worked with the Sub-committee and staff to refine, expand
and clarify these statements.
[N

The first action taken by the Sub-commitiee in connection with this

process was to adopt a statemen? of goals for the evaluation Stl:dy itself.

14 e

G
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The statement of goals adoptled by the Sub-commitiee on Child Care is

reproduced below:

‘ San Jose Child Carc Fivaluation Project

(Evaluation of five programs which together comprise the
San Jose Comprechensive Child Care Program)

- . TN\
GOALS OF THE EVALUATION STUDY

1. Develop an cevaluation program based on local priorities ; -
- and goals, and provide feed-back to aid programs in
dchieving these goals.” .
Ao N . <
P ' } t
I A, Determine whetiher programs mect or exceed ‘

Federal and State standards. -

.

. B Determine whether the programs meet the needs.
of the children. -
C.- D'étérmine whether -the programs meect the needs

of model neighborhood families.
D. Determine the soundness and efficiency of program
operations. ’ ;

I
-~

E. Identifyathe program components which are most
effective in achieving the established goals.
T, Compare.thc programs “with each other in term¢ of goal
_achievement and effecliveness.

4 w N

g
.
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1. Goal 1

It will be seen that involving the sub-commitice in delincating specific

I'd

objectives was itself a first step in implementing Goul 1. A further step
was the agreement that all instruments developed by the evaluator would

be submitted to the sub-commitiee for comment and approval before any

-

questionuaires were actually utilized as part of the evaluation study.. Anril
finally, the sub-commitice recommended that.questionnaires developed for
parents should provide an op};ortunity for the parents to express their
prioritieé and cxpectations in relation to the debivcry of child care services.
This recommendation was followed (sce sarnplgl of Parent Questionnaire in

the Appendix), The methods which were developed fér providing feedback

will be discussed on p:.43 ff,

-

2. Goal II

-

Goal JI, A. I was determined that issﬁés of compliance with

FIDCRs could best be accomplished through the monitoring process: A

v -

Monitoriné Checklist and Narractive Report form was developed from the

FIDCRs;;this served as the basis 6f the monitoring interviews. This instru-

N i

ment, like all others, was submitted to the sub-~committee for prior review.
{

Goal II, B. rclating to the "needs of the children" and Goal II, C.,

s

relating to the "necds of model neighborhood families" were the real state-

‘ments of fundamental program objeclives; as such, they were the keys lo

y

.evaluation. Neitfher of these broad and crucial statements-had been opera-

17} ~

tionalized, The sub-eommitice therefore focussed its full aliention on

-12- -
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“developing the specific objectives and strategics which would make measure- |
ment possible. The specific program objectlives and suggested strategies
for Goals 1I,B and II, C which served as the furndamental guide for evalua-

tion effort arc shown on the following pages.

. GOAL 11, B.

General Objective 1: Increase child care facilities in the MNA

v

Specific Objectives: Serve 230 MN children in facilities

) inor near the model neighborhood. Make child care

a

avqj%lable to all MN children who need it.

: Suggested Strategies: Investigaie program locations

and transporiation problems. Analyze enrollment

-

figurcs and eligibility reqairements. RV
. . LB
. .~
. - . ) . X3
Generai Objective 2: Prevent child neglect L ’;(; ooy
J g y | .

i~

—

Y

Specific Objectives: Offer safe care for children while

parentis work, attend school, or otherwise need these
services for their children.

Suggested Sirategies: Investigate physical safely

factors. Investigate adequacy of supervision.

General Objective 3: Provide an educational program

Specific Objeclives: ‘Con‘tribute‘\to the developmenti of a

e

positive self-immage. FEnhance children's social, eognitive
I ' . 5
® : ) and communication skills.

17

-13-




¢ {
o . Suggested étvatcgies: Make on-site obscrvations of ‘
program components, including: Quantity and quality
® of aciult-child interaction;s, specific nature of progham )
. activities, variety and availability of equipment, and
general behavior of children. |
d ‘ v \:\ ‘ i
- General Objective 4: Provide Health Care \\
W Specific Objectives:" Secure or generate co;ﬁi)rellenlsive
i - diagunos.}ic information about immunizations ar;d dental,
\Yi§ua1, auditory or other health pi'\oblems. Develop an
P effec.tivc systém for following thx.'oizgh to secure al;pl‘o-
l -priate treatment. > N
= . . \ ' “
i Suggested Strategies: Examine medical records,
® ¥ N involvement of medical personnel, and appropriate-
. - ‘ness a.nd gffectiveness of follow~up procedures.
Interviéw parents regarding child health.
° ‘- @General Objeciive 5: Provide a nutrition. progrz;.m . 0
Specific (_)bjeétiifes: Provide nutri.tionally balanced meals
.' ‘- | and;nacks for all ci1i1dren enrolled. Introduce special . '
foods \to corre;ct’identiféed nuiritional deficiencies. - :




Suggested Strategies: Study menus, food prepara-

tion methods, and the availability of a consuliant

on nutrition. T
G011‘c,ral Objective 6: Provide Social Services ' \,\ -
Specific Objectives: Make counseling and guidance avaﬁ\ : i
able for the devclépment of an-ix1g;vidua;1 case pl'an/g),r/ea/cﬁ// B
child. Provide an effective program ‘of; %referraz to addi-
tional resources as needed. o .
Suggested Strategies: ‘Investigéte availability of social
services, frequency and nature of uée, ;nd parent
satisfaction. ’
I
GOALII, C.
General Objective 1: Improve parents mobility .
in the are’a of gainful employment and/or tr«'g.lining' ’
for employment.
Specific Ohjectivest , Free parents t8’engage in work or
training prbgrarﬁs. ’ I ' o,

M -

Suggested Strategies: Determine actual changes in

parent cmployment or training situation since cn-

"y ‘ rollment in child care program.

19
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® j |
1‘
- Gencral Objective 2; Improve the family life : 1
¢ situation of families who'need child:care for -
reasons other than work or training. L
) Specific Objectives: Make services available to parents ‘
who do not work but have other needs for child care g
services.,
o . : (
. Suggesied Stralegies: Interview parents about reasoas
’ for necding child care and chahges in the family's life 4
; R . ‘ as a result of ulilizing tpese scrﬁces. )
\ T\GPneral Objective 3: \ Assure parental control over ' o
the hvcsof ‘t\héir*chil_d_xjén. ’ ’ _ B :
| , ' ' Specific O;;ectlves -Involve parents in the decision- ) ~
| making process., \\: T
A ) ! B ~
, Suggested Strategies: Investigate composition and.fune<
. ) ) tion. of parenﬁt adyiso;'y committees and g;wernin'g boards. ;
_ General Objéctive 4: - Develop a-cooperative and” 7
o mutually supporiive relationship between home and Center. .
Specific Objectives: Implement a program forvsystematic’ :
( LT communica:Lion with parents. / ’ ’ %
¢ Suggested Strategics: Examine barcnt-Center com- 1
municatlion, including formal and informal parent X
o | ’ Aﬂ c9nfcrehccs, parent cdyca"cion classes, discqu;ion

groups, etc.’ :




!

General Objcctive 5: Meet total family nceds for child

care services.,

1

Specific Objectives: Provide a variety of program

alternatives.

Suggested Strategies: Study variety of program

designs and accessibilit? of the different programs.

Intervicw parents about difficulties in securing

~

services., . ,

General ()bjective 6: Upgrade economic situation of mode1' -
. 2 ‘ . *
neighborhood residents.

-

" Specific Objeclives: Provide employment and career
opportunities for model heighborhood residents. g

Suggested Stralegies: Determine the number of MN _

- _staff employed, salaries, training pro'grafns and
promotional oppor'tunities within the Centers.

[~

-

Goals II, D, II E., andIII involve analysis of data secured in measur-~

[
Qg \

L]

ing the preceding objectives, and this analysis was deémed to be the respon-
\'.ibility of the Evaluator. The result o:f,,thisAanéllysis constitutes tht primary

basis of this report.

’

-

incation of the Goals of Evaluation and the develdpmcnt of specific g




) -
-covering a span of two and a half months. Most of these meetings were also

d atiended by the Model Cities Planner (on loan from the Depariment of Soc-
ial Services), the bcpartment of Social Services Evaluation Moxgtor, the

PS Model Cities ‘Communitty'chrcscntative, the CDA Project Specialist, and the
Model Cities CDA IEvaluator. The final n*;ceting, at which the siatement of
objectiv.es was formally adopted was also attended ‘by the Operating Agency

,, " (O/A) Dircctors. All of these persons contributed to the final product,
which was approved by the sub-committ— e on October 12, 1971;

L /




B.

Decvelopment Of The Methodology To Determine The T‘xtent '1o
Which Objectives Were Atltained

V’V'hen the delineation of evaluation goals and the development of spec-
. ific measurement criteria for programs had been accomplished, the basic
measurement strategies were then analyzed by the evaluator in terms of the
sources of dala and * .+ i» of_instrumc_ants which would be needed, as

follows:

; | Strategy-1: Investigate program locations and transportation problems.
Analyze enroilment figures and eli;;ibi-lity'- requirements.

Data Source: Dircctor

Parents

. Program Records

Instrumnents: Monitoring Cheeklist and -
& ' Narrative Form ° ) -

Parent Questionnaire

. o Strategfy 2: invcstigate physi‘cal safety factors.

o ‘Investigate adcquacy of supervision.

Data Source: Director ‘
+ Direct Observation
#*Parents

#*Staff

| ‘ *The following note is applicable to all pointé with astlerisk: While safety
?.‘ factors and the cducational component can best be studied by direct observa-
" tion, opinions of staff and pare nts also were solicited id {hese areas.
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. . . \\\\\
. Instruments: Monitoring Checklist -
<4 On-site Observation Form < )
. Parent Questionnaire

‘Staff Questionnaire

©

Strategy 3: Make on-site c}bservations of program components, inciuding:
<
Quantiy and quality of adult-child interactions, specific nature of program

activities, variety and availability of equipment, and general behavior of

c‘hildrein.
Data Source: Direct Obs¢ryation h
*Parents . '
#Staflf ~
- Instruments: On-site Observation Form ) ’ - a g
- ‘ o) -
. Parcent Questionnaire

P

‘Staff Questionnaire -

.

Strategy 4: Examine medical recprds, involvement of medical personnel,
Dratey = Lac ol ! A

- -

* and appropriatenéss and efféc’ti\}éness of follow=-up procedures.

Interview parents regarding child health,

o~ .

Data Source: Records

]

l \

| . .

| Director

§ . ; .

N ~ Parents

E 5 [N

. Instrumenis: .« Monitoring Clicﬁcklist

» . .
: i

5 Parent Questlionnaire

21
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Straiegv 5: Study m'enus, food preparation methods, and the availability

of a consultani on nutrition. '
. \\
) Data Source: Director » SO
. . Direct Observation N
) ) Instruments: Monitoring Checklist

.
-

On-site Observation Form

Stralegy 6: Investigatle availabilily of social services, frequendy and nalure

of use, ar:d pareni satisfaction.” R
« :
) | . Data Source: Director " )
o " Parents H
Insti'umen,ts: Monitoring Checkl;lst _ , .

-
.

Parent Questionnaire

Strategy 7: Determine actual changes in parent employment or training

» -

situation since enrollment in child care program. : -
Data Source: Parents : .
“  Instruments: Parent Questionnaires (''before' and "after'’)
’ Strategy 8: Interview parenis about reasons for nceding child care and changes
. . IS ’ 5 . «. o7
in the family's life as a result of utilizing these services. -
, T Y ‘ ) - "
Data Source: Parents ‘
. . v ’
£ »
Instrumecents: Parent Questionnaire ©




W

-

1ER\/

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*

. et Dt St 5
' - T - e
. . .
< - ' \ )
v . , ‘\\\ . ) - " A
Strategy 9: Investigalé,composition and functien of parent advisory csorh-
. - ‘\ . A *
~ - .
nfittees and governing boards. - D
v Lt . o e .
-, Data Source: . Director - o> ' :
- o N R A e -
‘ - R . * . . L o N et e p) ~
. Instruments;  Monjto¥ing Checklist. . -
o e Ty -t A : ‘.
N oy e T . . .
Strategy 10: Examine parent*Center coBumnunication, including formal and
_ . 3 e T e Ly, - .
informal parént conferences, parent education classes, discussion groups,
\etc' . ”' N . ] - X Y ’: - [ ) - ’ . - . .
. - , P —‘: c‘.‘ 4 . - . . I
Data Source: Direéct©Observation ‘ .
* - Director .z . L . . ,
- ‘).«. . 4 . ’ . ' . N p " A
. - e . ) -) . . - . ;’
S -Staff. R ‘ :
2 . P T ‘ - ’ £ '
- " . ¢ ) o N ' N v
X Parents * | . , .
¢ Instruments: On-site Observation. Form .
" - L . .
' . Monitoring Checklist - o s '
e o w» ‘;' . " N . -
. Bt » -, B ‘.' ) . P . -
. . '~ Staff Questionnaire..
5 3 .1 N A \(" - . ; - "
» . [ . N . ¢ . -
" Parent Questionnaires. . /
o e 6l .

Strategy. 11: Study varie?of program designs z;ild accessibility ot the dif-

" ferent programs.

. . "
Interview parents about difficulties in-secyring services.
* Y ’ {
* + Data Source: . Director .
Direct Observation .
" “Parents , .
\‘ v . -
)
\ 7
) R0 - y
N £
»
" e N i . , 7
p L . -22- - ] - :
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/ Instrumeals: : ]\’lo’nit@ng Chccklist-

-

N ' 'On-sii¢ Observation Foxén '

s L ’ .

Parent Questionnaire

1

. 2
_S_t_x_'ateify 12: D&ermine the number of MN_staff e_mplgyed, salaries,

-

. N ) , -
training,programs and promotional opportunities Within the Centersg.
T ’ L
Data Source: Director . - - ~
S = - - e -
e T Y]
: Lo . . _ . ST
Inst: uments Monitoring Checklist R e
' .’ \ )
p Staff Questionnaire -
Vs . !
. . . o . - . . .
Four baslc fo ‘ms were required to d.CCOD.’lp].lSh data collection for b
the evaluation: % ) ; . - 8 ,
ﬁ— - N .\ . .

1. The Moni‘tor‘-ing Checklist-and Narrative Form.

2. Questionnaires for interviewing parents (two forins were

v »

required to measure impact in the sense of comparing
¢ P

- > . ., . .
respons¢s on a*'before' form, adminisiered early in

»

the contract year, with responses on an "after' form,

. . 4

" administered late in the contract year). -

'S

Je
A

It should be noted that there was initial consideration of the desirability of
conducting before and afier studies of the children. It was jointly decided by
the Evaluator, the sub-committee and Model Citiés and Depariment -of

Social Services staff not to implament this approach for the following reasons:
tests do not accurately measure the achicvements of minority children, par-
ticularly those who are bi-lingual; the time span was too short to allow for ~
slpluﬁ cant change c¢ven if ‘this were measurable; the ant1c1patcd furnover
would be too high to allow for an adequate follow-up sample; pom'/ppo')lc

are tired of having their children tested;' ana it wasn't necessary for the infor-
mation we were secking., Questions about child salisfaction with the program
were, however, included in the parent questionnaire, )

< . 27 e

-93-




et ]

3. A staff questionnaire,

4, A form for structured on-. tc observations. ’ ,

These basic forms were thcrefprc developqd,' pre-tested, submitied

o the sub-commitice, revised, translated into Spanish, and finally utilized

3

for basic data collection. Some revision of the forms was also required to

make them applicable to the St. Mark Ilome Day Care Project, but the basic

-

content was retaincd. A full degeription of the content and mcthodd]‘og)"

L]

(including sampling approaches) for each of these forms is discusscd below:

-
-

1. The M onitoring Checklist and Narratfve Form

»
’

The Momtormg Checkhst and Narra'uvc Form was désigncd to secure
. "
information neecded to investigatg is_s,u,es relating to compliance with FIDCRs,

. . X -
to'securc the information spegified in the objectives, and to_ provide R

"data requiped by the Model Cities Mé.ri‘agexnent-ln’fb‘f’mation Syétcxp. It'served

-

¢ . RN
as the primary basis for monthly momtormg 1ntc§tv1ewq with all of the O /A

» .

Directors.and, therefore, was the basis, for the monthly momtorm’g reports_.

These reports were made available to persons charged with monitoring re- .-
A " Poe 8 Y

~ . . -
* S

sponsibilities in bOU"l Model Citics and the Department of Social Services, .

. -

so that.no duplication of effort in relation to monitoring activities would

< ~
. occur or be required. . , '
S A , . -~ - L.
zho form 'covered the following topics: ‘-
¢ l B
. Days and hours of oporatmn o

. Location and iypc of fauhly

- 28
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' ﬁescnptmn of environmental setting including:

l
Floor plan o |
General condition (including repairs needed) |
Equipment (including condition and access’bility) *

. Administration, including:

Composition, structure, and activities of govern-
ing board and Parent Advisory Committee

. / Records maintained

Existence and nature of administrative policies -

~ ™ A detailed staff profile, including:
Title ' '
Qualifications
o Sex .
S i Ethnic origin
Model Neighborhood residency
RN ) Hours worked (and portion of hours in direct child

o - ' contact)
Vacancies, terminations, etc.
Provisions for substituies
Staff training programs
Personnel policies

~

o ’ :
. e A detailed profile of pupil cnrollees, including:
JAg. - '
. . _ Sex
PY T - L MNR

Ethnic origin

Days and hours of atiendance

Terminations, new enrollces, etc.

' ' Vacancies .
Py ; Policies governing requirement and selection

T L A parent profile, showing: .

" W Working status of parenis
' | Family infactness
L * :
' Languages spoken

S 29
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e Program description, including:

Regularly-scheduled educational activities
Special educational activities . -
Parent education®

Health

Social Services

Nutrition ' Y

The detailed form, reproduced in the Appendix, was utilized in the

initial interviews. Subsequent interviews covered the same areas of inquiry

~bul focnssed on changes and areas requiring further clarification or caus- .

“

ing concern. - , M

In addition, monitoring visits were utilized as opportunities to inspect

<

. G .
builémgs, observe programs, and chat informally with staff members.
£ PR

2. Parent Questionhaire. ] :

N -

Perhaps the most important instruments developed were the "before"

} - .
and "after" questionnaires for parents. These were designed to enable us
qu P

r i

\, to determine parental expectations.and priorities, in relation to child care;

to get information with regard 1o the needs for child care and the extent to

which the child care programs were f{illing the neceds; to secure demographic
, datal“ about families utilizing child care services; to obtain evaluative judge-~ :

ment"‘) of the adequacy of all components of the child care programs from the

*parédts' standpoint; to get indications of child satisfaction, health and be~ _
4

havioral change; to record changes over a period of time; and to follow~up
|
\

n terminations. ‘ oy
1
|

}
.30
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a. Instrument for "before' interviews ) /

Specifically, "before' questionnaires were devcloped early

1Y

in the contract period. After being drafied, they were submitted

to the child care sub-committee, revised, pre-tested, revised

again and finally adopte/d"for use., The complete form, as used,

is contained in‘the Appendix.” In brief, the items covered were -

as follows:

©

° Demographic data, including:

Model Neighborhood residency
Marital status

. Occupations, income, and educatlon of both parents
Primary langugge spoken
. Ethnic-origin . .
° Reasons for neading or using child care B -
° Other child care services utilized and dégree of salis~

faction wilh these*

; Preferences (i. e.,type of scrvice which woyld be

selected, given choice) -
. <

. Difficulty in securing services and existing unmet
nceds for care

K Transportaiion problcnﬁs

e - Care of childrgn when ill

° Information about cach child enrolted, including:

" Age, sex, days and hours of attendaace
Reason for picking this program for this child
Descriplive material regarding child's functional
level and social adjustment
What parent hopes child will learn; and actual changes
observed g
Child's willingness e altend child care program

Child's health
23]. ]
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'Y Parenial expectations in relation to staff, cducational
component, and other facets of a child care program

° Priorities assigned to components of a child care program

"y

N ° Ratings of each componenti of the child care program:

Safety and cleanliness
Educational program
Staff _

Health care S
Food

-Social services

° Degrce and nature of parental involvement
lt-_.-‘:. T I3 - N W
P ~ - C ~ . t . . . :
L 3 hanges in parent's lives.since enrolling in program
° Gencxal comments -

>

b, Sampling
Invesiigatlion of the enrollment patierns revealed that there

were generally several children enrolled from a single family. Thus,

2

R

P

while child enrollment ranged from 35 1o 89, the number of participat-

' ing fajuilies ranged from 17 to 36 pern center (including both N{NR'S
e ———— z’. . i3

and non-MNR's). Since it could:be anticipated that some’fami]ieS'
would move away before the interviews were completed and that
others might be unavailable for interviews for a variety of reasons,

evaluators were concerned that the sample be large enough to ensure
a significant respohse for detailed analysis., FIurther, evaluators

felt that the'programs were structured as unified wholes, so that

interviewing only MNR's could distort findings. And, finally,

| 32




evaluators planned a follow-up study of a)] members of the inilial
sample (in order to determine changes and reasons for termination). -
Knowing there would be significant attrition between the initial and

follow-up interviews, evaluators needed a sufficient initial number

|
J
!
{o make the follow-up study meaning ful. It was therefore decided _ ‘

. %
{o interview all families enrolled in September, 1971. ‘

el

Completed interviews for & minimum of‘2/3 of the parents con-

tained in the initial sample was set as an attainable and statistically
valid goal. Tllis;"goal was achieved for each of the centers studied, - '

Srielding a combined total of 83 completed interviews (with a range

N

of 17 to 24 per center).

~

‘C. Interviewdérs

Because of the complexity and in-depth nature of the schedule,

and in order to accomplish the goal of 2/3 completed interviews, it

was decided to, ulilize personal inierviews. Recruitment, éi’nploy-
ment, training and supervision of MNR's {o serve as parent inter-

viewers was therefore undertaken. Following the Model Cities pre-

-
{ 1,

-
r?

- Paonl - .
At Los Pequemtos and San Juan Bautista, the sample mcluded allk farpllles
enrolled on September 1. At Green Valley, the enrollment jumped from 35
{o 67 during September, so our sample included all enrollees on Septernber
1, plus an additional sample of 15 fyom among the new September enrollees.

IFor CASA, which began opcrations late, the cut-off data was September 20. s
St. Mark was not operational durmg Septembér, so parents in that program

could not be included in the "before" study.

33




scribed recruilment procedures, applications were received frem

39 applicants, 18 of them MNR's. Joint Pacific T, &T.A. - Model

Cities pancls were utilized to select 6 ];'INB,’S (2 Black and 4.bi-lingual
Mexican-Americans) to serve as par‘ent intervicwe_rs. A training

kit was devéloped and a pre-service train’ing session held t‘o instruct
interviewers in techniques of intervi:awing, respectl for conﬁd‘cntiality, .
and guidelines for admiiistering the parent schedule. Weekly, indivi-
dual mectings were held thrc;ughout t};e interview period and ,ir’lterviewers
were reimbursed for iraining time, mileage annd compleied interviews.
Altogether, it required approximately six weeks to conduct and com-.

plete the 83 parent interviews. .

d. Irollow-Up Parent Questionnaires

v Aftér a lapse of four months, follow-up was undertaken. While

A

} ' N
this is an unfortunately short interval,” the length of the contract period
and the amount of time required to secure complete parent interviews
preventied our allo‘wing for a greater interval, Further, numerous
terminations had occurred, even in the four month period, and signi-
ficant changes had occurred in some of the Center programs, so that

-
evaluators felt a greatl deal could be learned.
* The follow-up, or 'afier' questionnaire consisted esséntially

of two scales: one lo gain maximum information relative to terminations

and the other {o assess changes which had occurred in the interim for

31 -
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Pcontinuing' families. This form was briefer than the criginal,
. omitting deinographic data and questions concerned with expectlations

&

and priorilies. It focussed instcad on éha.nges in employm‘ent, current
preferences, changes in c/hildren an:i evaluat-ive judgements about all

" the componcx;ts of a child care cenler (%. ge s safety, edugation, staff,
food, faealtll, etc.) for comparison with initial res};onses.

The sample consisted of all respondents to the initial or

"before' questionnaire excludipg the CASA parents, since that pro- ¢
. N B

gram was no l.g_mger-funded. In’éerviewing was again done by model
neighborhood residents- (the bame one.‘s'who did the initial inter-
viewing, wherever this was possible). ;

Therc was"some attrition (as: projeclted) resulting fro;n respon-
~dents who had left the area and whosc whereabouts were unknown,‘so
that our goal was again placed at 2/3 of t};e original group of respoh*
dent parents (83, minus 17 "CASA parents) for a starting {otal of
© 66). This goal was cxceeded with the acquisition of 63 completed
fqllow-up questionnaires from Center parents.

In additiop, the parent quesiionnaire was adapted for usc with -

St. Mark parcnts. Because of the late start of the program and . . . —-

t
~

the staggered enrollment paitern, we were able to usc only one round

of interviews with these pé.rcnts. The aaaptation of ithe parent ques-

tionnaire therefore provided for both familics currently enrolled

39
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and familics which had ferminated. All parenis who had been in the

progrum during January and February (a total of 33) were approached,

1
|
1
— - J
|
|

and 28 quéstionnaires v.ere completed, -
Samples of the '"follow-up" questionnaire for center parents

and of the spccial adaplation for St. Mark parenfs will be found in the

Appondix,
>

Intensive analysis of the parent questionnaire data wasﬂunder-
taken, on~ both a center-by-center and comparative basis. Initial
findings from the "before" questionnaire were included as part
of the November monitoring report. Data from the "after' question-

L}

naire for center parents, as well as a sumnmary of the results of the

St. Mark parent study,‘,wili be included in this report as appropriate.*

@ X ,
Comparisons of "before" and "after" results will also be found in
Sections II and III of thi$ report. .
] "3
® 3. Staff Questionnaire - ) T RO Ve
. Data from staff was deemed extremely important, as a source of in-
Y -
formation about resident employment, ;vorking conditions, training and pro-
¢ \ . )
motional opportunities, an\d\as a mcans of securing evaluative judgements
» ’ ‘ N e e T
e —-—abewl program coimponentis from those most intimately involved in the de-
. i . N
o livery of services. Ifurther, the staff was in an excellent position to comment
N - .
on administrative effcctiveness. Demographic information and staff expecia-
tionss and priorities were also sought as a basis for comparing staff-parent
e . ‘ ‘ X R

¢ \

v

24 . R e ey LG .
All row data and data analyses are filed at Pacific T, & T. A. offices.
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responses in these arcas. The laiter was bascd on the theoretical assump-
tion thal prograin‘cffecliveness is enhaneed by a correspondence between
the backgrounds and expectations of staff and the families of the children

they serve. - ’

a. Staff Interview Schedule

=

‘The staff questionnaire covered the following subjects:
~ e Demographic data, with particular emphasis on securing
all that information which was required by Model.Cilies

in relation to resident employment . B

° .Working conditions, including: : ’

Hiring practices

Salary, and rating of salary

Benefits, and rating-of benefits. .

. Hours, and satisfaction with hours worked

’ Aldequacy of supervision - "

0 - Frequency and "helpfulness" of staff mx.etmgs
Staff relations
Pre W@ and in-service training

° Administrative efficiency andvesponsivengss

w

(] Nature of activities performed ’

. 4
. ° - Priority ranking of program components .

‘o T‘xpactatlons in terms of what const1tutes ‘a quality “ o -
child care program

e  Evalualive judgcments of all the program components:

N

° Pareni involvement -

° Extent to which the program meets the needs of the
children, the parcnis, the community, and the staff

This interview schedule, like all others, was submitted to the

sub-committee for review and approval. In addition, the input

P
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- of thc O/A dircctors was sought,

hl

b. Sampling and Mcthod of Distribution

A1l staff in all of-the p"rograms were included in the, sample.

T e ’

A grcat deal of consideration was given to dctcrmining
th¥ best means of distributing the questionnaires. Evaluatorsl felt

& . that the neced for cénﬁcfcntiali'ty was cven grcaler here than in rela-

i ~

] > tion to the parent questionnaires, since no or’e would wish to jeopardize

‘ . ‘ 2 [
. his j%b for the sake of assisting in the cvaluatlion process. While
A , * . "
paren} intervicwers had been thoroughly indoctrinated in thé nced

& -~ - Y

for preserving tpe éonfidentiality of res(pondents, we felt ~that: face-to-~

‘ ) . T ' ’ . ‘e ’ .
facednterv;cy@'_where it was necessary.to tell a community person
. . . . ,' . - . :\‘ R 1 . .a ’ .
what'he/shé_ll')Q]ieved,_ would 'still be thréxtening to staff members.

[

Direct comm_unicatién with an outside firm _s}em(ed pireferable, It

y P , vl *

was therefore decided'to use the follqwing rpetho'd: .

2y

(1) "The evaluation. project dipeclor would ittend all staff
meetings to distribut¢ the questlonnalri:, explain pre-
cisely how the dita was fo be used, and anﬁr any
questlons the staff might have, - (N

Yy
. 2)- -1F4aeqmzsfiomafr'3s?ﬁmx;e»dis’tributed\ag ahove, along
with rcturn envelopes, addresscg to the evdluation ~~ N
projéct dlrLCtOI' in Berkeley. Staff were informed
that cover sheeL 1dent1fy1ng pag;&s could be separated
' Trom the body of ‘ng Qtzc;gtlonnaire and returped in
separate onvelopé& The cover shect dealt with’

1

s factual information only, and the body of the ques- . s ' R
tlonna.lre,, which asked for comments and Judgemults, , '
had no identifying 1nfox mation, . AV :

A ’

. -
- . .
. -
~ .
O 3 8 v ¢ - -
L] . - - ~
A

1




-

(3} The quo.».;tionngiré was translated into Spenish for
those staff members who preferred this language.

<

(4) Prodding would be done through‘ the center secretary,
with the evaluator passing along only the names &f
staff members who had not returned their cover sheets.

Over*a]‘, 2/3 of the questionnaires were returned completeé (with
proport’ions of respondents ranging from 48% at CASA’.to 100% at Green,
Valley), and the profiles of res;pondents tended to parallel the profiles of

the \entire,staffs. Further, the respondents seémed very franl;, some-

i

. . 4 - .
limes amazingly so. Center-by-center ’summaries of staff responses were

»

included in the January r‘noni‘torhi’ng report and ;vill be ciled in later sectionsh
of ﬂ.liS ;‘cehport.. "

A special a#}daptatiop of ‘the sta'I“f questionnaire was developed for the
St.Mark administrative staff and the 5t. Mark providérs. Administra’givc
sfcaff forms were distributed as shown above. Pro-vider forms were mailed,'

with a cover letter signed by both the Evaluation Projget Director and the
° ~ L3 /

Director of St. Mark, since "staff" meetings of providers are not conducted

v
-

on a vegular basis.

-» +
9

4, On-Site Observatica Form

L

(ALl of the instruments described in the foregoing sections were designed
to elicib’; responses from involved persons—-dix"ectorg, parenis.and stz;.ffs.
3 ¢ . )
In ofc{e\r to gain an outside bcrspcg’gi\'re, the évaluatibn utilized an "expert |
ohserver."” The cxpert’:%clecte‘d for this purpose wai;s a staff member of
Eacific T. & T. A. with advan-ccd credentials in Early C@ildhood Kduca-
——— 39

*Mrs*tlarriet Shaffer
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v ) ‘ . L ’ - . ) ‘ ]
. { ’} \‘ 4 ‘. |. , :
. v , -
) . - 2 . " .
¢ ’ < 4 . :l
tion and experience in both prograni administration’and collepe 18vel teach= .
. 2 - e s " . M - s hd i
N . . ; ‘ T Y 5 Sedooeoon
® . mng, . - ! ) ‘.\
) In o_rde'r‘-to sccure information which would lend itgell to quantitati\}v\
’ analysis and be makimally useful to the programs as a guide to uself-‘improvx- :
. . PR
. ' e a . . . : )
. ~ment, an éxhaustive On-site Observation Form wak constructed. A copy of ’ -
this form is contained in the Appendix. S - o : R
. Briefly, it provided for the following: « ® \\\"»,\. )
. ] . ) ) ’
[ An hourly staff-pupil ratio.  count ’ X )
£ 7 .
* “And enumeration and evaluation of each element of the . -,
program sequence T C it
t . - « o, L N : i )
LI ! e o® A dctailed observation of the arrival procedure
. ’ ] - ] ,
’ ° A checklist on program content, _incixding: -
‘“ "
. . Lianguage . : . -
. . Art and Music °
¥ s . Science .
- Physical activities ‘ ' ' b .
o I . - kY
- * - . Health care < ’
" ' Meal times . . S ' a .
. - *  Exemplary components o
‘ Problem arcas ) i \ .

+ Equipment’

e  Observations of the children, in t'érm‘s of absorption,. con-

tentment, etc. . AET
] ! ° A checklist for observalion of child-staff interactiqns
g L e QObservatinn of the departqre' procedu.rc, including

parent-staff inferactions

4 -

° A summary on tone, curriculum, staff, and program o
i poterdial, v T -
) e ~ Obscrvation of the facility's impact on program operation

. i * L] 40 B v

\.1 e "’36"‘ ’

ERIC | , o - wrey
. o _

-~ 2 o




‘0

+ «  Utilizing this form, the obscrver made {wo visits {o each center in

October and November. One visit covered the period from arrival through
\

lunch, and the sccond visit covered the period from lunch through dcparture,

-

so thal every aspect of the program could be obscrved. either the Directlor

-

nor staff had any prior knowledge of whatl aclivities and elements were being

>

obscrved.. While il was to be expected that the staff would make every cffort

to ""put their best foot forward,' the duration of the visit and the fact that

-

- staff could not know what aspects of program were being obscrved militated

"*“ agains: "staging." Further, cven atlempts to "show off' are revealing of

staff ot.itudes and the observer was unusually perceplive. Evaluation feed-

’ ;b . - -
back discussions confirmed that the obscrver was able to derive a highly

-
™~

accurate picturc of the program in operation. )

)

Extensive feedback was provided and the summaries of the on-site

obscrvalions ave eonlained in the November monitoring report.

3

The entire procedarc was repeated in_Februai'y, giving evaluators
a "before' and Mafior! picture. Refercnces to the observer's findings will
‘be madc throughout the balance.of this report.
o i
Tor the St. Maxk program, with its 20 homes in lieu of-a cenler, it .
was necessary lo modify both the forms and tl;e evaluation pr.ochzedures. The
modified form, adapled for briefer observation of a home sectling, is con-

tained in the Appcndlx. I’x ocedurally, if was 1mposq1ble and unnccessary to

visit @]l of the homes. Therefore, in consullation with the St. Mark staff,

¢
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r

a represeniative sample of five homes was selecled for observatlion. The

*

~
- -

observer was accompanied by a St Mark staff member for two reasons:

(1) to allay the anxielies of the woman who was being observed in her own

home, un}'!er very intimate conditions; and (2) to begin ihe process of instruet-

ing the St. Mark siaff in conducting their own on-going cvalualive asse’'ssment

of the Providers who participate in their program. Verbal instruction

of the Si. M« 1k staff in observalion techniques and use of the form which

had been developed was also underiaKen.

>

" The following chari is a graphic summary of the forms developed, the
popvlalions sampled, the number of each type of form which was completed,

and the method of data collected ulilized:

e s s,

I

=




sSummary of Data Collected

Iustruments i Source ¥ Completed Method B
Forms -
Mbnitoring Checklist _ _. | Diréctors 34 Interviews by
and Narraiive Form Project Director
I
g Parent Interview Schedule Center parcnis 83 Interviews by
s MNR's
e Follow-up Parent Interview
o Schedule Cenler parents 53 Interviews by
& ‘ MNR's
o - [Mail and
§ St. Mark Parent Interview | St. Mark parents 28 . 'lInterviews by <
g; Schedule ' MNR s 1.
o Center Staff Qucstionnaire"‘ Center Staffs 38 Hand distr ibution
3 . ) ) - at staff meetings
5 ! ‘ P
.g St. Mark Adminjstrative St. Mark Admin. 57, Hand’distributlion
@ Staff Questionnaire Staff N at staff meetings
= . N v
@ |st. Mark Provider Staff St. Mark Provider| 13 Mail _ ’
s Questionnaires Staff
w
« | On-site Observation Forms | Center programs 1 Direct observation
.g for Centers (for 12 hours ea.)
o ¢ .
et
% %] On-site Observation Forms Provider's homes .9 Direct observation
o U for Jlomes (for 2-3 hours eal )
Co : :

0
W%

* These forms were prepared in both English and Spanish
® Total number completed perent interviews: 164

‘

Totul munber completed staff interviews: 56
- o 3 4 3

-39~
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5. Monitoring Activities

It will be geen from the foregotug that moniloring aclivities were
integrated with the over-all evaluation plau. Th(f Moniloring Chec.lzlist and
Narrative form was used as a basis {or monthl:x inierviews by the Ev«alu;-

“tion Prc;juct Dircclor and provided the basic information for monthly rcpori{_’
to all appropriale personnel within Model Cilies and the Department of Social
Services. In addition, Model Citics requested that output measures de-

A signutod in the various MIS forms be reporied on a mont:hly bas"is. Since
the forms, as developed, wc;re not decemed applicable to thdchild tare pro-
grams, a ineeting was held with Model Cilies MIS staff to discuss alterna- "

tive means of reporiing. A cover sheet for the monihly monitoring report

was devceloped and mutually d srecd upon,  This Eé)x'xn showed program status,
enrollment figures, staffing (including'chil\d-contact hours and resident

employment inforz;xzxtion), stalus of training programs, and PAC develop-

ment. It was in’.cludcd as the cover of each montihly monitoring report, sub-

mitted in traplicale 16 Model Cities (onc copy each 1o MIS and Jivalualion,

and onc copy lo the commmunity representative for use by the Task Force).

In addition, and conirary lo general practi‘}cc, reports on data analysis wcre

inclvded in the monthly epgrts as they were developed rather than being

held for the sununary evaluation. This was donc in order lo communicale

maximura available information about the programs under study, at the ]

limes ;)v.‘hon they would be most useful to Modcel Cifiosﬂ and the Departmoent

¢
of Socinl Services, -

~40~-




6. Fiscal Forms

-

Bricf mention must be made of one additional procedure which was
estabh‘sl‘led: this was the development of a spccial financial reporting form,
in consultation with the Department of Social Services fiscul depariment,
to provide a basis for studying fiscal 1r1§ﬁgg<§i11011t in programinatic

T e om -

terms. .'This was done (o cnable the eval'_Lijator and the Department of Social

T
‘%

‘ Services Fiscal Dcpartn’icni to a-s‘;cc;;'tairx what funds were iﬁcing allocated by ‘
the child care programs {o the various program component;. None of the
exisiing fiscal rcpo‘rtirfg forms /included this type of breakdown, and it was
fcll that an accurate assessment of program efficiency depended upon secur-
ing this additional:fiscal information. The form was disiributed by the
Department of Sociz;:l Services Fiscal Depariment for monihly reporting by
the O/A's, beg}nxxling in October. Several, but not ali, of the O/A's com-
pleted and retlurnced this form to the Department of Social Services each

montl thereafter. “Copies of forms which were received by the Depart-

ment of Social Services were shared with the evaluator.




L

C. Fecedback .
Consisient with the assumption that evaluation .should be a tool for pro-
gram improvement, ovéry cffort was made to provide immediate fcedback
to the opcraling agencies, to the Deparimcent of Sé)cial Servigif and 1o Model
"Citics. In developing o;r feedback approach, we \f;'e.{'o also coﬁcernej with

. retlaining the trust of the operators,. since the success of an evalration study

¢ depends, at least in pari, on voluntary cooperation and a frank sharing of

2

infermation.

The primary methods utilized to accomplish these twin goals included:

1. Teedback ta C/A's:

a. 'D{'afts of the monthly mo’nitoring report were presented {o the
O/A directors before these materials were included in the finished
report. While n\egative facts were never deleted, the O/A direclors
did have the Aoppox;tupjty t&provide explanations for these facts, and
these explanalions w‘ere frequen’tlg.( inc].uded. This prior submission

of draft reports to O/A directors also ensured the factual accuracy

of the monitoring reports.

b. Copies of the finished monthly reports on each

center were promplly and rcegularly sent 10 O/A's.

- c. Each successive monthly interview with the O/A directors
buill on the preceding month's report, so there was an implicit

"

stirnulus to make, and report, corrective changes, It should

: 46
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be noted that, while the evaluator could encourage O/A's to
acl on recommendations, she had no authorily in relation to

cither the O/A's or the administering agency. )

.

d. Additional, in-depth discussions were conducted in rela- ;

tion {o the on-site obsor;'ations. . 'I"he projeéqt‘director, the observer,
the O/A diréctor, and other appropriate center staff members par-
ticipaled in these feedback sesgions. The acu;al observation forms
(completed on site), as well as the narralive summaries, were

sh-argd and interpreted in detail.

e. ' The Lvaluator was also available lo mect with any group con-
nected with the O/A's, upon request, to serve as a resource person.
In this caparity, she participated in meeting of the Los Pequenitos PAC,

the St. Mark staff, the St. Mark Board, and the SPC health staff, as

well as the G/A Directors in group sessions. -

=

Feedback to Model Cities and the Department of Social Services:

a. Complele montihly reports on allO/A’s and the status of the

~ v

evaluation project were sent 1o the Model Cities Communily Repre-~
senlalive for use by the Task Force, lo the Model Cities-MJS Spec-
ialist, to the Modecl Cilies Evaluator, the Departmenti of Social

Services Ivaluation Monitor, and the Deparimnt of Social Services

Contract Officer, Feedback from Departiment of Social Services

47
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.

and dlodcl Cities staff to the Evaluator in relation to these reports

was conspicuously lacking, and il was ncver clear how, or if, these

ate
P

reporis were utilized.

b.  The Evaluation Project Director was consistently available

to any individual or group from Model Cities or the Depa_rtment of

Social Services for verbal fcedbaek. Frequent meetings werc held .
with the Departinent of Social Services Evaluation Monitor, Model

Citics Planncr, and Model Cities Sub-committee on Child Care. °

*

In addition,Jhé Evalugtion Project Direcior participated in a variety
i of meetings, sharing information about the evaluation and the programs
under study. Such meetings included: the Health and Social Services

Task Iorce; special meetings in regards tv CASA; a meeting with

- the Model Citlies Community Representative, Program Specialist and

-.

AProgrém Planner in preparation for consideratlion of projecti proposals;
a meeling with the Department of Social Services Contract Officer

"and her staff to discuss the possible future use of the evaluation

instruments by the Department of Social Services; meetiiigs with

w
e

s
v

SR
The numerical ouiput measures ;'eported in the summary chart did become
a part of the Model Cities-MIS records, but there was no information com-
municated {o the Evaluator about the ways in which these records wcere used.
Further, information contained in the monitoring reports obviously served
as a partial basis for corrective action mandated at the single Quarierly
Review session conducted by the Model Cities Project Specialist, but there
was no clear method established for systematic utilization of this monitoring,
information and cvaluation input vas not solicited at mecetings held prepara-
tory 1o the Quarterly Review session.

48
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A

the Department of Social Services administrative staff with regard

to sysiem-wide problems and recommendaiions; elc,

While opportunities for verbal fecdback increasced progréséively
throughout the life of the contract, this avénuc of communicalion was never
utilized as fully ;{s ‘itm_‘might Ifave becn by the Department ’of Social Services
and Model Cities. | :flli;'. was' symptomatic of a general lack of systematic

communication between O [A's, the Department of Social Services and Model

Cities. Ifad a network of communication been operative, with a clear-cut

mechanism for implementing recommended improvements, the evaluator

would presumably have been asked to assist more actively in the precise

o

identification of problems requiring corrective atiention. Section III of

this report includes recommendations in this regard.

o




The approximate time scequences,

monitoring activities described in this sc ctlon, d] c bummarl/(,d in the\ out-
linc work plan, shown below:

»”

N
Y

Activity

July

Sept. 10Oct.

Months
Nov.

Dec.

Jan.

Feb.

N
\\

M\a;'ch

Delincate objeclives

Aug.!
0

Monitoring
Develop Forms
Conduct Interviews with

O/A Directors
monihly reports.

and write

i
]

T

13

0.

G

Parent Interviews
Draft, pre-test, and
revise "before' form

, ~Recruit, screenand
train interviewers
Conduct inilerviews

- Analyze data
"Draft "follow-up'and
St. Mark parent forms
Conductlinterviews

Analyze data

1

Staff Interviews
. Draft form ‘
Distribute t6 centers
Follow-up
Analyze daia
- Adapt for St. Mark
Distribute & follow'-up

Analyze data

i

E

pn ~-gsile Observalions

Develop forms
Do Center observations
Do Home obscervafions

.

c
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INTRODUCTIEN TO SKRCTION IT

q

* This.scction will deal with each of the programs in terms of the issucs yaised

[

S s ) .
in the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR). It should be naled,

however, thal the FIDCR gre subject o various intcrpretations; i.e., a program

-

may be in literal complianee and yet fall short of op‘tiinum standards. In the
. . .

-
P

i,courst of the evaluation, we have examined the exient 1o which programs are in
technical comnpliance, and we have further atiempied to arrive at objective

judgcﬁxents about {he essentidl quality of each programmatic ar'e'a. Thus, this

repori will include such terms as "homey, "warm'!, "ethnically appropriate!’,’
’ L 4

etc. These words are not part of the language contained withih the FIDCR,

L but they are highly relevant to the delivery of ""good" child care. A facility

which is.clean and sierile and institutional-fceling may conform to t’he‘letier of

the requu'emenis, but 1t is not.necessarily a good place for a child <o spcnd most

of his waking 'hours. A toacher of the proper. age ‘and w1th thc /‘1* technical

qualifica{ions will meét the Code requirecments, but 1f she lacks a'warm and

loving attitude, a genuine concern for children"and an appreciation for their

*

- / . - - - A}
ethnic heritages, we would not want her to be the dominani person in our’ child-

‘

ren's Jives. Food may be adequaie, nuiritious, and prepared with proper respect

\

for sanitation and yct be tasteless, cold and unappotizing. ~ The provision of
such items are compliant, but they do not contribute 1.(3) the growth and well-
B . ’ .
7

being of the chi\ldr(-n. We have, therefore, aitexllpteci/ to assess whether the

spirit as well as the letter of the Requirements have been achieved.

° 52 ]
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o
.

The material in this seclion has been submitied Lo each of the program
directors for review, prior {o publication. Nonctheless, the staiemertis made |

arc sofely the responsibility of ihe evaluator, based on the fix;dings_'of”the '
. g A

Py

>

Evaluation study and on the Evaluator's besl judgment of what occured Hurihg

the IEvaluation period.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY -~

. . Starting Date: April, 1971 -~

Name of Projeel:  San Juun Baulista Child Development Center

Location: 1515 Pensacola; in Model Neighborhood - tropicana  area

L4

Auspices: Private, non-profil corporatioi

- Howr + Ta.m. - 6 yom. Monday through Friday

-
-~

Capacity: 104-150 (Exacl-# pending determination by SDSW licensing division)

Popalation served: ' : o . i
__Eligibility: 2-12 years of age : ‘
MNR's or present, former or potential welfare recipients
Enrollment: ’ '
. July Aug. Sepl. Oct. Nov. Decec. Jan. Eob.
Tolal 100 80 105 112 117 112 103 140
MNR 80 50 . 84 107 105 109 100 135

_Ethknic Composition: 52% Black, 31% Mexican-Americans; 17% Anglo

and "other"
Staff: . .
Numbers employed: ks

[

July Aug. Sepl. Oct. , Nov. Dece. dan.  ITrob.

Total 17 15 17 19 19 . 19 21 24
MNR 4 9 12 13 13 14 i5 17
Etbnic Composition: 53% Black; 26% Mcexican-Americans; 21% Anglo
FIDCR Cornpliance Summary o i .
Requirement - . In compliance In compliance
- . ) At ouisct ? now ?
Licensed No ) Licenscable, but still
] not licensed
Adult-to~child ratio Yes . o | YVes
sSafety and sanitation Yes Yes
Educaljonal services \ Yes Vos
Social Services No Yes
Heallh No Yes
Nutrition Yes Yes
‘ Staff trainings No Vos
{ Parcenl involvement No o . Yes




_SAN JUAN BAUTISTA .
Housecd in the community center builriing of the San Juan Bautisia Apart-
ment Complex, the Child Development Center was begurf by the Housing Corp- ~
oration in April, 1971, The Ccnier is open from 7 AL M. to 6 P.Al., Monday .
/ through Friday, providing comprehex;sivg child care services for‘ over 106
l children between the ages of 2 and 12. :
/

During fiscal 1971-72, the program was funded under two contracts: .

seed money for §0.children was provided by the Housing Corporation, begin-

s

ning in Aprﬂ.and local share funding for an additional 50 children was provided

~

by Model Cities beginning in .Tune, 1971. In both inst;}nces, the local share

funds are being maiched 3:1by¥Federalmonies, under Title IV-A. DBoth con-

tracts arc administered by the Department of Social Services and both require )
compliance with-the FIDCRs,although the target population is defined differently

under e"ach cohtract‘.

+

-

For the coming year, the Health and Social Services Task Force has

i
© ___recommended that Model Cities provide funds for 60 children; the Housing

- &

‘ Corp(.)rbtion/;' howcver, cannot continue to provide its shaxe of the sced money

i / ‘. . J‘ - L3 . - a - I’
and the, Cc/:tcr"s administration is deeply concerned with securing additional /‘
! ' R /
} 3 - - ' - - » /
local—s!lmfc funding 1o maintain the program at its present level and, if posszl7lc,
. . . \,

/

I N

to expand. ' "
P/ N
r / * E

w
o
/
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I. - POPULATION AND ELIGIBILITY

Most of the children served by the Center live in the low-to-moderate

‘
income, multi-racial apartment complex, but fumilics from the entire model
ncighborhood area, as"well as all former, prqsen; and potential welfare recip-
iente, are eligible for service. All familics must be certified by the Santa
Clara Depaxitment of Social Services, and no fecs are charged. While there
are no restrictions other than age and cligibility (as shown above), priority is
given to working parenis and.parcents in training. ,

. Demographic data sccured from the parent questionnaires shows that
virtually @1l of the familics s.er\'ed are MNR's with the vast majority (80%)
receiving some form of welfarc assistance. IJalf of the mothers work, and the
remaining half are equally divided between moihers in {raining and mothers

1
who are at home bul arc seeking employment or have other specialized needs
\
. - \
for child carc. Approximately 2/3\arc one-parent families. Over half of the
\ )
families arc black; approximately l/?ﬁ‘e Mexican American; and only a hand-

ful are Anglo or "other”. Most of the families served have more than one child

“enrolled, and, with the exeeption of 3 familics%\'ho need care for infanis, the

AN

N
Center is providing care for all of the children in &{yinily who nced carc.

Youghly half the children are pre-schoolers (1nost o wl\ﬁ}m attend full-time),
~N

. N
and half are gchool aged children, who come 1o the Cenfer before and/or after

school.

R
-3

<2}
N




It is apparent thad the Center is meeting the objective of providing care

for MNR families who nced it.

2. EN \’IRONR?E\’TAL STANDARDS

a. Location

The Center is extremely well locaied.  The apartment complex pro-
vides a natural population base, and almost all of the children live within
easy wgllfing distance of the Cenfer. Only 1 of the 24 responding parents
staied that transportation was s problem. Slonaker School, atiended by
most of the Center's school age children, is a short distance away, So
that ;:}1i1drux'1 can move belween school and center with ease, The Center's
proximity tc Slonaker has the added advaitage of facilitating schooli-center'
communicalion and joinl staff training programs, and it enablcs the Center
to utilize the school playground for sports activitics.

b.  Safety and Sanijtation -

The building it}self ig new, lightl and airy, with a well-equipped Litchen
and spacious, glass-walled areas separafed into "rooms' by folding pariitions.
There is a completely fenced yard, adjacent to the rooms utilized by ihe
pre-school children.

Having been degigned as a cormmunity cenler, rather than a child

carc cent-p, the facility has posed soine special problems: too few toilets
Y I

and washbasins and none of thein child-sized; difficulities in apportioning | —
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space into the separate areas needed by the mulij-age child cave programs;
an "institutional feeling'; problems with noise; no sprinkler system (a licens-
ing requireinerd); and no shade in the yard. S.omc of these problems have
already been solved--a sprinkler system has been installed; additional

room Lus hecen s‘ccurcd and space usagc has been improved; rugs, couches

and wall decorations have been added to produce a more "homey'' feeling.
1 - &
. i
Devcloping the yard and increasing and lowering the toilet|facilities

\
] 4

' \
are still pricrity necds. These can be rcadily accomplished ififunds for
\

rcnovation are sccured. i

3. PARENT INVOILVEMENT

>

Both the staff and the parenis cited lack of, sufficient parent involvement

as a problem from the outset of the pro ram. While there wece occasional

open houses, there was no program of parent cducation and no sysiem for

consistent communication with parents about the progress of their children.

4

IFormation of a P'arcnt Advisory C'ommitt'ce (PAC) wasot un.dertaken uutilman’-
dated by Model Cities at the Quarterly I}c-\rigxz' in October. When a deadline
was set by Model Cities, however, the Center moved rapidly to remedy the
situation, and a PAC involving upprr)\z'\imatcl:v half the pargnis is now opera-

tionul. An outside Social Worker,” assigned by the Bastside Buresa 1o the

Apartment Complex, is providing stalf agsistanee-tothe PAC. Since the

e
—

wr
O
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nomous than in situations wherve the Director serves as staff.” The PAQ has
1

thus far been primarily concerned with organizational matiers and with getting

parents ipvolved. There are current plons for beginning a prograin of parent
education. The role of the PAC with regard to the basic decision~making
process still needs {o be definad.
There has not been much progress noted in terms of regular home-center
- ’ ’
communication about the children. Approximately half of the parcnts in the

initial intcrviews seoid they received progress reports, Inthefollow-~up, five

said they received regular reports, scven said they were informed 'occasionally"

or only when they ashed, “and {wo said they were not informed at all, Instituting
//

regular parcni-teacher conferences should be set as an immediate goal, since

the sub-committec established "implementation of a program for systematic com-

munication with parenis' as a specific objective.

4. STAIKF .

The staff-io-pupil ratio has genﬁrally been maintained at a lc{zol consistent
with IIDCRs, although both parents and staff expressed concern with staff
shortages. This was true in the follow-up parent interviews as well as the
initial infervicews. ‘The on-site Observer noted a co;isisicnt lack of substituies,

and this 1way be the primary basis for the felt shortage. 1t is recommended

that the method of doployir';g stall be carefully re-examined and that a reliable

pool of substitutes be developed, perbaps in cooperation with the other child

~

{

"4

cure progrims., "

60
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There is exeellend L-m-rcs;wondv_xwe Letween the ethnic composition of
the staff and (-hild—r(-n curolled, except that Mexican-Americans are rela-
tively under-represented on the professional staff. The participajion of ithree ‘
males in child-contact posilions is noteworthy,

Generally speaking, Sun Juan Bautista has’a mature and well-educated
stafi, althougi fewer thfan half of the child-contact staff have had specialized
traiving in child development, This lack of specific training was reflectied in
program deficicnees, and the nced for effective in-service iraining'was siressed
in fcedback sessions wi;h the Director. Beginning in January, a regular train-
ing program was undertalen, consisting of bi-weckly three-hour sessions for
all stoff. While this has been a significant step forward, both the Director
and the Evaluwtor still feel that the implementation of a more extensive inlern-
tyve of training program, such as thai described in the scctiod on sysicm-wide
reconunendations, remains @ high priority need.

Day-to-day supervision of staff has been sill)jcct to considerable experi-

:

mentation.  Initially, there wa< 2 part-time head ieacher. When tgiis proved

inadequale, the Direclor's office was moved closer 1o the scene of operations,

1 * 4

so that the Driector could provide staff supervision.  Finding thatl adminisirative
demaonds made it virtvally impossible for the Dircetor to provide the kind of
suppm*'i and supervision which was n'ccded, the centrally-located office was
converted to a staff room and a icacher-supervisor was employed.  The I')’i.rnc—

i

lor's willingness 1o cxperiment bas been highly constructive and the present,

61 .

131




k3

)

®LRIC

|

]

|
s ,

¢

A ¥
-

sc lution seems 1o be working well for the pre-school program., There now
appears to be a n'wd for two hezd teachers--ithe present head teacher and another
for the Extended Day Care (12DC) program--because of the si;.e of the enroll~
ment and the varied programs which necd to be developedf{or the two age groups.

In analyzing staff commecenis on workiné conditions, we notcd that while
sala-rius are gencrally better -than those paid at‘oth‘er centers, 8 of the 10 rcs-
pondenis rated their salavics "fairor"poor. " Benefits are comparatively very
good and were generally well-rated by staff. The;'ee\\_'as, however, cither a lack
of unifor:nity or a lack of adequate communication in relation to compénsatory

time, sick leave and paid training time. These had not been siandardized and/

or clurificd. In Decewnber, the Director underiook siaff evaluations and, con-

.

“ sequently, terminated several staff members. Thesc terminations precipitated

a series of staff meetings al which a list of grievances and demands were devel-

5

oped.  Some related to the manner in which the terminations were handled, and

othere related to suéh matiers as overtime compensation, standarization of staff

)

titlcs, pay and other staff conerns. This situation mié;ht well have erupled into

a serious one. Jlowever, a scries of actions werc taken immediatcly, which
\

|
alleviated the situstion: the Board held a special hearing on the complaints,

-~ "

|

and the Director moved to mecet a number of the demancl‘q.'}"ljhc'PAC was also

appriscd of the situation. In this way, through the provikion'of an adequate

gricvance mechanism and a willingness to meet just demands, a crisig situation

was averied.

L
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5. EDUCATION SLRVICES

In the initial interview, both stall and purents rated the education program
as "pretly good'. A number of parents felt‘that the educational program could
be improved through greater variety, creativity, and "interested, moiivaied
teachers'. Similarly sluff feli that the basic academically-oriented activities

» :

were quite sirong, bul that the expressive aspeets needed 1o be sirengthened.

Lack of adequate equipment was sfrongly cited by staff.

.
-

The educational program came under sharper criticism by the expert
observer, a specislist in carly childhood education. Her report indicated that the
program was run vith far {oo much cmphasif; on repressive control of the
children, with too little aitention given to individual nceds and development and
100 few opportunitics for child inpui.  Part of {he difficulty was atiributab/leﬁ
to the serious shortage of cquipment and part to the staff's orientation, re-
flecting a lack of adequate staff training about the waysi in which children

learn. Delailed recommendations relating to all aspects of the cducatjonal

;program were communicated to the Director and Head Teacher during an

-~ re

ex{cnsive feedback scsgion.  The Direclor and Head Teacher displayed sincere
concern, welcomed the criticisms and suggestions and moved to rectify the
situation. As noted elsewherc, prompt atterdion was given {o improving space

i
usage, a fﬂuuing program was begun, the institntional tone was softencd, ana

—

appropriate staff changes and resssignments were made.  In addition, quantitics

of cquipment were purchased and made more accessible to the children; daily

o
o
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* \

schegules were posted and olh®r suggestied changes were made.  This res-
ponsive approach was highly successful.  The follow-up on-site observation

noted substantial imporvement in both the tone of the Center and the response

- ' . . . 75 Y .
of the children to the imporved learning-environment, This improvement was
verified in the folow-up parent interviews, with 11 of the 14 conlinuing parents
statling that they had obscrved positive changes in their children.

The EDC portlion of the program was identified as a source of continued |

concern during the follow-up on-site observation. ‘The observer felt that the

progeum was esscntially a conlinuaiion of the school day, with insufficient

cnrichment and variety. In ihis conneclion, it should be noted that three ,
of the four familics who dfopped out between the "before! and "after” interviews
had school-a2ge children, and their primary reaéori given for leaving the programn
was the children's boredom: or unwillingness 1o attend. !

The educational program would also benefil by atlention 1o the outdoor area,

.

the puchase of still more equipment for the pre-school children, and a rmore

in-depth staif {raining program. With th¢ siart that has already been made, )

»

however, the outlook for delivery of a quality educati}mal program is very pro-

- ¥

migcing.

6. HEALTII AND NUTRITION

4

4. In the initial inferviews, more than half of the parcnis slated that

there was no health program or thatl they knew of none.  Staff rated the

heaolth progrom "preity good” but cited the need for o nurse or side.
64
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In the follow-up parent interviews in February, 12 of the 14 Ycontinuing l
) |

° parents' wes ¢ aware of a func,tionm‘g health 1;1jogra1n. In the intc;rvening time,
a hcalth progrom had heen developed, compris‘m\) of the following elements:
® (1) a doctor frem the public health department ha\d\ doneﬁiag})ostic work- -
ups and i‘mxlnunizations on almosft all of the childror;, (2) a public hecalth
nurse had gotien the ;hildron’s medical records in sl;apo, and (3) a full- ‘
o . . . \ .
time health aide had been employed fmd was being trame\d. This progress
resulied from the efforts of the Cenicr to secure assistax\ice,_@e coopera- -
° . ti-on of the Health Department and the ;i/nv_ulvem«ffﬁ-oi' —Sﬂlgéki\u\ov'or-all health
L. - \
i planning. This combihhliéﬁ of Cenier cffort and outside supéc\mt would secem
. \
to be crucial if all of thefFIDCRs arc to be fulfilled by child ca.\i.'e programs.
® : - At the present time, the Center is prepared to offer adequale diagnostic
hcalth care, bui prOViSiOD‘_f'()}":fOIJOX’.'-llp racdical and denizal trcatn;ent is ”
. ‘ still lacL;i;lg. : ; .
’ ’ - *
While almost all of the parents were awarce of the health program, ils .
G impzi;c*t had not yel l;een felt at tl;o' time of the follow-up interviews. Omg
¢ ' parcent said she had withdrawn her child because of frequent illnesses, o\ e
expressed concern that children picked up lice e;rfr'l worms from other children
at thie Center; and another sai.?_l her c‘hild ‘was getting more frequent colds.
g It is assxiqu that this was due {o the fact that tHc health aide had just
been employed and the morning inspection procedurce had not hecome op-
® crotional in time 10 hiwve an iinpact.  Subscquent (-w'altlidiions will be needed
‘-'-’.‘hci_:g_li@mnﬁin;f (Iommii, the organization with contractual responsibility
for the developmoent of 4-(ts,
y 65 !
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to verify \'c'ht“ﬂl’(:l“ the aniicipated nosilive impactl has been realized.
¥ & l “

Pl

b. Nuirition

Breakfast, morning snock, lunch and afiernoon snack are served by

. the Center. chse arc prepared in the Center's kitchen i)y a/cook and two
| N . i
part-time assis‘ktunts_. Surplus foods are utilized. All respondents and
. i . 3
observers--parients in both the befdre and after interviews, the staff, the

on-site observeL", and the cvalualor--have rated the food as ample, nuiri-

~, tious, culturallj{r appropriaie and lasly. The SPC nutritional consultant made

several suggestjous aboul possible economies, the nced for impyroved
sanitation, and {he desirabilily of using recipes, but there was no cominent -
. L 2
1 0
on the nuiritiona} content of the existing menus. TUnless feficiencies in
|
these are shown

o exisl, il will be assuined that the nuiritional component

H

»
of the program is adequate. Prescribed public hcalth standards of clean-
|

. oot
liness in regards: lo hair nets, handwashing procedures, cte., should, of

-~

'

course, be followed.

s

7. .SOCIAL SERVICES

At the onisetl of the prograin there was no social services program and no

~ M .

indjcation that individual case planning had been undertiaken to assist parenigein

sclecting the child care program most appropriate to their néeds. None of the

four "terminated faunilies" studied during the follow-up interviews indicated they

. .

had received any assistance in pnsking child care arrangements. In November,
1

- 57, 6 » ‘ ( ‘| . . » .
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a socizl worker was assigned by the Xastside Social Services Burcau to“éevote

{

N

fulltime to Complex 1*(~:;id0)(:;, with upproximatelly hulf of her time 1o be spent .

® . ’ -~ s ' |
in scrvices to the Child/D’evelopmcm. Center, The services of the Social oo :

‘ g R
) " Worker have consisted primapily of (1) follov:in'g,! up on families of children . |
. . B ‘ oA s

o with sporadic attendance, physical difficultics or emotional pronleins, as '

identificd by the teaching stalf; (2) serving as coordinalor-of the PAC;(a_ndl (3)

.

ffering monthly training sessions on child development for all staff members.

i This has been an excellent support and referral service, but it has not really
' . ’ »; .
addresscd the issue of prior case planning, since the social ‘worker is not in-, )
o volved in cither intake or termination. - .

<
1] \ 1
.

8. ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION
Py . ! At tl{gr outset, the Tiousing Corporation served as the delegate agency,

operating the child development center as well as the Apartment Complex, T

>

RN

the past fow months, a separate Board of Directors has been established and in-

_.' “corporated as the operating agency for'the Cenier. Members of the Board were

\
- .

sclected by th(}- Housing Corporation ard presently include a pediatrician, an
accountani, a teacher and {wo businessmen. Ultimately, the Board will be

comprised of nine per{ons, although there are as yct no definite decisions

, \ about who will fili the remaining four slots. The matter of parent representation
y .
o " on the Board of Directors is still under discussjon.  Jither direct representation

’ -
L

or an allernative means for ensuring cffeclive parent input must-be devised if

*
the objective of o parent role in decigion-making is to be achieved,
[ | ~
v - BT S .
' )\/\ -
o © ] 62
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! ""o * “ g e “ N - - - . L ’
| -advocate for child carc, In compldling the stall questionnaires in November, . ,’ 3

®LRIC

3

The new Board has been actively imvolved in reviewing proposals, re-

-vising by-laws, and devising persouncl policies and other documents related .
» I 4
to Center functioning.  The Doard played an active role in resolving personnel | .

[} * * ' P Y
s J oo e . LT
gricvances in Japuary; and it will be_even more active jn relation to all aspects N

of the program, as its members gain increased knowledge of the Center's L
- -

. - Yy

operation. » . . : Lol

The Director is the program's sole admijnistrator, with full administrative -

-
.

.

responsibility for all aspects of the program (subject only 1o the policy de-

D

cisions of the Board). An aécountant handles fiscal maiters on a contractual

.

basis, and a head teacher provides day-to-day supervision of staff, -although .

»

B t

. . o ) ® . .'; o
issues relating {o hiring, firing and other management-staff relations remain

. v -
2 . i - ’

“ilre redgponsibility of the Director. - . T 0 NI

. s et

<

< ™~ ! p - . - * i
The Discclor is a$frong and effective administrator and an outspolen { °

b

T e b h * ® I

» o ~

. .o

l\

a

LI ¢ .
. LN LY . .

of th™ C(.;almt!?"r.sfia‘ffl stated thaf the program is running smoothly - - .

. s - .
threc-fourihs.

. . . . L ; . - ’ r . . I dl
. . g 1o " . R . = . g
and efficiently, and all of'the respondents indicated that the Director was res- AN
. . ¢ T . ! B

. ;
N . . v NS LN

ponsive 1o {heir' suggestions. 'ljl,ais-\'vas confirmed by parents' rdsponses o the . o
v . o ., . . ,

’fol-1~ow-up-quc’s{iohnaire w'i'tti' 12 out f 14 parcnts_stating that the program v-as L , %

~ - - 2. ) Iy
- ST ! . . ’
smoothly run, and all but onc stating {hat their suggestions werc welcome (& -,

. . ’ ’ . .

. . . : . f
said suggestions were "vary weleome! and.5 sajd they were "welcome to somes
/‘ . . . “

o 4 - <L , "a Y.
extent")., I3oth.the Evaluator and Obs,.L‘vcr foynd the Dire~tor highly responsive .

N °
PR Y ' -

1o their recommendations. | This willingticss 1o aceepl eonstructive inptil from
& . §3 ,‘v p P ..
. . & L , [

4 <

. . 0 = A s o
staff, purents, and "experts” is sdepias one afl the greatast strengths of the . v

’ " R . - [
- -
. Q8 -'/‘
.
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® z
° program and the rcason for a majorily of the improvements made during the
: contract ycar.
A nced for technical assistance to the Director should also be noted, aris-
® . ing from the multiplicily of responsibilities and the impossibility of one person
being an expert in such diverse areas as fiscal managemeni, curriculum
. developraent, health, etc. This need is confirmed by four of the twelve families
] ' .
' who were still continuing in the program ai the time of the follow-up interviews:-
they indicated that the director should have assistance in managing such a

o large program.

Ay
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° l
PROBLIAM SUMAMARY l |
. SAN JUAN BAUTISTA \ |
Initial P’roblem Identified by ‘ Outcome
. S
S
Gy
! 5 5| s :
A Al 0fO J
Unlicensed XX N X / Licenseable, bul
/ license still pending
Too few loilets & wash- -
basins, also, too high,’ XX (X ' No change
| .
No PAC I X X , PAC formed December, 1971
Inadequate feedback/to More, but still largely
parents re; child p#o— , irregular
gress / x|x /
i [ . '
i | .
Need more staff &f/ or | Staff increased, but‘short-
substitutes XXy | / ages still mentioned in
‘ / follow-up interviews &
| / observation
i /
No in-service tra‘ining X XX j Bi-weekly training program
/ started ir Jan. 19872
inequities in salaries, | .
titles & benefits X1/ . Corrected
. / -
: . : |
l’gced more cquipmeit XX 1 More purchased;more is
Lo / still needed '
ﬁfxpress" 7e aspects of [X XX / " . Much improved
education prog, weak \ /
S}’?ace inadequate or X1 XX Much improved
inpdequately utilized / o
|’ - -
Nded health program X{X { Health program instituted,
‘. | still no med. or denial
"\ /v’ treatment available.
‘\ , .
-l Social Worker assigned 1o

Noisocial service ]
comiponent

/

| |
\f AN 70
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RECOMRENDATIONS

Continue to take all steps needeci to secure license at earliest possible date
Undertake needed physical improx}ements, including:. |

Increasing and lowering toilet and washbasin facilities

Developing the outdoor facih\ty (provide shaded area and more equipment)
Upgrade the IExtended Day Care Program, by:

Employing a head teacher for the Extended Day Care Program

Enriching the EDC curriculum
Improve home-center communication through regular parent-teacher c.'onferences
Ensure consist.ently adequate supervision of the children, through:

Depioying staff as effectively as possible

Developing, and using, an adequate pool of subst-itute teachers and aide.;;
In§titute a program of in-depth on-the;jol; training |

“\

Pxiovide' for medical and dental follow-up care

Provide a means for ensuring parent input on the Board
L 4 <.

Secure technical assistance, as needed or requested, in special areas (e. g.,
curriculum development, siaff training, fiscal management, ete, )

Purchase additional equipment for the preschopl program

Involve social worker in intake and terminations, if possible

I’
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. B. GREEN VALLEY PRESCHOOL AND

@ . *CHILD CARE CENTER




PRCGRAM SUMMARY

Siariing Date: NO\{4, 1970
Name of I’rojc::t: Green Vulley Preschool a{ld Child Care Center
Locention: 318 Il Rancho Verde Drive
Auspices: Learning Achievement Corporation (a ’I;I:i‘éllte, profit-making corporation)
Hours: 6:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.
Capacity: Licensed for 64 slots; funded by Model Cities for 39 slots

Population served: Preschoolers (3-5 years of age) only

Eligibility: MNR's; present, former or potential welfare recipients;
anyone else on a full-pay basis ’
Enrollment:
July Aug. Sepl. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.| 40%
MNR's
Total 37 ~ 35 67 1 70 70 75 1 in
MNR 5 4 20 28 31 30 31 29 Feb.
Ethnic Composition: 49% Anglo; 26% Mexican-American; 18% Blacx;
7% Other (Oct.) ;
Staff:
Numbers:
| July Aug. Sepl. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. 46%
I . MNR's
“Total 6 ) ] ' 11 11 11 13 13 in
MNR | 1 1 2 3 - 3 4 6 6 | Feb.
Ethnic Composilion: 69% Anglo; 23% Mexican-Americans; 8% Black (Feb.)
Extent of compliance with Federal Interagency Requirements
Requiremé{)t In compliance In compliance
8 . e al outset ? now?
Licensed’ Yes Yes
Adult-fo-child ratio Not fully Technically accepiable
Safewy and sanitution - Yes Yes
I2ducational services “Yes Yds
Social Services No ’ . Yes, Partially
Health No Yes
Nuirifion Yes, Particdally Yes, Partially
Staff training No ' Yes, Partially
Parent involvement No Yes
Yz 3 N
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‘ GREEN VALLLY

The Green Valley Preschool and Chilc_i Care Center, locaied at 318 El
Rancho Verde Drive in San Jose, is one of several.Green Valley Centers
‘operat’ed by Learning Achievement Corporation (LAC). LAC is a private,
profit-making enterprise with inhouse activities includiﬁg operating preschool
centers and designing educational materials (notably the EDGE program).

The Center began operation at thi$ site on November 4, 1970, pfoviding
a preschool program, on a full—l;ay ba;is, for a};proximately 3’0 children.
Enrollment has since grown té) over 70 children. The Center is; open from
6:30 a.m. to 6:00 p. m., and children attend for periods ranging from 5 hours

Ed

to 50+ hours per week. Only preschoofers are served. .
Funding

During fiscal year 1971-72, Model Cities provided seed money for 30 child-
ren. Thi’s was matched 3:1 by federal monies, under Title IV-A, and adminis-
tered by DSS. Children were also e_nrolled, under contract with DSS, from
‘families of former, present or potential welfare recipients. No fees werc
charger for Model Neighborhood Residents, and reimbursement to the Center
w~a5 at a maxirpufn rate of $6. 50 for a full day. For v,Velfar,e families, a sliding
fee has been charged and the balance, up to the total of $6. 50/day, is paid by

DSS. The remaining children in the program are privately enrolled, with

familics paying the full cost for services.

R 2
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° ‘ 1
For the coming 5'(:a1-, the Health and Social Sérviccs Task ]."o(rcc has
® recommended thai $66, 000 be allocated toGrccn\'.’a.ll‘(_\;', to provide care for
30 children at a rate of $2, 200 per year per child..
o : 1. POPULATION AND ELIGIBILITY
Enrollecs fall in.to three categories: (1) MNRs; (2) former, present and
potential welfare recipients; and (3) an_';rone else who desires the service and
¢ | is able to pay for the full cost of care. Green Vailey is the only program ¢
supportied by Model Cities which-enrolls families in the third category. It
® also differs from all other programs under stud}{nthat enrollment is limited
to pr:eschoél children (between the ages of three to five, inclusive). There are
no other eligibility requirements, but children of working parents and parents
® ’ in training would be given priority if there/were a crush of applic_ants. Ap;;ro—
xiinately 40% of the enrollcesnz;.rie MNRs. Additional demographic data securecd
from the parent questionn,aires* ;hows that: (1) nearly two-thirds of the families
° served are intact; (2) over half of the mbthere:. are at home full time, but feel
that ‘a.presc':hool experience would be beneficial for their children (of the ré-
’. ainder, most are employed); (3) two thirds of' the families have a {ofal annual
income above $5, 000 per year; (4) approximately one-half of the children are _
Anglo, one-fourth Mexican American and the remaining o;le-fourth arc bla}c‘k or
E. "other", ‘
i *As noted in the section on Methodology, parent q‘uestionnairc:‘s w.erc completed
for a sample of twenly parents enrolled in September and October. - Many nev. ,
;. families have since cnrolled and the current parent profile may u:ffcr somewhat
‘ from that shown above. ‘
'“ . (&
‘. 0.
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This is the only Center studied which has a majorily of middle-class
Anglo children enrolled. X greal many of these children participate on a
pari-iime basis, since their mothers .z‘a.re not employed, and they are seeking,;

a preschool experience r;ther than a child care program. For parents who
are working, it is sc;xnetiznes nccessary to secure ;a.dditional child care services
for younger and/or older children. However, only one family cited ihis as

- a problem. \ :

At the outset, the Center had difficulty seéuring squficient MNR enrollment
to fill the 30 aliocated slots. Active recruitment was .unde'rtaken in September,
and since then (from October through February),. the MNR enrollment has been
steadily maintained a;c near capacity; i.e., the MNR enrollment has ranged
from 28 to 31, but additional children could still be served be‘cause a few
of the children attend only part day and the Model Cities contr'act provides for
30 slots. : )

The rapid increcase in enroll‘ment é.reated'some initial staffing proble;‘ns,

' ) but these have been essc)ntially resolved. wA few ‘:-f the parents have\expressed
_ concern over the very large numbers now being a:ccommodated, but the gx;eat

majority of parenis have commented favorably on the changes.

It may be concluded thai the Center is effeclively reaching and serving

.~

"the MNR families provided for in its contract with Model Cities.




.‘\l

-

ENVIRONMENT ’
a. Location

The Green Valley Center is located outside of the Mbdel Neighborhood
but close to the northern edge of Mayfair. While iwo thirds of the families
live more than two miles away, only twcz of twenty parent respondenté said
that t_ransporatioﬁ was a problem. In this connection, it should be noted that
half of the parents stated that they selected this Center for specific, posi-
tive reasons rather than simply because it was closest”. It appears that
parents are willing to take their children farther, if necessary, in order
to participate in the program of their choice.

b. Safety and Sanitation . -

Thic Center was spécifically designed as a child care cenier, with prior
examination of the blueprinis by the SDSW Licensing Divisio;a. Consequently,
it ha:s; S;Jfﬁcient toilets, window space, floor space, fenced yard space, etc.
It fulfills all-of the code requirements for the 64 children it is licensed to
serve. ‘ t

The éenter is in a new building which is, light, spacioué, and cheerful
in all of the program areas utilized by the children. Folding partit‘ions
separalie the large arca into flexible rooms, requiring special efforts to
achieve a homey/ feeling. This V\;as recently accomplished in specific
response to suggcs!io;ls by the on-site ol;scrver. The lack of real walls

L4

has also made noise controf a?roblem and siorage space is in short

- »
\
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supply. Beut these are small considerat.ions in a physically-delightful
facility, and they can be remedied through the use of more rugs and
¢

i)ortablc storage units. Eoth parents and staff accorded this.facil;ty the -
top rating in terms of adequacy and séfety. A need fér improved mainien-
ance was, however, noted by the stabff, the observér and the evaluator.
This too can be remedied by 'seéuring a more adequate mainienance §orvice.'

.Arranging adéqu?te‘ ;'.pace for staff use, on the other hand, poses a
difficultﬁproblem. V\;hen a corridor was closed off recently to provide.a
tiny office for the health aide and an adequ‘ate‘ isolation ,area~ for sick
children, the Director's office was necessarily convérted into a pathﬁway.
produ;:ing obvious problems. F:urther, there is nho staff room where sta’f

1)
members can prepare materials, rest, or confer. Attention to the space

needs of staff would be highly desirable.

3. PARENT INVOLVEMENT -

-

In initial pa~ent interviews, no parents identified themselves as "involved"
in the Center. Since then, bi-weekly coffee hours have been instituted, where
parenis are invited to stay a few, minutes, have a cup of coffee and observe the
program. Also, in response to the Model Cities mandate ai the Quarterly Re-
view, a small PAC has been formed (comprised of three parents, a social
worker firom the Eastside Social Service Bureau, ‘and a public health nurse).

A3

Wﬁilo PAC meectings are held monthly and all parenis have been invited to

78
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participate,nthe response has been poor. This is consisient with the initial
commentis of parents--while about half said that they would like to be more
invoi_véd, they indicated that théy were inte.-rested in knowing more ?bput the
Center and their. children's progress, but did not express a dcs}ire to be part

of a parent o_rgvéuization. In follow-up inferviews, three parents stated that

L3 3

they were involved and would like to do slill more; seven said they were not,
involved and six of ‘these had no desire to be. Only one #'uninvoived" parent -

would liké to do mof‘c: Virtually all of the parents, both "before' and "after"

said that‘they felt erlc’c')mé at the Center. On the other hand, most of the

parents said they were informed gbout their children's progress only occasionally

or if they asked, and map§y would like more regular parent-teacher conferences.

A .
The observer notedthat, with the exception of the Director, who consistently .

and effectively interacts with parents, staff:-par%ht interaction is erratic.

- .

The observgr recommended thai thie teachers make more effort to communicate

.
v v . - ‘e

with parents.

‘ . . . - o
It ‘'seems that the present level of involvement in the PAC is all that the

parents want at this timet The coffce hours are an excellent addition to the
program, though the possibilily of special parent education ﬁ?o‘grams should

also be explored, and increased opportunities for parenis te participaic on a
¢ . .
day-tb-da’y basig should be provided. Parent-Ceuater communication about

» the children's progress nceds to be strengthened, both in regular parent-

her conferences and through informal communication between teacher

-
L]

and parents when the children are brought in and picked up.
79 _ ,

74




.- - . -

4.  STATF

Precise computation of staff and child attendance hours in Ociober re-

vealed a shortage of 32 to 49 staff hours per week, on the basis of full com-

. pliance with the FIDCR for all children enrolled in the program.” Since a
, 8 !

» b

portion of theychildren’ are privately enrolled, the question ariscs as to, whether

the Center is obligated to maintain the FIDCR ratios for these children as well

Letter #2495, dated September.20, 1970, from the State Depariment of Social:
Welfare, as follows: 'If a nursery has a substantial number of children en-

rolled in the facility for whom federal funds are received, it must meet all-the-

\ the tota#jratio of adults to children (shdll be) no less than one t6 five. For

lchildren four to six years old. . . the total ratio of adults to cgildren (shall be)

Ao less than one to seven.' Since 'Green Valley serves Qn/ly pf:eschool children,

.

it\ appears that an overall ratio of one adult to six children must be maintained.
| }

_ The FIDCR, however, stipulate that on-site programs which come under

4

. federal funding after being in opx%ration shali have three years to achieve the

-

\desjred ratio, providing they derlnonstratc movement toward compliance. While

. |
Green Valley should not be considered to be technically out of compliance, it
would obviously be desirable to fmove toward the 1:6 ratio as soon as feasible.

I R .
| g ‘
To quote the observer; "The staff at Green Valley is young, active 'and

s l

!
enthusiastiic., They obviously ehjoy their work and work very cooperativély

4 A
T 69

(4

as those covered by federal funds. Policy on this issue is contained in Ciréular'

standa,rds as defined in the subchapter... For children three to four years old...,

~ T




. - /

with onc another. As a staff, they seemed well aware of their particuiar /

responsibilities and the overall program scquence. '’ Parents rated all staff
members "pretly good” or "'very good" in both the before and afier inlerviews,
‘1 -

with such spontaneous comments as: ''teachers really care about the children,

“they're doing a great job, " "my child really likes the tcachers.' -

In most areas, this is a highly satisfied staff: administrative processes,

-
<

stalf participation in.making decisions," frequency and helpfulness of staff

meetings, and staff relations all receive excellent ratings.'

4 I

Two primary problem areas were, however, identified: (1) "salaries and
benefits were generally rated fair or poor and (2) training was virtually non-

’ 44#0,‘&;?5'{;“&1.3?‘;%5";;&5&13E;;“Z':.;i;’m‘ o ‘;N(vw«“”“"" 1
existent. . )

s s —

As cdmpared with th_e,other centers, salariesﬂamenefits are indeed poor,
and it is’ presumed that these are tolerate’d by st-ﬁ?primarily because _c;f the
excellexlc;z of the other factors cited above. Raising szilaries of all staff (director,
teachers and aides), adding a health plan .e.md jncreasiné sick leave, and provi-

ding uniform compensation for overtime work, were clearly indicated.

. Most of the teachers work art-time, suiting their .Working hours to college

“

atiendance. This miakés scheduling difficull, especially in pfoviding for sub-
A :

situies. It also mcans that there are a great number of diffcrent teachers to

"
i b

whoin the children and parents must relate.

While any of the teachers are now attending college, this does nol sub-

v
.

stitule for an effeclive in-service training program. Over the course of the

L]
A

evaluation period, some intermitient educational workshops were held and more

81, |
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' are plannet:l. While individual education rorkshops .of this Atype are always a

welcome add1t10n, both the observer and the cvaluator feli that a program of )

. L | .

\

. |

intc/nsivc,/ sysfematic, on-ihe-job training was a t(')p priority need, particulariy =~ . 1‘
J 9 -

in view of the limited educational and experiential background of the non-pro- ~ * «

fessional staff members. Bringing in a highiy qualified expert to conduct an in—'s

dept.h, trainin‘g prograni on-site would serve to -upgrade the ‘skills of staff and = -~
,assist the dir\ector‘ in becoming e‘\}cn more effective in.prov.iding ‘on’;?-\goin; .'
qt'aluation, supervisionvand instruction to the staff. ~ / - 9
. . .. <

When first observed, the staff w'as almost entirely Anglo. In récent months,

v o T S R

the ethnic balance of the staff has been greatly 1mproved although the employ -

RN

ment of additional Mexican American and Black staff would be desirable, \ax Lot

»

— 7/

would the employment of males¥ A need for instrncfion in relation to diverse \\\
cultural heritages is indicated. T

" It was noted that the pr'oportio'n of MNR staff has risen sfeadily and now

. -

exceeds the percentage of MNR chil,dren enrolled. - .

.
- * -
.

A

5. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ' . .

.}

The development of the educational component.is best shown by selected

quotations from tht on-site observation reports in November and February., |, |

In November{ the observer reported: ""There area great rhany activities offered,

P

at Green Valley, cxecuted with a maximum of efficiency and a minimum of

mess. Most of the activities, however, arc teacher-initiated, teacher-directed

-

There is presently a regular malc voluntccr anu a father who assists on an.
occasional basis, but thor(- arc no paid male staff members. '

82
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i

_and teachcr-cc-ntréllcd. ... As a result the children tend to be kept busy rather
!

than involved. ... The children are treated warmly by the staff but in {i way

that treats them as objects to be manipulated and directied rather than as active

’

pariicipants in their own growth and develo;imen"c. &
Q -

vy

In the February report, significant iniprovement is noted: "It’is in the

4

individualizing of the treatment of children that the most important changes
/ .
have taken place. ... The implementation of a much more self-paced curriculum

has now ireed the staff to more sensitively 'tune in' te the children's verbal and

> ‘ ‘
non-verbal cues.'" Follow-up parent interviews also reflect this change: ten

of fche eleven continuing parents interviewed stated positive changes had oc-
curred in their children, parfcicularly citing an inlproved abilily to share and-
get along with others, improved vccabularies and a positive attitudg towards
school. . ' "\

All respondenis--étaff; parenis, observer and eva}uator--ex_p: essed
concern abcut the insufficiency of equipment at the beginning of the study period.
Much improvement has been noted ir this area also, although quality books,

additional ouldoor vquipment and manipulative materials are still needed.

6. HEALTHE AND NUTRITION
"Ta. Health
Begirnnfng with .~ health component whatsoever, the Center has rccently

employed a nalf time health aide, and the proposal for next ycar ‘ncludes

83




® © o
~ ‘ \ o
inc-rcésing this position {o full time. \\\All but two of the parents infer-

® viZ\'.'od in the follow-up were aware of ‘this change. Non«.: of the parents
stated that their children were lgess healthy as a result of participating in
the Center, whereas three said ihcy weréi heaithier.

g b. Nutrition P \

' Morning snack, lungh and afiernoon snél\ck are served. IFood is pre-

° / . pured on-site by a staff :;hcmbe;‘r who di\'i(ies;‘\lller time between cooking

/ and teaching. . \"\“‘
/ ‘ - —The qualily of food was we’lll rated by pare\k\xts, in before and after
o interviews, and by staff. Howevér, both staff %nd the evaluaiors noted
‘\that the food was insufficient in q;1an:'city-—no brépkfast is served, a serious
. _ \
"' omission for these children who spehd a very 1on\g day in the program
.;. and who‘ may hgve come to the Center without brc%zkfast-; and there is
r’ often too little food at lunch to permit ihe childreﬁl\ to have second help-

" ings. The nutritional con;'.ulj.ant from SPC cited'tl}e insufficiency -
of kiichen equipment {in particular, the need for a!‘,!freezer, added cooking
utensils, and a'booster for the dishwasher); she als\.;;o ex.prcssed concex.'n

o " about the storaygc, methods in use, The advice of th\e nuiritional consuliant
was followed 1rf regard o storage,and some utensil¢ and serving cii;'.hes .

° were purchased. The Green Valley proposal for thl\z second actiun :ycax;
provides for hiring a full-iime cook and serving. bre%kfast. )

|
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7. SOCIAL SLRVICES

This Centcer had no social service prograin prior to December, when the
Director made éontact with a social worker at the Eastiside Office of the
Depariment of Social Services. This worker agreed to participate in the
Parent Advisory Committée and to conle twice a month (on coffee days) in
order to chal ipformally with the parents. In addition, the Director may ca'll
upon the social worker whenever there e;re problems with any child or family
u;ithin the center. To date, the worker's role in this regard has been primarily
to provide a link bétween the family and the family'é regular worker. Shé v‘_rill
also make home calls on referral. No specifi¢ amoynt of time -;1as béen com-
mitted to the Center by the social \}'orker'.. This is a minimum fglfillment of °

the social services component. A more complete plan for social service com-
v.} v 4

ponent, favored by the-evaluator, is described under intake in the section on

system wide recommendations.
i

In relation to admission procedures, Title 22 of the SDSW Administrative
Code points ouf that "ecach child's first days in the nursery must’be planned for

on an individual basis to make his adjustment to the nursery as smooth as

i [

possible.” Green Valley is the only Center whiéh specifically provides For
gradual acciimation of a new child inlo the program by progressively lengthen-

Y
ing the period of attendance.
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8. ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION
As indicaied previously, Leuruing Achievement Corporation (LAC) is a
private, profit-making corporation which Operates a number of Green Valley

Centers. All of the on-site Center Directors arve direcily answerable to the
- >
Vice-President of the Corporation. Generally speaking, the Director has

autonomy in employing staff, determining the educationai philosophy and
specific activities of the Center (with the exception that Learning Achicvement
Corporstion cxpecis its preschool programs to ulilize the educational materials

“which have been designed by LAC), and administering all of the ciay—to-day
program opcrations. .

The Direcior's primary responsibility'to LAC is monetary accouhtability.

‘\ ¢

The Corporation's fiscal control haz extensjve ramificationf., however, since
financial and budgclary factors are pi‘imary considerations in determining the
T amouni of salaries and bene{its, the numbers of staff employed, the a'mount
which may be cxp'e-.'xded for equipment,'food, maintenarllce, étc. Anddhese
factors in turn have significant implications for all aspeéts of the program's

operation. In the December moniloring report, the Evaluator indicated t'nft

. .,

e

most of the problems which had been identified at the Centér were directly

LA

. ) . 3 - v .
attributoble to a shortage of funds, and that almost all of the needed improve-

3
ments could be provided "if the Corporetion were to request and‘ receive a larger
per diem allocation; i. e., ihe cight dollar per diem amount which is allocated

{ ’ .
y . ¢
to the other center programs. ' To quote further from thal report:

£




"Phies 1dr the Corporation has not reguested such a per diem .
allswnnce.  Waile this matter has not been discussed with the,
Corporalicn, there appeais Lo be a philosophic conviction that
il is preferavic to offer core at winimum cosi. Further, it

‘may be spoculated that the Corporation is cuncerned that in- .
creasing the budgetary expenditures at t'as center would estab-

~ Iish.a precedent for other Corpor=tion-sponsored centers which

o do not receive federal supraii.” .« )

"However, inlight of the special population scrved at this cenler
and the special demands made upon the center by the Federal
Ineragency Requirements, higher per diem expenditures and the
® provision of additional services would seem to be indicated. This
should not affect the Corporation's established budgetary standards
for its non-federally-supported preschool programs since they are .
not required to comply with Federal Interagency Requirements, -
Il is recommended that the matter of budget as it relates to pro- .
@ gram e ithoroughly explored by the Corporation and DSS in con-
nection with the preparation o next year's contract.”

-

This viewvoint was underscored in the February Moniloring Report
& .
o ‘ as follows:
. "The rationale of the Corporation in being reluctant to raise staff .
- salaries is undcrstandable; namely, that salarics once raised can~
not be reduced and that such reductions might be necessary if-the -
_program has tobecome fully self-supporiing at some future time,
While inadequate 3alaries and bencflits for employees (especially t
MNR's) is deplorable, there is no concrete evidence that the

. . . A
salaries paid have adversely affected the program. .
® ‘ The sarac rétionale, howcever, does-not oblain in other areas.
- Shortages of funds for nutrition, equipment and other program neecds 6
have defiritely had an adverse affect upon the program. I is
s strongly recommended lhat budgetlary allocations in these pro-
grammalic areuas bc_increased.” ) : ) *
L Learning Achievement Corporstion has increased its budgetary request in
o [ o -
. . .y . " . .
relation 1p oll of these areas,  In lignt of this new budgetl proposal, it is
anticipated that the coming.year will bring a marked strengthening of what
¢ A - ,
"82" - ~ i
k] - \,
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is already a solid program. The responsiveness of LAC in this maltler is

substantial proof that profit-making enicrprises can be persuaded {o deliver

qualily care as well as cconomical eare. : J

On-Site Director -

The Drector of the Green Valley"Center is a vibrant young woman who
has inspired the enthusiastic s{uppért of both the parents and her staff. In

response 1o the staff questionnaire, nine out of eleven siaff members rated
L4

e

. .
her "excellent;" ien said the program runs smoothly; nine felt decisions were

_made efficiently; and all eleven said.that siaff have enough to say about the
4”.

program. This is virtually unprecedented praise for a director's effectiveness

. . . . @ .
and seems to reflect the Director's active involvement in 1

day-to-day run-
. .
ning of the program, as well as her personally supportive \relationships-with

her staff. ” The fact that she doesn't control the ”pur’s’e rings' might be an

asset in averting the type of management-labor difficulties experienced by

- -

other directors. Similarly, in ihe follow-up pareni interviews when parents

A
to comment on the Direcior, all parents made sirongly

"«were specifically askedﬁ

positive comments. The Director herself fell that she had two primary ‘aitfi-

” s -
. (‘g:ulties in the course of the ycar. First, it was sometlimes difficull to deal

with two "masters' - -the Corporation and the administering agency--when the

«

53 . . . . e o
expceciations of the {wo did not comc1d<§ Since the Corporation office has heen

moved to San Juse, there has been mo % dircct coniactl belween the responsible

LAC Vice-President and the Modlel Cities and Department of Social Scrvices

.
v
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yersonnel, and communication has been greatly improved. Secondly, having
I g s

cxperience primacily in private preschool education, the Direcior found that she had

.

to do a good deal of rapid learning to cope with ithe multiple demands which arc
t

made upon Direclors in terms of parent involvement, health care, teacher

. .
training, and other djverse aspects of federally-funded child care programs.

She has weatherced these most successfully, but technical assistance should

have been provided.

2z

The Evaluator has olzserved ihat the Direcior al this Center has a most tax-

’

.

-

ing job--shc handles all of the administrative details with no secretarial

assistance and performs most of the functions of a hcad teacher as well. "This
)

latter role has been most consiructive in cnhancing her relations with the

.

teaching staff and should be cdntinue_d,if at all possible. Adding a clerk \\\
to handle the numerous phone calls and paper work details would ceriainly N

g » ) ’ \\\
be helnful, . : ) " ‘ : v

¢

P
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PROBILIM SUMMARY

GREEN VALLDLY

@
Initiz]l Problem Identified by Qutcome
. - :
54
ol gl |&
. R4 R
9l s} 8o -
| B viO
No parcent involvement X[ XXX PAC ¥ormed; Bi-we.ekly
‘ : : "coffce hours"
No health program XXX Hecalih aide employed
No socisl service program [ XX Improved through minimal
"involvement of social worker
from Eastside Bureau
—~ . .
Few MNR employees X Corrected - % of MNR staff
now exceeds % of MNR en-
rollment -
Poor ethnic representatich .
-on staff X X Improved.
No staff {raining X! XX ‘Some impx:ove'ment
7 = N
Insufficient staff X XXX Improved & technically satis-
o g ‘ factory, but further improve-
< - ment is needed
FLOW pay X X Slight improvement
- L]
Poor benefits Xl X ‘No change "
-_BIO secrelary | X X No change
Need betiér maintenance | X XX No change’
<Not "homey" X " Improved
{More space needed for g
ﬁtaff funciions o X bie No change
Mnsufficient equipment X XXX Improved .,
ﬂ Insufficient individuali- -
zation of cduc. program; . , ,
too litile child in-put .. X Much improved 7 ‘
{’L.__ " )
Quantity of food insuffi-
. N> XN No change - -
cient ’
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RECONMMENDATIONS

First Priority: . . - |

® -
‘Increase per dicm allocation to provide adequate fuuds for a11 program- '
matic needs, including:
| ’
Dmployment of additlionalieachers--to increase staff-to-pupil
P ratio, improve ethnic composition of staff, and add males in A
child-contact p051/t1ons .
\ Increasc in staff s)ala'ries and benefits
$
. ' - : 3 L]
° . Purchase of qualily books, (qdditional outdoor edu}pment, and '
' manipulative materials 1 S, . .
. Addition of breakfast and increase in the dﬁaﬁti’c9\6f food available -
for lunch and snacks : ’
v -l v
o Institute an in-depth on-thé-job training program . /-
s ,
Improve home-center communication, through:
Instituting regular parent-ieacher conferences
@
Encouraging teachers to greet and talk with parents when children
are delivered and picked up -
. ; Working with the PAC to plan and involve parents in occasional |
o parent education programs : T . .

Involving parents as regular volunieers, insofar as possible -
e e N

* Second Priority: ‘ .

' ,

Improve maintenance
» Employ a clerk . R .

° Aitend to the space nceds of staff (staff room, privacy for Director)
Secure {echnical assistance, as needed or requested, in suchr -~
special areas as parent involwement, staff training, nuirition

. Upgrade social services component

® . : . ”
Add storage cabinets and rugs .

o Y- -
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PROGRAM SUMMARY ~
Starting Date: Dec. 31, 1970

Name of Project: I.os PequenitosChild Development Center

Location; 502 Illinois Avenue - on playgrot‘md of Gardner School )
Auspices: F‘oundaﬂﬁ; for Research and Community Development, a private,
non-profi{ corporation
& ) .
Hours: 6:30 a, m. - 6:30 p. m.; Monday through Friday

- ~

Capacity: Licensed for .55

l _ .
Population Served: Two to sixteen years of age (need not be ioilet trained)

-

Eligibility: MNR's, or former, present or potential welfare recipienis

Priority to working parents apd parents \{training

Enrollment: .
- culy Aug, Sept. Oct., « Nov. Deg. Jan.: Feb,
Total .54 65 42 61 61 55 55 61
MNR 49 50 42 49 49 55 . 55 58
Ethnic Composition: 98% M-A; 1% Black; 1% Anglo
. R}
Staff:- i _ c,

¢

° Numbers:

July Aug., Sept, Oct, Nov, Dec, Jan, - Feb,
Total | 10 - 10 10 - 10. 9 10 10 10
MNR 1 4 .5 5 3 7 7 s |7
- Etihnic Composition: 73% M-A; 27% Anglo .
Extent of,éompi‘i’ancé with Federal Interagéncy Requirements: -
‘ " " In compliance In compliance
Raquirement ‘ at outset? , | now? .
Licensed N ae - Yes, with exceptions; Yes, wilhcxceptions|
" Aduli-to-clild ratio - || Yes Yes K
Safety and sanjtation R No No .’
Iiducational seyvices Yes , Yes .
Social Services - No - 8  No.
Health - « No o Yes-
Nutrition . A " Yes Yes R
Staff training Yes No )
" Parent involvement Yes Yes




. , , : 1
/ : M)%UI«:NITOS : ; | | : (

- The Los Pequenitos Child Development Center is one-of thred centers _

! ) .
operated by the Foundation for Research and Communi‘ty Development (FRCD).
!

The prograr was begun at another site and re~Jacated in a bungalow on the -

lad -

grounds of Gardnqr Sc¢hool in December, 1970, The Ceriter,is open from 6:30 a. .
s . . Y :
to0 6:30 p. m., Mbénday through Friday\, and it serves 55 to 60 children between

the ages of 2 throught 12, : ‘ = /
: ' / . :

The primary gource of funds during f1sca1 1971-72 was a contract for 50

-

children, with seed money prov1ded by Model Cities and a 3:1 federal/atchmg

grant, administered by the Department of Soc:.al Services. Per diem rexmburse-
- -~ - /

.

ment was at the rate of $8 per child per day. )

» K

, For the comlnt year, the Health and ‘Social Serv1ces Task Forc;e has again

3 //

recommended an allocation of qeed/l@ey for 50 ch11dren a7ns site,

|l'
H

[4

-1, POPULATION AND ELIGIBILITY I . R

i

Children from two to sixieen years.of age are considered eligi}p'le, althoqgh

no children beyond elementary school age are in fact served. Tt is /not required

’ ; ‘ ’

<hat the children be toilet tramed. Model nc1ghborhood ref’idency ig requ1red

.

for 50 slots; the remaix{ing ch'fldren may orvmay not he MNR's so-long as they

\ .
confarm to welfare guidelines as fdrmer, presenti or potential recipients. "
) i K v < *
I -
}';r1or1ty is g1ven fo clnldren ¥ho need day care because parenfs are working' or
~ . 1 ‘e

in training, and-children ; witl Ee acceptcd when the1r parents are at home on‘ly

.

if there are spegia] need_s. ’Ehe-Center always «Jperates ‘at é’apac1ty and
- T ¢ i . * )

’

. i’ y . . \
generally has a waiting list~ of*cligible applicanid, 'There has heen rel(}mvely‘v ‘ L

» R 4 A} PR
.
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litile turnover.

Demographic data secured from the parent questionnaires shows that:

L]

nearly all :;u'e MNE's: two/ihirds of the families are intact; all but two of the

mothers are employed or in training; half of the families have an annual income
under $5, 000; and virtually all of the children are Mexican-American, Care is

generally provided for all of the children in a family who need care; an(i pre-

schoolers outnumber extended day care children by & small margin. Sixzieen 0
of 22 responding mothers stated that they were able to work or participate in

« ] R i X
* training programs specifically because their children were cared for. There Y/

is no doubt thz}it a Center is necded in this location and that this Center is

‘serving the pd;pulation it was funded to serve. ’ : :
!

. . T3 /
li » ‘ N - L
: . . .

~ . ° {
2, ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS :
N : -
a. Lpcation : ) - . /
B | - v

T{)c Ccnfer is well- located for serv1ce to the Gardner ared. Half’
of the families live w1thm block., of. thc center, and, of the remamde{

'_only" 2 slated that transportation was a.pr-ob‘lcm. Further, school age

childrén attendmg Gardner school maj reach ihe Center s1mply by/cross— L%
- ing’the playground. T o co '
B - - ‘ \ r " °
‘b, Safcly and Sanitation - f a /
K . . < | - -

WHile the bungalow is'new and quite atiractive on the insj : e, there

are exiremely serious p;oblems relating to the facility and pl yground'

i e s Vs . . i
for presc¢hoolers, and housing for the EDC program is non-cyistent.




®/ | ’ i
/ | ‘

/// 1
// ' ,
/ o Deficiencies noted were as follows: |
o ' o }

(1) Building deficiencies: . .
’ . e Ventilation is poor, with tiny, louvered windows which s
* fall far short of the required 1/8 of the total floor space
® - — g
- . ¢ There is only one exit from each of the playroom;, posing
a possible fire hazard , ot .

[

. ™ Th(,r » is no hot water; there is no utility room, Wdter for

/ ’ drml‘gng, washing dishes, mixing paints and all other
uses wust come from the children's bathrooms ‘

There is a shortage of storage and, at times, food has

been stored in the hall and bathrooms, in gross violation

of public health standards . .

rall

[
[, SO
[ ]

‘e . Children's toilets are sufficient in quartity for only 44 .
children (though they are, child- -gized), and there is no
adult bathroom in the bungalow

.
oA
&

~—~

\g.

C(2) Playgrounu problems (as stated in the September Monitoring
’ Report): ’ . e
"The playground is the source of greatest concern, .
since there is no adJomlng fenced area su1table .
® ' for the varied aetive play which consfitutes a
. vital part of the program -~ the small fenced,
portion behind the bullding is too small for this

T ‘ purpose gnd the fenced equipped, tanbark-
/ o covered playground is at some distance' and re-
[] ' | R—— _ quires that the children cross a section of as~ .
= phalt playground which is used by school children
of all ages for activé play and which has many .

/ 4 broken and uneven sections. Attention is focussed |
on this matter at this'time because oi/the high

) ‘incidence of accidents reported by the Center

i during the recent past.' ' i

i The on-site observer su.nmarized the problem in the following words:

———— ~f /

/ :
° ""The outdoor facilily al Los Pequenitos creates
o ' _ insoluble, control and supervision problems for

-01- | T
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staff and is a safety threat for the younger
*children. There is no fenced, appropriately
equipped area which is accessible to the
children... Parents cited instances of
children leaving the grounds because of the
inadequate fencing and many of the teachers
commented on the difficvlties deriving from
lack of a suitable playground.”
(3) EDC Program
Al the time of the first monitoring visit in July, the EDC pro-
-
gram was being temporarily housed in a school room, avail-

b able l;ecause the Gardner School was not in use during the
summer. It was already known that thi-s room would not be.
' availal;le when school started. The school~age children have
been "'accomodated' be being Kept on the playground, taken
AA,,,'o.n fiéld‘_txj;p_s, or crowded into corners of the preschoolers'’
rooms. There has been no separate, clearly defined space
for the older children for a period of seven months..*
Allx of these issues'have been raised and zi'e-iterateid in every single ﬁonthly
monitoring report. All of these issues have been raised b:y parents and staff.
All of these problems were ide‘ntified by the on-site obsérvex{. But; with the
exception of improved maintenarte and the recent removal of food from halls

and bathrooms,” NOKE OF THE BASIC PROBLEMS HAVE SEEN SOLVED,

Some things have occured: the administration has acknoWledged the

- -

) # While many parents of school age children deplored this situation,
others were even more concerned thal the EDC program might be discontinued,

leaving them withoutl care of any type.

-92-
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realily of the problems: they have negotiated with the school adminisiration and

city™la relation to ensuring that the present space could be retained (and possibly
‘ )

expanded) and to secure permission to fence an area adjoining the child care
. ?

bungalow; they have coniacted contraciors, made plans, and sought funds.*

But the fact remains that, after niné months, nonec of the essential environmental

problems have been solved,

H

ﬁesponsibility for this failure to deal with basic issues affecting the

[N

safeiy of the children rests with three agencies:

(1) The Administration of the Foundation, for failing to make
environmental safety a top prioriiy in expending funds .
a “ ) - e ’
(2) The DSS, as administering agency, for failing to set a specific
deadline for remedying the identified problems

(3)  The SDSW,which granted a license with the above serious deficiencies
permitted as cxceptions

3. PARENT INVOLVEMENT 5

.

This Center has had a functioning Parent Adviscry Committee (PAC) and
a high degree of parent interest and-involvement from the beginning. Iarly .

monitoring reports called attention to the fact that a clear delineation of the

x

respopsibilities of the PAC was needed if the PAC was to play a maximally- .

productive role. At the time of the disputes between the parents and the

-

.administration, the Foundation Director did send a lelter to all parents
épprisingl them of the role of a PAC as described in the FIRCR, and the PAC's

role in relation to employing a Director was defined. Since that time, a size-

,
% Special funds have recently been sccured for building and playground
improvement, and it does appear thot corrpective acfion will be taken in the near
future. This does not, however, alter our observalions about the period covereld
by the evaluation, ' 98
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opportunit); to be¢ involvved in decisions about the educational orientation of the
Center, And the administration's relations with patents is greatly improved. .
'Nonethe]ess, it should be noted that the PAC is advigory to the Center, not :co
the Foundation, and ihe ultimate decision-making authority resid;as wi'th the
Foundation, éome means of ensuring parenti input at the Foundation Board level
should be adopted; and a statement of the PAC's role and responsibilities, still
needs to be developed in writing. -
At the time of initial parent interviews, approximately half of the parents
» él;scribed themselves ais; "invc;lvcd" with the Center. By the time of the follow-
up interviews, more than tw'o-thirds said they were "inv¢lved", and the balance
said they would like to be. This is perhaps the most commitied group of parents, )
with involvement vai'ying from painting cupboards té serving on the PAC.
:I‘hg primary concern in the area of home-center corimunication (expressed
in both the initial interviews and the fcllow-up ir;terviews) was, and is, the lack
of regular information about the progreés their childzen are\making. Attention

should be given to providing regular, systematically-communjcated information ' 5

aboul how the children are doing.

4. STAFKI®

1.

'The staff-io-pupil ratio has been consistently maintained a{ approximately

the level required by the Federal Interagency Day Care Requiremgnt. Nongtheless,

several parents, in both the initial interviews and the follow-up intgrviews, ex

\

' 99 \\ _.\'
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pressed concern about insufficient supervision of the children, citing inslances
-when children yere lost, or outside the fence, or I;nattendcd al pick-up time.
Since rost of the parents judged t‘hat there was sufficient stafi, and our own
observations confirmed this, the problems with supervision which have been
cited seem to be relaied to the difficulties of management in a setting without
adequate fencing, rather than an insufficiency of staff. Attention should also -
be givgn to making sure that staff schedules provide for adequfa.te coverage in
" the early morning and late aiternoon as well as during he;avy attentance periods.
Generally spéaking, the stéff is young, warm, and supportive of the
children. In the parent interviews, there were many c.émme)nts indipating
that the teachers were kind and worked well with tl;e children. And the on-sit e’;’: ;

i

observer noted that "They work together in a most cooperative manrer. They’

-

. . . , ,
also have helped to create a center which, in the most natural manner, is co/v<— )

sistently supportive of the ethnic heritage of the majority of the children. " On
. . _ N
the other hand, several parents, both ”befox:e” and "after'’, specifically commented

on the inexperience and youth of the staff. Analysis of the staff questionnaires

s

shows that approximately half of the staff has little or no special education in
child development and more than half have no prior cxperience in child care. ‘

Development of an excellent training program which will cnable these

1
!

young %teachers to achieve their full potential is essential. The I"oundation
encourlages staff members to attend‘college but offers no tangible assistance

in the form of paid time off, “books or tuition. Several programs have been tried:
" \ N :
during {the summer;, all slaff altended a once-a-week evening class at DeAnza;

150 ,
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/ ! .
and, for abrief-period, the Training Officer conducted classes on Montessori

o metliods. Most staff members stated, however, that they had received no jn-
/
servide \(raim'ng; and many commented hat they would likg a good training

prog?am, particularly one for which they could receive college cre;dits. The.

®
tral;/éﬁng plan favored by the Evaluator is described in the section on training.
Thc?/poséibility of maintaining a higher ratio of teachers to aides should also be
o expglored. *
i

o

/ Earlier concerns expressed by staff about the lack of communication with

the administration seem to have been re;’solvéd by the new Director: he's

|
o /

holfiing regular staff meetings and thefapport at the Ceater appears to be good.
, Most staff r'nembers rated their/salaries as moderately good and the
”/ benefits as very good. Personnel p iicies have been written and distributed to
/ staff members. / : o .
Initial concern over the nunj;éer of r;model neighborhood residents seems, ’

o to have been largely solved by r7/gularly—émployéd skaff rr;cmbers mox;ing into
thé/ MNA. .B,y F’ebruary, 8 ok 16 staff members were MNR's,

® 5/ EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ‘ J
/ In thé November Morigl,ly.i/lgnitoring Report, the observer described' the '

° program a§ very positivé, but cited certain limitations. Some brief abstracts -

follow: ''There is an exiremely gbod tone at the Center. .. The program runs

-

smoothly and eésily with one major exceplion. The needs of the children in EDC

« /
‘ | ——— "

% One teacher or "head teacher' for every iwo aides or "teacher assistants
. 'y
is recommended. - >
-96-

"




/‘1 are not capable of being met in the existing )‘écih‘ty. .. (The preschool) program
° /// . /. .
would benefitl from having more quality m7‘.erials available on a self-help and

self-pacing basis. .. an adequate outdoor facility (must be) developed, .. and

2

o staff needs a training program to incregse their skill in using child development

n

principles. .. What is being suggested is not so much a change in the prcgram of the.

<

center but rather an enriching of the turriculum. " Detailed recommendations bearing -

% .
o - on each of these ilems were brought jto the attention of the Project Coordinator,
. . t;ut, unfortunately, the Center was Between Directors so the chance f-or con-
° - 'tribu.ting feedl;ack in suc.‘h a way as to'have‘an impact on program was greatly -
. "reduced. As a result, the February observer's réport stated: ", .I. none of the '
~ prior recominendations have completely been implemented and the ne:eds ‘of the
® Cénter are ;'.till most visible. . .nZe EDC program remains a stepchild. .. The

need for a carefully developed gnd implemented in~service program is even .+
more clearly indicated now. There is developing an increasing regimentation

o . ‘ - t oo : :
of children...Children were Kept sitting for forty minutes in one activity that

w:as of little interest to them jand had'questioﬁabfe"value. A-child was seen

o being punished by being sat jn a corner.., There were increasing instances of .
_~grouped activilies and the.4/s program particularly is in need of a richer, more

¢ individualized curriculum.}.The outdoor facilily remains a major obstacle...

° L Lo
Conclusion: Los Pequenitps has an admirable sense of ccommunit;', strong
parent’al suppori and commitied gtaff. With the implementation of the preyibus )
PY repur ecomipendations, it can become an outstanding cerfter. Withott
attentio serl, us concern, " <
-97- ’
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° As shown earlicr, parents‘s also continued to express‘concern about the yard,
) the building and the EDC progrqim in the follow-up inierviews. 'I;hey were not
. . _ ¥
as critical about the educaziona program, generally rating it pretty good and )
[ ‘ indicating that their children had made positive gains.
It would appear that the jncrease in structuxz is bemg satisfactorily
received by the parents (and may even be a result of the1r 1nput) but tpe ‘ B
¢ quest1on must be raised as Jo whether structure without adequate content is . /,'
truly prod\xctwe of learning. ' An educatiopal consultant, to work w1th the paren*s
@ ~as well as \*.f«ith'the staff i'{l developing curriculum, would seem to be indicated.
. / ,
. 6. HEALTH AND VTJTRITION
“ a. Health /,«";
In th9’€nitial interviews, parents agreed that there were no regular
. * check-u s:“and no help avallable in relation to haalth care. Four months
'/ | laterf'in follow -up interviews, all but one of the parents were aware of a
L fuu’ctmnmg he‘alth program. This program has been instituted by the pew T
’ ‘ ,/Igix‘ector, in cooperation with the Santa Clara I-IealthJDept. and the 4-C's
° /’/ health component, and consists of the following': a program of instruction
' // ~ in personal hygiene (including washing hands before meals, brpshing teeth
o // after meals, etc), medical and dental diagnostic examinations and innocula-
/f{ tions for all preschool children prov—id‘ed by the Santa Clara H-ealth ‘Dept. ,
' iron shots for those children diagnosed as anemic (again provided by the
N 7 R

Health Depariment), up~dati1ig of'r’-eco‘rds and hearing tests by the PHN
i . , ,
‘ 103
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>

- .assigned to this Center by 4-C's, and plans lo have one tedacher spend

»
-

half of her time Serving as a health aide. -This represents a significant

improvement in the health care component. . o

-

" b, Nutrition A )
. Breakfast and lunch are’ provided by the schools at a cost of 65¢ per -
day per child, During the summer, food was bfought in from a junior high

school some distance away, and-there were many complaints that it was

cold and tasteless when it arrived. During the regular s“c}ﬁ;“oIYEar; the
s i ’ v

and wa

Since the snacks are purchased by-the cfli_ld care program, the most

s

“¢to place heavy eniphasis on providing maximally nutritious snacks--suc

W L4
£

S as fruits, vegetables and cheeses. Preparation of food on-site is i

. due lo the lack of a kitchen, and special care musi be {aken ever in con-

- .

nection with the preplelrati‘on of snacks, Botlled water sho? d also be

provided since the only present indoor source of drinking water is the

a

-

bathroom sink, | . o ;

(B SOCIAL SERVICES

Three-fourths of the parents in both the '"before' and "after" interviews

stated that there was no social scrvice program that they were aware of, While
_—

104 ¢
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mediate and effective way of dpgréding the total food program would be / ‘




the Center or administrative staff rna;,>' hive atiempted intervention or referral -~

v

J . i » .
/ in some problem situations, there is ho social service program as such and |

/there Has been no change in this area from the beginning to the end &f the ,

. e /
evalualion period. .- f
. :

/ PR ‘ . L 8

/- 8 ADMINIS'BRA JZIOI\ AND COOR )INATIO'\I

J/ ,
The delega}e agency is the Fo ndat1on fox Research and Community’ c .
] / ~ ,

Development, a private, non-”profi corporation. The Foundation is engaged in

?

-

\

a number of training and employ7<ent projects as well as operating three L.os
Pequenitos Centers (one infant /vfenter and two child care centers). Its-programs

} ~
a,nd services are primarily o;)(ented to serving the Mexican- -American community. . g

-1

Structurally, the I‘ou}xdatmn is governed by a Board of D1rectors, comprlsed

of business and profess1ona1 men, Its central administrative staff ConSlStS of a

o
*

" Director, a Fiscal Officer,fot all Foundation projects, and a ProJect Coordinator .

- °

for each group of projects. The Project-Coordinator for the Los Pequenitos

Centers has the main administrative respons1b1l1ty for the’ threc Centers, and

-

the Center Direclors are accountable to him for all fiscal and programmatic

.
o

matters. ' . L.

. d
.!“ ] "

In particular, the Foundation corirols all expendi’tures."‘handles the pay-

v v

roll, billing and other bookkeeping funct1ons, sets staffl sa]drles, and has

ultimate*authorily in relation to staff employment and promotions, purchasi




. . s 5
, . L TN\
. - 1) “. i ! . 4
» '
\ . ' P & . - .
- ? . l. . .- d
3 s e - s 3
® pupil reco%, all l\n L}nsmg under Sp100 and program management ’f‘he .
¢ <} . . < - .
SRR Center Pireétor also has responsiﬁhty for supervising C‘enter staff ___' . y

) - - .

The present i3 oundatzon Dlrector 301ned the staff in August 1971 a.nd the‘ :

* -

.. Pro;]ect Coor dlngtor has served in th1s capac1fy smce September 19717

~
- e

S Durlnff the period of fhe evaluatlon study, there have been three d1fferent L
. ’
P Directors af Los Pequenitos:_Gardner; The—rrntlal Dlreetor reslgned in August,

responding to a combination.ef parent érievances and'what' she felt to })e a lack .

. . — . \ o .
+ “of support from the Foundation, : / e, e :
®. . X Shie was replaced by an f\cfi“ng- Director--a young Anglo ,werhanv‘rvith ex-
perten.ce' in the Montesseri method. 'Singe the staff quéstionnaires were being -~
” . ¢ a * - R, .

picture of their'reactions: in

L

_circulated at about this time, we got a’ cle

e . .

particular, staff complained that t progrém was being run ch-aotlcally, that

. .
no staff meetings. wer-e held, that the Actmg Dlrfctor ;'didn't care what was gmng-

’ § ' *
in relation to the children, and that they felt very insecure in their jobs .

on
o : - RS . . . -

’ .
I ks i 3

’ : (in fact,' two staTf members were fired at this time, %nd, others were placed on. .

¢-
L)

4

fvaluator as well as fo

< . -

probation). Parent complaints were exp'resM 0

o - the Foundation staff, ‘th'e Foundation Boara,» tne. Model Cities Sub-committee on

Child Care and the DSS I.‘}\ﬂ/aluation monitor, Essentialfy, the parents\ resenied v
o . the fact that they had not been consulled in either the hiring of the ]»)irae’etor‘or -
the firing of staff; the;{ were.unhappy tlhét.t.heir children were being"tested and

—~ ;

» that the ‘Montessori method was being' introduced without their haviné been con-.

o . sulted; and they felt strongly that the-administration was not responsive to
. - - \ 2 o

their concerns., ‘ ’ 106 A
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Whi\te\much heal wak ‘generated between the Fouhdation staff and ithe PAC

N, .
N . \ e
in the courst™of these discussiongy/it is te the credit of both the.parcnts and the
» \ - i
‘T'oundation thai ﬁ\f’y conlinued {o meet tog‘ether to attempt 40 work out a satis- .
. "-‘,;‘ i ’ . hi ° ) ’
factory solution. ‘)"a‘., - ' ‘
- )\ - - s
[N - :

"~ Since the Directof"*iposition had been filled off only an "acfing'' basfi}, it

PRI

] -
H

was possible lo work outaé\récrujt111ent and hiring procedure which would include

par'ent representatives anci\ eprescntatives from Model Cities, as well as mcmbers

of thﬂ Foundatmn Board. Furmer, the staff mcmbers who were fired were g1vcn

\\\
. an opportumty for hearmgs before:the Foundation Bo.ard Had thest—procedures

-~

becn instituted befone the Actmg Dqucigr was h1rdf1 and the staff members. fu ed,

Yoo
o

considerable turmoil might have been averted. But the fact that theg.qwg}'ocedurcs
('i’id become available at all was w£1at saved the program. |

; ‘When the Acting Dirgcfor resigned, the newly-adopted recruitment and hir-
} ixié procec%urc was instituted and the present Dircctor was employed with the T
“agrecm'vent and 'suppor\t of the'i)arents.'- The ng,vs; Dircctor, a malg, is from -
Mexiao and he speaks very littlé English. This has not, however, hampered his

/ ¥

»communic.:ation Witi‘l parents and st‘aff. His training has been primarily in the field
of m'edi,cine, th‘ough‘he.studied child development for one ‘ycar at tl'ieu Pgh-American
Colliege in Columbia. . In the follow-up parent inlerviews, all responding paren;ca
commented fa\{orably on the new Director; the only concerns expressed were that \ ,
he did no{ have sufficient authority io make needed improvements and that he was
too‘often required to be at meectings away fror_l; the Center. The obscrver felt

) - - . - .. ~
that consultaiion in relation to'curriculum was also required to compensatce for

the Director's limited training and experience jn this gpecifi¢ area.

C 107 SR
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One of the staff membersﬁwho was removea w.as the Center secretary.
, Ve
While it is pdssible that ther‘c is insufficient paper wox:k at the Center level to
require a sccretary, there is' siill a‘concern )i‘xlm reilation' to the number of times
' that teachers are being d;awn away }rom their duti.es to answer the telepflone.

i
P h
.

This matter requires attention, possibly throué‘h arranging a telephone switch-

L .

over to the Foundation offices, wherec receptionists and secretaries aré¢ .

P , / L
enployed. o

The degree of centralization of administrative functions also requires some
\ . .

e:&aminatio.n: first, from th standpoint of administrative costs; and secbndly,

. -

»

from the ‘standpoint of effici};n Yoo :

*

“

Py
s

—— -

—

" In connection with tflg issue of cost, it will be noted that monetary support

k4

of the central administratioh amounts to 25% of the total Center budget. This

covers a one-tiird share of the salaries of the Prdject Coordinator and 'Train-
. h \
(N '
ing Officer', lesser contributions to the salaries of the over-all Foundation

B Diréctor and fiscal offi‘écx", and a portieon of the rent, utilities, and other

overhead costs of the central offices. .. This amounts to $2 per day per child.

~
-~ .

This is a disproportionaic share for administrative costs and has seriously
' /_1 . ) ,
interfered with the delivery of nceded services ahd improvements at the Gardner
L S A_ ’
Center.

In terms of cfficiency, it has been difficult to see what ‘special functions are

\
- \ . , .

performed by-the Projc_ct Coordinator--frequently, he and the Center Director

!

duplicate efforts by attending the same meetings and concerning themselve's with '
-103-
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the same issues. Certainly, the failure to correci environmental deficiencies
o identificd etrlicr does not attest to administrative efficiency.
As for jhe "Training Officier', his role 1n training was limited to a few

ﬂfsessm'ris with the teachers (rated "unproductive' by the teachers), and he has
g _ since been engaged in writing grant proposals. The justification for these

o

-,

expenditures has been that proposals had 10'be stomitted in order to ensure

@ ' the future funding of existing programs and to make expansion possible and

that expansion would decrease the share which each project would need to con-

-

tribute tc the whole. While there is some validity to this ratisnale, the budgets
of child care cergers are simply not adequate to allow {or the cost of supporting’
an expert in ""grantsmanship'. The special function of generating child care

'.- funds logically belongs to the 4-C's organizatioxf'which was separately funded

to undertake-this precise role. Both the Foundation Director and the Evaluator A

feel that it is essefitial for 4-C's to begin to take on this responsibility.
i, . : T

P v
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PROBLEM SUMMARY
LOS PEQUENITOS

110

Initial Problem Idenlif\iaﬂwy»- - Ouicome
- o
Y
HEING
SEE:
e 2 A O
Poor ventilation XX x|, No change -
No hot water or utility roam X1 X XX No change
Only one exit from each room X1 X| X No-change
Shortage of stgrage space Xl | XX ‘No change
Poor maintenance X1 X X Improved
Playground-unsafe (unfenced, :
,‘ poor suiface) }X|X| XX "No change
No EDC (facility XX XIX No change
Adm, turnover and jroblems X[ X| x|X Improved
Adm, -staff conflicts XX XIX Improved
Adm, unresponsive to parents X Improved
Teachers young and inexperienced X No change
Inadequate staff training X | X|x Negative change
Insuffjcient supervision for )
children Xl X No change
Parents not kept informed - X No change
NY secretary - [/ X X No change
Need more equipment XX Improved
Inadequate intake + XX [X No change
‘No soctal services XIX1X No change
No health care ' XiX| X Improved
Food too starchy/cold X| X Somewhat improved
) p s
|
. 4
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RECOMMENDATIONS \

Mandatory

.
-
g

~* Develop a safe, fenced playground adjacent to the cxisting facility

Secure adequate facility for the Extended Day Care Program

Provide needed windows and doors

Increase number of toilets; add hot ‘water and bottled drinking water;
improve storage arrangements

Adjust central administrative costs to a reasonable level

First Priority ) B
Provide in-depth training program for sfaff

Upgrade the educational curriculum; secure‘technical ass1stance in this
area L

Provide regular, systematic communication w1th parents about their
children's progress ’

 Adjust staff schedules to provide adequate coverage at the times when
children are brought in and picked up .

".Upgrade snacks

Second Priority 7 .

£

Investigate possibility of maintaining a higher ratio of teachers to aides

Develop written statement of PAC role and responsibilities and provide for
parent input ‘at the decision-muking level (ie, the Foundation Boa;'d)

Develop a social services component
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Adm. :Sept., 1971

Starting Dates: g, . vice: Nov. , 1971

Name of Project: St. Mark Family Day Care Project

Location: Administrative Offices at 1396 Iast Saiiz Clara
Services provided in homes throughout the MN
Auspices: Private, non-profit (PAC, when incorporated, will become the
operating agency)
* Hours: Varies from home to home . " T '
Capacity: 50 )
Population served: -
Eligibility: * MNR's, infancy through a\ge 12
Enrollment: v
) July Aug. Sept. Oct."ﬁlF Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb.
. Tqtal ‘ 25 48 48 - 40.
MNR 25 44 44 40
¢’ 3
S“taff: ‘ \
Numbers: . 7 {
July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. . Dec. Jan. _Feb.
Administra- Total 3 o 6 6 6 ' 6>
tive Staff - MNR ‘ ’ 1 3 4 4 4 4
Providers MNR ] 10 23 23 19
Ethnic Composition: (total staff);: 80% Mexican-American; 5% Black;
- ' 15% Anglo and "other" -
Extent of compliance with Federal Interagency"’Requirements )
Requirement _/ In compliance - In compliancé
at outset ?, . now ?
Licensed No . 16 Pending
: Adult-to-child ratio ] Yes Yes
Safely and sanilaiion Generally, yes Generally, yes
Educational services No No
Social Serv ~es Partially Partially
Health No - Yes
Nutrition . Yes Yes, bul needs
) Jimprovements
Staff training Yus, pre-service No, in-scrvice
Pareni involvement No Yes
113
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ST. MARK FAMILY DAY CARE PROQJECT

in private homes throughout the Model Neighborhood. It extends the concept of

The St. Mark Family Day Care Project was designed to provide child care

license_dir‘ family day care by creating a unified home care sysicm, comprised of

1 a centrai agency and multiple home programs. Individual carctakers (or Pro-

viders) become employees of the central agency and the agency provides them

with:

assistance in the licensing process, training, insurance, equipment and
, &\

food supplies, recruitment and placement of children, on-goin supervision, and
n, on-gowng

t_.

assisiance. The basic objectives of this system of care are: to provide a

flex1

%

ble alternauve and/or supplement to Center care; to increase the number

of licensed homes in the Modd Ne1ghborhood and to up- \grade the quality of

-~

in-home, care.

Home care has the following special fea‘cureg: Hours can be fleicibly adapted 3

. \,;’ .
R A

to the needg. of the fam:rhes being served, since ch1ldren are cared for in either

,
R4

the Provider's or child's home, and no regular schedqie of opening and, closing

; 2
-

muét be observed; children of all ages, including infants, -ean be served: and

wide

-

1971.

Federal Intecragency Day Care Requirements.

geographic dispersal ié'possible.

< A%

" The St. Mark Family Day Care program became operational in November,

Like other Federally-funded centers, this program must conform to the

L

i




Fundm;Cr “
- =3

‘ The St. Mark Family Day Care project was funded for 50 children,;vith

~

seed Jnoney provided by Model Citics and matched by a 3:1 federal grant,
AN

® " administered by the Department of Social Services. The original plan was to

provide per diem reimbursement for all children enrolled at the same $8/day

could not be recruited and served until the ceniral administrative staff was

employed and Providers were recruited and ,trainea, the program could not

Y

‘ become op'erationai until sté.rt-up' funds were made available.

.ot A new contract was therefore drawn in September, 1971, geared to overall

¥
%

planning, recruitment and iraining, rather than per diem reimbursement for

L 4 children served, and provision was made for the release of start-up funds.

This made it possible to employ an administrative staff in Seplember, recruit

and train Providers in October, and begin to'serve children in November.

[ B ) - .
The new contract was for the originally-budgeted amount, but dispersal of

funds was not tied to the numbers ser¥ed. ~ The budget covers the cost of
Py administering the program (including a six membeér central administrative staff

~

and all overhead) and provides for direct payment to_the Providers. Although

the Providers are considered employees of the project, they are reimbursed

Rl

._ " in accordance with the number of children they serve, rather than being paid
. : ) o -
on a stra'igm salary basis. Reimbursement of the Provider is related to the
. // 3 -
P age of the child, rather than the period of time. Rates are.$5/day for an infant,
~ 115
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rate that was provided for children in Center care. ‘H'o'wever, ‘because children




$4/day for & preschool child and $3/day for school age children.

-

The Model Cities Health and Social Service task foxce hus recommended .
that the St. Mark program be re-funded for 60 children during the coming

fiscal year. " .

- A
't. POPULATION AND ELIGIBILITY
Children of all ages are éligible for service, pro{zidued that their families

are MNRs. No cri’zeria have been established, except for residency and a need

r

0

for care. The latter has been generally interpreted to mean'"woarking, train-

*~

o/

ing or attending school," although children would also be aécepted from families

wﬁere the mother is at }{ome, if there were special needs.

) ‘ Because the program was not operational until November, it was impossible
‘ T \~\‘*~—~,x\ . ° >
- to do a before and after parent siudy. Instead;. all parents who participated

—

in the program at any time between December and February were intervicwed.
. ’ T—

N - &

. » ’ s NI
Py Altogether, 33 parents part‘icipated during that time. Of these, 20 were still L

—~—
had »

in the program in February, and thirléen had terminated.
i -t [ \ 4 ;
Eleven "terminated" families weré interviewed. ,Of these, three had
- . ' i
~"been terminated because they were not MNRs, three dropped out because they

- ’ X - 5’
were no lohger working or attending school, and four left because of mig-match !

o | ‘ :
problems. In addition, there were seven re-matches during February, and the;7

® ‘ ' C

. observer judged three out of five placements as 'mis-matches’!. This is a ve f




H . . o

screening and matching procedures need to be improved.
Sixicen of the t;venty ”cox;tinuing" families were interviewed. Of these,
eight were working, two were in training and the remainder were in school.
' Children being served included: 24 infant-s (age 2 and under), seven preschoolers,
© six kindergar’ten children and ninc school-age children. With a total of forty -~
7 five children frgm twenty families, it 1s obvious that most families have more.
than one child egroll,ed. “ "
) Thlge‘e-fourt)hs of the "continuing' respondents stated that they were able to
work or‘attend school specifically beca.u‘se.’éheir ghildren were ‘énrolle«,‘_ in this
program. Also, most families expressed a preference for in-home care (only
. 'fouﬁ said théy would prefer a Center}. "It is apparent, therefore, that this

program is both needed and wanted by the families it now serves. It is also

apparent that families with infants are especially prone tq use-this form of care.

[4

|
2. ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS - . . \
\,

a. Location

"

In February, seventeen Providers werc serving children in homes

. dispersed throughout the MNA, as follows:

RN .
\ 5 in Tropicana

[} : ) . . . -
, \ 9 ‘in Mayfair

2 in Olinder




While these homes are not as evenly distributed as might be desired, all
but two of the present enrollees state that transportation is not a problem.

It should also be noted that there are four additional providers, known

-

as Certified Baby Sitiers, who go to the children's home to care for them.

These women, of course, are able to provide service anywhere within the

Po—

MNA.

b. Safety and Sanitaticn

v

Since care general‘ly takes place in th.é_ Provider's home, standards of

safety and sanitation have to be determined for each home, based on the - .
b

home study which is part of the licensing process. None of the hcmes

(except.those which were already licensed when they entered the program)

have as yet been licensed, although the procedure has been started by the

community aide. Ten out of fourteen responding user parents rated tpe homes

S »

where their children were cared for as ''very clean'' and the remaining

L)
. <

four said they were "pretty clean". The on-site observer stated that the

)

five-h.omes'she visited were all in good condition and ranged from‘ "immaculate
to clean but messy'’; she was concerned only with the safety of one yard,
which. was u@fcncec%, cluttered with d;bris and unusable by the children.
Wit)h this ond cxception, safety and cleanliness do not seem to posge ax;j
problems in tbc homes befng used. The St. Mark s"taff has provided b;a.sic

equipment, such as cribs, to the homes for use in caring for the children;
' s

many mothers and Providers commented favoi'ably on this provision.

. 113
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3. PARENT INVOLVEMENT )
° User participation on the PAC is discussed under Administration. All -
parents rc'ported that they were regularly informed about their child's progress,
~
° \‘\ in contrast to the inadequate communication reported by Centei‘ parents. This
| seems to be a particuler’  w»t- ng point in home care. : ) s
| -/
4. STAFF ' o
° Since administrative s.aff will be discussed under thé section on Adn}iﬁ/is-
. . /
tration, this section will deal exclusively with Providers (including tiw’s’e‘who . -
o care for children in their homes and the Certifie‘d Baby Sitters). /
Adult-to-child ratios are estgbli;hed by the FIDCR and have ‘i)eevn consis- K
. t'ex;tly observed in the placgmént of children. Seve:ralb Providers have, in fact, ‘
® indicaled fhat they can, and wo;ud like to, serve more ch}lciren. ‘
Data from th(; 'i?royifiér questionnzﬁre resf)onses shows that:' T};ree of the
Py Providers wer; already Iicense.d and al] of the c;the;jf’ have had experienée in.
- c:clring fox? children (ei~ther_in their;own‘ h'omes or "zh%;.(_:hild's)'; ages ranée fr&:m
T 22 to 65; educatiox{mal backgrounds range from'no f{JrJ.\ﬁ‘rlal schooling through three
® years of college, with the majority having nc; ﬁlore than an eighth grade education;
three-fourths are l\;Iexican—American; and the vast mgjority are li\;ing wit}; /
o 't .their husbands fmd have children of their own. - ,\ |
Based on the comments cont'ained within th\eir qué}:tion(naires, it is evident
. "that r;most of the Providers tru?iy")ianjoy workin;;\\}ri}h cliildre.n. According to
o

..114.. ’ ) ’ ’, . L »
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| . .
the on-site Observer, all but one of the five Providers she observed "were
found to be warm and accepting of thcehildren. They were nurturant and

affectionate and seemed gunuinely’ concerned"”. _ She also noted, hoWever, that

~ A .
"The level of understanding of child growth and development varied from

Provider to Provider. .. (aﬁd) the level of functioning appears to be alrost
. ’ L
™~ .
entirlely dependent upon the personality of the ngovider and the knowledge and

skill fcha? :ﬂ}eﬂ.-Providervhad already developed prior t8 the program's inception".

Parcn) interviews also reveal a moderate level of satisfaction with Providers:

vd_the Provider "very ggeé/:; eight "pretty good'’; and only one con-

four ra“

tinuing })é\vent and onc terminated parent rated the Provider "not so good". It

\

appears thay St. M?/L has secured caretakers who are generally ¢ompetent,

but nothing in the selection or supervisory system guarantees a consistent
level of exc&gllon\ég. To accomplish this would require a thorough screening

" lined. ’ o B : ~— ®

-3 T, v
\ N - X
process, cffediive iﬁ\z\sfervice training,and intensive on-going supervision.
- \\ . i3 N "
Most pro:'b\srs rated their salaries "fair" but an analysis of wages on an
. & 3 4.;’: g - '
hourly basis showe&ﬁhat the}“{'anged[f?ggl 49¢ to $3. 75 per hour, depending

",

" \_47 L " _,‘__,_//‘ A4 . o
on the number and ages of child é&serv’ed. While reimbursement should re-
late to the number of children served:\t\bc present pay scale seems to be pro-

,

duding too large a discrepa;lcy and would l;‘éa\x' careful re-examination. Several

.,

. .~ -
. . N .
Providers expressed concern about delays in rec¢ejving reimbursement; perhaps -

e,

, .
the present system.of securing vouchers and doing the\pay\x;oll could be stream-




&

5. EDUCATIONAL S‘;ER%"CES
N < g . . ' .
' Based on direet oh-sitc observation of five Providers, the Observer

concluded that ""The edt‘;cational program was found “;anting in all the homes.

&

None of the homes had adequate toys for the children to use" ThlS was con-

-

firmed by the user par eL‘ S, most of whom rated the educational program

e

"pretty good" or "not so good". Again, the ne_ed for-in-service ﬁ:aining is

evident. Securing and pr;iividi'ng adequate toys --the tools of learn-ing—-should
~also E)e a top priority. ' Th%s might be hand.led on.a toy lenaing library basis,
~ so ;cha”c mateérials can be ro;ated and adap:ced to the ages of the children b“eing-
s'erved at any given mnmeni. Conéultation from a child' dezelopment expert. in :’S

the séelection of appropriate toys and learning materials would be most helpful.

v o«

2

6. BEALTH AND NUTRITION

a.» Health

¢

A h_eaith aide has participated 4n the program from the outset. Her.,
B .
activities include: maintaining the children’s medical records; arranging

for phys1cal examinations and 1mmun1zat1on, and check1ng up on ch1ldren

who are ill. She also sees that the Providers have adequate first aid sup-
plies. Since nearly half of her time is cu'rrently spent in travel, and hef T

visits to Providers and users duplicate those of the Community Aide, the

' 'eEv'aluaior is proposing that both of these jobs be re-siructured so that

‘each has relspons;ibility for only half of the total number of Providers,




It

o/ -

v

individual homes.

handling both hecalth and supervisory functions. Iitl this plan were .fol'lovwfed,
both would need 't‘o' arlicipate 1n the t;'aindxlg prograln for health aides and
‘b\e suf)ervised by thetil;HN .associa_ted wjth the 4-C's.
b. Nutrition . o L '

food 1o the Provider homes as follows: bulk purchases of canned and staple

&

As originally planned, the St. Mark administrative staff was to provide

goods would be made and a warehouseman-driver would deliver these to the °

This plan did not allow for the pro\'/ision- of fresh fruits,

)

\;‘egetables, meat or* milK; and the savings incurred by bulk, purch_asing

were. expended in gas and salary for the driver. Home delivery of milk

F i

and darry produ(.ts has’ ‘recently been arranged but this still does notmeet

the need for other fresh,produce. Many of the Providers expressed a
, , :

desire for fresh foods; and several mothers stated that the foods were jod
>’ .
Other user mothers said they were supplying theu‘ own food. ‘A

\

starchy,

s1mplcr method, and onc which would offer much’ 1mproved x’lutr1t1ona,1

\
\
\

value, would be to aHot a gr diem’ cosi for food and pay this amognt

directly 10 the Provider. Nutritional education and adequate supervision

-

wouldbe needed to be sure that good food was furnished 1o the children,s but

4 ’

this is rue fc')r"‘the present approach as well. Should this approach to the
provision of fQod_ be adopted, it would be difficult\'t() justify the continued

employment of.a warchouseman-diver to service a program of this size.

s
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7. SOCIAL SERVICES "‘.
® A social service consultant has been employed by the prdgram on a part-

time basis buf her job was never clearly spelled out and her effectiveness was

"«~ 7 therebyreduced.. When problems have arisen, they have generally been dealt
o ' - o T T e e

with by the commmnily aide or the Directoz, or they have been referred to a
* ~ . ¢

worker at DSS. ¥ suggestion that the social service consultant serve as

"matchmaker! is included in the re-organization proposal.

. 1
. - . 5 i
8. ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION -
°® ‘The project,” when originally funded, was nominally operaled by St. Mark
o Community. Since there did not prove to be a_fuﬁctioning Board, it became the
responsibility of the Director to 'convené a PAC which could move in the direc-
o .

tion of becoming the operating agency for the St. Mark Day Care Pr"oject.
" A sirong PAC has been formed, comprised of Providers, users, and a number

° of highly qualified pfofcssignal persons. This PAC has been functioning very

cffectively in ®ent months, and this has proved to be one of the great strengths
of the program. However the PAC is.not yet incorporated and cannot serve

o as the fiscal operating agency. Another group ‘is'therefore being asked to under-

v
- ~

take 1o serve in this capacity for the coming contract year.

- . Y,
The administrative staff of the St: Mark Project is comprised of a Director,

) : .
a community aide, a half-time health aide, a social work consultani, a sccretary,
and a paﬁ-time driver-warchouseman.

o -

123 ./
‘ ; -118-
Q
®ERIC :




" * v~

The Director has full administrative responsibility for all aspects of the
prograem, and, until ithe PAC became fully operational in January, she had to
, - e’

make many of the policy decisions as well. Given the experimental and innova- ,

live nature of this prégram, the Director has had an exiremely difficult {ask.

. In m.any crucial instances, neceésary planning did not take place, io the detri-

- B R v

ment of the program. In particular, criteria for selection of Providers were— _____|

kY

never fully developed; job respon‘sibilities were not clearlyo established; policies
and procedures wdére not written; and the essentially unilateral decision-mak-
ing process was a source of confusion and conflict. Dir_cgigr;:.sgaff relatiions

s " - v :
deteriorated seriously in the last few months, ‘and most of the staff question-

-

naires expressed concern about administrative effectivencss, lack of super-

vision, and ir_ltx:a—staff relations. The Director will be leaving her post effec-

.

tive March 31. If effective {echnical assistance had been available, many of

7

the problems might have been anticipaied and avoided. ) .

The community aide position proved to be a most pivotal one~-with res-

. “ponsibility for recruiting, matching and supervising all the provider-user com-

binations. - This was an 'extrcmely heavy workload -and meant that some 'of

v .
-

thesc vital processes had 1o be:rushed and/or neglected.” The division of labor

between the.community aide and health aide also scemed less than efficient,+

<

since the health aide was calling on all of the same ps;ers and providers and
A
there was frequent dupli®dation of effort. Ai the end of this repori, there is a

recormendation for re-structuring these positions so that both of these staff

Ve
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pcople will funclion as community-health aides, both having responsibilily for

diverse functions including health, and cach relating to only half of the Provider-

b1 oy

user cascload. ¢

"o

The roles of the social work consuliant and warchouseman driver are discus-

sed under Social Services and Nutrition, respectively.

All toge?/, the adminiétrative slaff has succeceded in gétting the program

opcrational ahd has planncd and implemented a pre-service training course which

Providers found very useful, but it has thus far faited to adequately fulfill the

functions nceded to ensure the delivery of qualily care; i. e.i eﬁ'ec;tive screen-
ing, matchmaking and‘ supervision of Proyidérs.

With regard to administration, grief r{;cntion must also be made of the .fis—
cal mafnagc:meni system. During this {irst coniract year, fiscal management
was handled by a ccllege student, under the supervision of the DSS. This mcéthod
failed 1o provide thc programmatic cost-accounting that would have been most
prodgctive for the St. Mark Project aﬁ;i has p'roduced other problems as well.

St. Mark is now sceking a C .. to adgulo its staff.

9. SUMMARY OF PROBLEMS

i , ¢
< .

a. The majority of the central adgginisirative staff is dissatisfied with the
lack of definition of their roles and with the project's overall management.
b. The existing processes for selecting, training arid supervising pro-

R . .
viders arc not adequate to ensure quality care (while the basic carc

¢ 125
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-provided is satisfactory in most of the homes, there are no criteria or
proccdures for screening out unsuitable providers, not is thcir sufficient
on-going training and supervision to up-grade the quality of care offered,

particularly in relation {o the educational cbmponent).

c. There is a general lack of toys and other educational equipment.

’

- d. Insufficieni guidelines and procedures have been established for the ”’
’ matc‘hing of providers and users, resulting in a deprop;rtionate numb“’er
A of mis-matches, ;e—mgtches and terminations. ' - )
o~ e:m 'Ij}ge;}sger\n ‘Bf})—a\y?‘t‘é“p‘fovi‘ders-has resulied in a Xe_lgi‘c-ziclgf_inequitics.
This derives f:'om the fact that payment is based on the numbers of ch>i~_1‘d*-A' ‘*-:~‘~

ren bul is not adjusted in terms of hours. Further, the methbd of collec-

ling vouchers and computing the payroll could perphaps be streamlined so

that the time of the communily aide can be spent on more in-depth observation

“ b

- &
and supervision of the imporiant program ¢lements.

| .
10 RECOMMENDATIONS® , o '

1

]

While it is recognized that many of the foregoing problems are a resull of

the day—lto—day"pressures which have characterized the project during its stari-up

phdse, the fuiure success of the project would scem o depend upon instituling

}

a ’ ' s
corrective measures as soon as possible. The following is an attempl {o for-

o :

| &
mulrte a direction which might be productive in solving the existing problems

|

and iprojedting a framcwork for fulure program development.

| ‘ ‘
*}Jprodud\(-d from February Monitoring Report.
| © 120
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A. The first step would be to analyze the program needs. Thus, primary

program needs might be identificd as follows:

1. Consolidate ihe present prograrﬁ, throhéh:

(a) Formulating criteria for judging adequacy of previders
(this could be hased on the on-site observation form
developed by the evaluators and should’include physical
and emotional fitness, personality characteristics,
w:llmgness to accept supervision and traming, etc.)

(b) Visiting and observing each of the providers in order
to assess her potential for offering qllélity ccare and
-to determine any special nceds which she might have
- in-order to achieve her potential

~(c) Removing anfy providers from the .prograin who are found
E— N ~to lack the potential for providing quality care

. ) ' (d) ~ Visiting each of the current users to determine if they ~ - -

‘ are satisfied with the care being received, to make any
et nccessary adjustments in placement, to determine what
additional services (e. g., health, social services, etc. )
are needed and to make drrangements for such services.

~ . (€) Developing systematic programs to help providers with
special needs--f,o'x_' training,- for equipment, for supervision

(D Developing a uniform and equitable policy for reimburse-
~ment and a method of securing and paying Vouchers which
requires less running around on the pari of the staff

(g) Up-grade the nutritjonal component, possibly by per diem
food reimbursement, together with education in nuirition
and inonitoring of meals served.

2. Plan for subsequent program activitics, through:

(a)  Developing clear guidlines for selection of providers¥

’
v

*A draft of possible criteria was developed in January but this was considered
insufficivnt by the evaluator.

B TY
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Guidelines for selecting Providers should include:

“(b)

(c)

- ———— - Housekeeping stylés (e. g., emphasis on cleanhnCSS)

(@

i <
H - 7

-~
]

Geog,rapluc location (mcludmg Model Neighborhood
- residency)
Number and ages of children who can be served
Previous experience with ch1ldren )
Physical fiitness ) e ,
Emotional stability e
Personalily charactieristics such as warmth, patience,
flexibility, responsiveness to children, ability to
communicate with parents :
Willingness to participate in training programs
Adequacy of home (if care is to be provided in her home)
- Income and need for employment
" Willingness to make a long- range comnntment to program

Recruiting and screening providers in hght of the above.

- Developing clear guidelines for matching prociders with user
parents, including:
Loc:;t\on and/or transportation factors
Similarity in child-rearing goals and practices
Age-grouping of children in provider's hore
Special needs of child and prov1der s ability to deal

-« .' . with these needs

Pcrsonahty factors ™ - — -
Language of child and provider -
Keeping family units intact

Etc

Recruiting user parents and accomplishing the maich. T7This
should include (a) a personal inierview with the potential user,
of sufficient length and depth to be sure of her needs and those
of her children, (b) bringing the user and provider logcther
for a joint discussion and exploration of mutual atfitudes to be
as surc as possible that the maich will work before making the
assignment, (c) repeating step (b) until thé right Provider-~user
combination is found, and then (d) making a prov1s1onal maich.

This.is the most crucial part of the entire process and-adequate
time must be allowed. If the neced is pressing, it would be pre-
ferable to work out an interim arrangement with a Certified
Baby Sitter and arrange the actual match when time is avail-
able to complete the matching process adequately. Hasty

+ maltches on the basis of phone contacts alope are cxtrcmely

hazardogs.’ -
1213

\
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(¢) At the oulset, check back frequently with both the user and
provider to assurc that the match is successful or to offer
aliernatives if it is not

-
oy

(f) Once the match is settied to the mutual satisfaction of provider
and user, superyision of the Provider should be undertaken on a
regular, but less frequent, basis. On-going assistance, in

the form of materials, training, and other help, should be
madc available.

Ry

'(g) Make periodic, regular contact with user families. Develop
a system for rcferral or other approprialc measures as soon
as problems are identificd. . . ¢

t

3. Carry oiil other administrative responsibilities, including:
(2)  Working with the Board in the development of all policies;
matiers of incorporation, ectc.

(b)  Developing and implementing all record-kecping systems
necessary to the smooth operation of the program.

(c) Management of fiscal matters, such as record-keeping,
T o -—payroll, -.petty cash, reports to DSS, ete.

—— - - - = [ ——

e e i e i e — . e ol — - e s ]

A (d) Su'pervision of administrative staff.

(¢) Community contacts (e.g., participation in 4-C's, program
" publieitv, etc.).

These administrative functions are interrelaied with the program
activities and will need to be carried on concurrently.

B. Re-structure the staff and staff responsibilities to ensure that the
essenlial purpose and administrative function can all be fulfilled.
’

A possible organizational structure to accomplish these functions might
be as follows: ‘

~




- DIRECTOR

: Special consultants as
needed in relation to
MATCIIMAKER { fiscal management,

’ administrative T.A.,
and training

7

~

COMMUN ITY-HEALTH AIDE-I | COMMUNITY-HEALTH AIDE II

CLERICAL SUPPORT )

Until the program is fully and smoothly operational (i. e.,
until the present program is consolidated, and most of the
policies and procedures have been fully developed), therg
will probably necd to be both a Director and a Matchmaker.
Once the above has been accomplished and the incidence of
turnover is reduced to a normal level, one person should
be able to handle both the Dlrector s job and thai of the
matchmaker.

Aides would have primary responsibilily for on-going sdp-‘
ervision and support services, yith each carrying half the
case-load and both qualified and trained in the area of health

"~ “care.;“Twodides,; working 3/4 time each; -shoyld be adequate - —

for a program of 25-30 prov1ders and 50-60 children.

One secretary'should be sufficient to provide all the needed
clerical support. A CPA, on a contract basis, will be needed
to handle the fiscal matters. Adequate provision should be
made for training personnel--both for administrative staff and
for providers, cspecially in the area of educational program-
ming. “

The forégoing is only one of several possible approaches to improving
the program and staffing pattern. Decisions about the actual course to
be followed is clearly the responsibility of the St. Mark project, but it is
esscntial that a definite plan of operation (including detailed policies,(pro-

cedures and siaff assignments {o deal with the problem areas idcntifigdﬁ)ﬁ

be made and implemented without delay.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY StartingyDate: Aug.‘ 30, 1971
Terminated: Dec. 20, effective
Jan. 20, 1972 ],

»

Name of Projecl: CASA Family-Child Center

-

Location: 777 Forestdale

> Auspices:; Community Adminisirative Services Agency, a private, non-profit
corporation )

<

Hours: 7:00 a.m. - 6:00 p. m. T ' -

Capacity: Never determined: Director requested license for 36
' Evaluator estimated capacity at 25
) - Contrac{ was for 50 -
Population served: ) T
Eligibilily: MNR, ages 2-16

Enrollmchi: (as reported by Dircctor)

July ‘Aug. Sept. Oct. - Nov. Dec. Jan: Feb.
Total , 36 132 31 "regulars™ | Funding
MNR ' 36 - 132 31 Discontinued _
Staff: (as reported by Dircctor) ’ ) 3 -
T July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. | Dec.- Jan. Feb.
: Total 13 15 ‘12 ° | Funding
‘MNRB 137 15 12 Discontinued

Extént of 'complian'ée with Federal Interagency Requirements

\

Requirement , In compliance In compliance
E ‘ at oupsct? when discontinued ?
Licensed No No i
Adult-1{o-child ratio N Yes No
Safely and sanitation N No , No
Fducatlional services \Yes, 1o some extent No
.. Social Services . No . No
Health Yes, lo some exten{| Yes, 10 some exient
Nutrition Yes Yes
Siaff {raining . Yes, pre-scrvice No, in-service
Parenl involvement No Yes -1
¥ .
\\
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: CASA . ~' \
‘

. \ .
The CASA program was conceived as a Family-Child Center, provid- -

b "

ing activities and education for children and their parents. Due\*\ to a lack

. \ .
» 0f start-up funds, the program did not begin operating until Augd\st 30, 1971.

N

il -

"It was housed in two small apartments,-Icased from the Melro Co“\mmunity -

Center. Hours of operalion were from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. we\\ekdays.
: | : , \
Funding. The program was funded by Model Cities and a matching

\

federal grant, administered by the Department of Social Services. The °

4

contract provided for 20 full-timc slots. Funds were discontinued in December,
" n

effective January 20, 1972. The éontract was terminated without cause.

ey

1. POPULATION AND ELIGIBILITY

-—

All MNR's, fx:om age 2 through 16, were elfgiblg for sex"{"ice. The

parent questionnaire, completed for’2/3 of the 21 families enrolled in

e
bl

September, showed that: four mothers worked or attended school full -time,

ol

~ ¢

SF\forked or attended school pairt-tflne, and 9 were at home; twq-thirds of

-

the families were Mexican-American; gpproximately half were on welfare;

and most of the familics had several children enrolled. By late October,
132 children were cnrolled (half full-time and half part-time) ahd ihe Center

o

was almost literally bursting at the scams.

2. ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS
a. L.ocation ~ . ;

The, Center was extremely well localed for the families it

wy

served, more than two-thirds living within 5 blocks.
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r \\ . ’ ki
b.  Sanitation and Safety ' R e

3

‘Tke first Monitoring report in September indicated that "Thts -

is an oldgr bililc:i'ing, ‘witﬁ woociénjloors and wallboard walls--all ir
R ‘ ,
need of rehabilitation. .. Toilet facilities arc the two bathrooms of the
b‘ ) ) N ) ‘ .
original apartments, (barely sufficient for 24 children). .. Stairs

leading to the upstair&é offices are poorly maintained and there is no .

— a

obstruction to prevent children from playing on them. Extra accesst

to the outdoors’is needad. . . The adjoining ot park, used by the Center
o ‘ . :

i v, .
as a playground, is nice ‘\eut incompletely fenced (with no fence on the

street side).” Both parents and staff rated cleanliness and sanitation’

» -

poorer than at any-other Center.

LI
[y -

3.  PARENT INVOLVEMENT

A number of parents participated in Monday and Wednesday morning
aris and crafts classes and this was a nice fealure of the program. A,num-
ber‘ of parents also served as voluﬁ&ers or paid staﬂ?._ A small PAC was
orgéniz‘ed juét before the program was discontinued and pl‘ayed an active -

L)

role in focusing aitention on problems of safetly at the Cent
. ‘ i} . )

4, STAFF

Staff-to-pupil ratio was adequate during the first month and a half
of operation hut fell f_a;‘{'short of the requirement as the enrollment soared.

In‘,qearly‘ November, co;ni)utational analysis shqwed a deficiency of 118

. 4 . v
. -

Y

L.
14 -
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&

were both positive elements. .
Day-to=day supervision was handled by-a head teach.ér, but, accord-
“ ) * . o

iﬁ[&to staff, she was geriously hampered by lack of auth'or;'ty.
) . A . 3

Two poéitive_ features should be noteci:- (1) there ’was a tie-in with
\ . o v . . . s -’ N

. head start in, the provision of a pre-service training program for staff; and

(2) staff was allowed one paid hour a day for preparation and consultation

'with the head teacher. . ' .

5, ° EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

JEE o

Accordmg to the on-site observer' "The observcd program was
neghg1bie due to the physical facthty, the over- enrollment of ch1ldrep and
the staff rcsagna»tlor;s .. stai‘f efforts dwect toward an educational program

Vere severely limited by the above-méRfioned problems!' Parents, rating |

, ' —t . 4 ,
the program prior to the resignations, rated the educational program some-

what better, but theré were still more "not so good" ratingsfthan at any <
;- : , .
other Center. ' . - .

4
~

6. HEALTH AND NUTRITION

- Health v - .

’ ‘. - -
. This was_thc only Center {o emplob/ a communily aide to handle

: 'tlic completiort of medical forms with the parents. Thgre.was also
N ‘ r.d
- N - 135 )
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an arrangement whereby the head start nurse provided the vision and hear-

h

ing screening.

b. Nutritiun - } N \

Br eakfast lunch and two snacks, ~all’.<prcpared on- site, were scrvec&
The quantity and quahty of all food, except the snacks, Were generally well\\

rated by parcnts and the observer, althql(lgh serving and cleanup were poorly

Vgt \
. o ‘ . " ""'é .
handled. . Y g : ,[

- " 7. SOCIAL SERVICES

The Communitjpfide assisted several families ¥ithsemergency needs, dis-

s

tributing food and clotping. No other social services were providea by the pro-
gram. ) » ‘
. " 8. ADMINISTRATION °
‘The operating agency is CASA, the Coordinating' Administrative Services

Agency, a non-profit corporation. The Direclor of the Center is also Executive

. ~ Director and President of the Corpoz@tion, and his wife is ‘an the Board.

More than half of the parents made critical comments about the Pirector’'s

‘administrative handling of the Center. Staff were evenly divided between sup-
poriers and critics of the adminisiration, but those who were _critica‘l felt strongly

enouéh about their position to write & critical document, present it to the Model

1

’ Citlies Sub-committee on Child Care, and resign en masse.” ..

9. FIDCR NON-COMPLIANCE . .
The following section, summarizing the.areas of non-compliance, are quoted,
from the December Monitoring Report, -~ a
- .
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CASA ! 1
Arcas of Non-Compliancs with Pedcral Interagency Requirements |

- L VIOLATION JI‘ BASIC SAI‘LTY REQUIREMENTS

II. VIOLATION OF PRESCRIBFD STAFF: PUPIL RATIO

IIT. VIOLATION OF THE.REQUIREMENT THAT THE CENTER BE LICENSED
‘ OR APPROVED AS MEETING THE LICENSING STANDARDS )
I. :Issues relating to safety B i T:
. September
A. Safely hazards relating to the playground areas were identified in-the
o Semembcr Monitoring Rﬂport as follows: ..
1. Lack of fencing on street’side of tot lot
N L : . > L
2. . Backyard area unusablec due to lack of: _
Surfacing . ’
Gates )
Access from bu11d1ng
R ‘ Screening of garbage area ¢ ,
’ i - R ~ . =
-« B. Identified building deficiencies included:
Poor condition of floors and walls .
Shortage of bathrooms’ {especially need for additional child-
® sized toilet) ,
. Lack of obstruct1on at bottom of stairs (needed 1o prevent
d§n9erous play on the steep, hard, sta1rway)
, Lack of rear exit .
October
The only deficiencics cited above which had been corrected included
carpeting and indoor painting
. ;
Wovember .
- * NO ADDITIONAL LMPROVI‘MEN TS WERE MADE IN THE PLAYGROUND

OR BUILDING TO INCREASE CHILD SAFETY

On-site obscrvalion verified the above safety hazards and addilionally
_identified unprotected heaters as a safely hazard. The observer saw

and reported a truck driving right onlo the cement area where the children
were at play (underscoring the crilical nced for a fence) ’

%

Analyéis of parent_questionnaires showed that parcnis rated safety andd
cleanliness at this cénter lower than al any other center. Three mothers
stated thail their children had left the playground and come home, due {o
the lack of a fence and/or the inadequacy of supervision.

Q . 3 1-
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II.  Issues relating to stoff:pupil ratio

g .Augusi

Di;'eétOL‘ stated that the Alelro sile would be used to serve 25 children

——

Seplcmber

Director. reported that 36 children were enrolled (with an ADA of 28)

‘October
Director reporied an enrollment of 137 children, with 82 on a drop-in
basis, staggered to fill 36 slols. Computational analysis revealed that
staff was just barely sufficient io cover 36 slois for an average of 50
hours per weck per slot, provided that the absentee rate was 20% and
thal half of the hours were filled by school age children. Detailéd
information on enrollment was requested to verify these computational
asswnptions, '

-

November 7 _ - -

v
» 7

Analysis of the detailed enrollment data supplied by the Cenler showed
a deficit of 118 staff hours per week, when compared with the required
staff: pupil ratijo.

¥ ¢
-
Y [
\

4

I, 1ssues related to license ' L

October . <
The licensing worker from the Staie Depariment of Social Welfare and
. the fire marshall inspected the facility and. stipu],z{{ed thal the following

e improvements were required before the cenier iould qualify for a license:

A rear exit

Recharging and mounting fire extinguishers
Installation of a fire alarm system ‘
Installation of adequatle lighting

[

W DN

November \
NONE of the above requirements were fulfilled. herefore, the center -
was ncither  licensed nor approved as meeting the standards for such
licensing. |,

TFurther, while a request has been made by the Diretior that the center

be licensed for 36, NO NUMBER has been assigned by the SDSW and, most
likely, will not be assigned wnlil the square foolage has been ascertained,
LEvaluator judged space to be adequatie for approximately 26-29 and
bathroom facilities adequate for only 24,

138
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Added issués

Six staff members resigned in November, protesting the Director's
method of operating the center, =~

The newly-elected chairman of the PAC presented a list of parents'
complaints about the serious safely hazards 1o the Model Cities
subcommititee on Child Care. -

The Model Cities Task FForce and Board recomme_r_lded that the Center
be closed, based on the above and the observations of Task Force
members who visited the Center.

>

- \
- x

\\

.

The foregoing secction on "Areas of Non-Compliance with Federal Interagency
Requirements''was quoted from the December Monitoring Report.

4
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1. ANALYSIS

In analyzing the factors which contributed to the failure of the CASA
]

Parent Child Center, causing it to be digcontinued within three montbs of

-

its opening, the following key issues cinerge:

i

a. The operaling agency lacked fiscal and administrative capability

L

’

as follows: S .
(1) Laczc of fiscal capability:

Tl:e Corpc;ration had no financial resources of its
owﬁ and no standing which would enable it to borrow
funds from any bank or community lending institution.
Thus, the program could not begin opera’ting unlil
start-up funds'were provided by thfe Department of
Social Services, and the program was conlinuously ’
hampered by lack of monies for necded repairs.

(2) Lack of adrrxiriistratlrx'e cap'ability:
There was .no Board-Staff separation. The same pl?r- '
son functioned as President of the Board, Executive

Director of the corporation and Director of the Family-

Child Cen-er. This meant that there was, in fact,

r only one person responsibie for the total program.
! When that person failed to perform salisfactorily,

- ‘ ! - . -
/ there was no recourse, except to discontinue funding

the program.,

140 |
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L. The site ulilized by the program lackerl the physical
capab1l1ty f01 serving the 50 children c'pc;c1f1ed in the
contract. This occurred because:

{1) The coniract was awarded befc;re acceptable siles ,
-were securced. The initfal plan was to provide two
sites for a com} in;d total of 50 ch‘ildren. One tiny
site, with severe physic‘al deficiencies, was q'btained,

but the second site could not be secured by this pro-

- . gram, and no alternatives were explored,

(2)  Utilization of the site was permitted before the site was
licensed. Pending the outcome of the lengthy licensing
proces;s, the SDS\K; failed 1o take a stand about the adequacy
of the facility or to specify the maximum nurp})er of child-
ren allowable at this site. This l’eft a vacuum, during’

which the Director was not prohibited from enrolling as

many children as he judged the facility could hold.

(3)  The Department of Social Services, as administering
' agency, failed lo exercise its prerogative to mandate.‘

- ) physical improvements in accordance with specified

deadlines, or to limit the rumber of children served,

-136- ‘
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/

c.’ The method of reimbursement utilized by the Department of

= M

Social Services {ended to encourage over-enrollment, as follows:

(1) Programs were reimbursed, up to the contractual

limit, on the basis of numbers of childiren in atten-

for the program's ability to adequately serve the num-

ber enrolled.

(2) Reimbursement was proportionate to the hours of
~ttendance, with a premi;un‘ paid for full-day par-
ticipation (more than five h;mre:.), with.out regard for .
the family's or child's needs in this regard. Thus,

- . many children were enrolled full-time at CASA

despite the fact that their mothcrs}/were at hom;a or
working-or attending school only part-time and
that these moihers \'.'.'ould have preferred to have tl;éir .

children cnrolle.d for a briefer period.

As a resull of thesz factors, an incredibly large number of children
were permitied to bc enrolled in a wholly unsatisfactory physical facility.
This situatlion taxed the staff beyond endurance. This situation caused

parents to rate all aspects of this'program far below any of the other

%4

Center programs.

dance. Such reimbursement was made without regard

-137-

I3

142




Tl;e siluation was greatly complicated by the inter-personal relations
of the Director \4vith -both his staff and his parent body. And, since there
was no independent Board to which the staff and parents could take their
grievances, the situdtion was insolvable. ‘

11. RECOMMENDATIONS

The situation which occured with the; CASA program might have been

averted if the following steps had been taken: .
" 1. Adequate determination ;)f the_adminisirative and fis".cal
capability of the operating agency p1'i;)r to signing the con-
_ tract. — ‘
I1. Provision within the c‘ontract for a specii‘ic sile, to accommo-
date a specified number of children. .

I11, Den,ial of permission {0 operate prior {o securing a license,
or, at icast, a determir;ation by SDSW that the facility was
licensable for a given maximum.‘numbelr of children,

IV. Changing the'n}ethod of reimbursement

,V . Implementation of a procedure by the Department of Social
Services for establishing deadlines for remedying identified
-problems,

Items III, IV and V, are discussed further in Section IIL

1 4 3 ) S
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SECTION III

SYSTEMIC OVERVIEW




~ phasis on the role of the administering agency.

—

i INTROD'U TION TO SECTION III
/

In/this segtion, we will examine the papiiagc of child care services funded
by Myodel' Cities in systemic terms. Using the speciﬁc objectiw)es cielineated
and aI-)proved by the Sub-cominittee on Child Care as our "yardstick", we will
explore the e;ctent to which the totél’system of c;a.re has succeeded in attaining
the stated objectives. -

Section II dealt with each of the programs individually, yvith recom;nendations
for specific improvements which still need to be rx;ade. Our concern in ;ch§s

section will be to identify problem areas which are common to all of the programs

and which can best be dealt with on a system-wide basis, with particular em-

=

19
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SYSTEN ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Sepcific Program Opjeclive
Serve 230 MN Children in facilities in or near the model neighobrhood.
Make child care available to all MN children who need ii.

‘The following chart, showing MN cn_rollmcnt— fié{ures for February, 1972,

shows that the objective of serving 230 MN children was more than fulfilled-\

I}Iumber of slots funded by MC Februar_y MN Enrollment >
San Juan Bautista | 50 . 135
Los Pequenitos 50 58
’ ~ Green Valley . 30 N 99 ¢
CASA . ' ‘ 50 Discontinued
S St. Mark 50 40 ’
‘ TOTAILS® . 230 S 262

While it will be seen that .one of the flinded program;‘. did not survive
the first-action year, it was still possible 1o serve more than 230 MN‘children.
for the following reasons: (1) San Juan Baulista had iwo scparate contracis - one
with sced mone& from Model Cities and one with sced money from the S:;n Juan
. Bautista llousing Corporation. Both involved federal matcRing funds and jco-
gether thc& provided ;”or 100 slots. Model Neighborhood children were eiigible
for admission under both c?mtracts. (2) An ad,m%r‘listrativc interpreiation was

-
pe]

made permilting funds to be allocated in terms of slots rather than individual

v . “
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i3

children; thus a single slol could serve iwo children (for example, a preschool .

«

child whose mother worked only mornings and a school age child who needed
only after-school care could beaccommodated in on¢ glot). This was a most

positive ‘nierpretation, since it permitied the programs to be responsive to

>

a variety of needs and, ai the same time, to serve a maximum number of
children, - N
Thus far, the programs have been able to accomodate virtually all of the

LI ) 3

Model Neighborhood families who have applied for service. It would therefore

appear that the felt need has been met.

On the other hand, there are indications that services will not be avallable

>

-\ to all Model Nelghborhood children who need child care durmg the coming year

a& follow (1) All of the currenlly funded programs are now approaching. capacity;

\
(2) Los Pequenitos does not have the physical capacity for adequately serving the

EDC clnldren enrolled, and parents have 1nd1cated a real need for 'this service

in the Gardner area; (3) the CASA program served 29-132 children during its

\
three rx_months.of operation, and, while many of the c¢hildren d1d not require this

service, a porfion most certainly did; (4) the San Juan Bautisia Child Develop-

ment Centler is currenily seeking a source of seed money to replace the funds

-

fo’rmei‘ly provided by {he Housing Corporation; if this source is not found, ihey

will be forced to réduce\their enrollment of Model Neighborhood children.

-

An investigation of all other child care resources within tne Model Neighbor-

hood (or availa/blc to MN children) should be made and a referral system devel-




.

oped to handle the needs which are likely {o arise in the coming year. This

" could perhaps be‘qndert‘ak"en by DSS as part of its child care intaké process.

ki .

‘In addij;ioh, 4-C's should render every assistance {o programs needing additional .

-

sources of seed monfey,. in order that services can ;:ontinue to expar}d, to meet
what will undoubtedly be a growing demand.

As regards location, the vast majority of ;)arents en\rolled in the present
programs live within two miles of the programs and they were nearly unanimous
in stating that transportation was not a problem. The St. Mark pro‘]:ect, witfm
the greatest flexibility in regard to loca’éion, should endeavor to recruit addi-

tional homes in the Olinder area in order to fill the gap left by the closing of

N,

N - v

the GASA programs. /
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ey
Specific Program Objective . N
Offer safe care for children while parents work, aliend school,

or otherwise need these services for their children.

Safetly is comprised of two primary elements; (I) ‘En_vironmenfa&l charac-

\

~
.

teristics and (II) Adequacy of supervision.

Physical characieristics of the individual program facilities have been
deall with exhaugtively il,’l Seclion II. There al:é,.howe\rer, major sysiemic
considerations related to the mattcx; of environmental safety, and these- '

N . . \

will be examined in detail at this {ime as follows.:‘ (A) the role of SDSW in
relation to licensing and (B) the role of BSS, as the z;.dministering agency,
in ensuril“xg thal corrective action is {aken when deficiencies are identified.

A. SDSW AND IMCENSING

-

IFederal Interagency Requirements:

.
- o z

"Day care facilities must be licensed or approved as meeting the
standards for such licensing”. In California, licensing of group .
care programs is done by the SDSW on the basis of regulations
contained within Title 22 of the SDSW Administrative Code. Be-
cause of the reliance on state licensing, the Federal Interaggnc}'
Requirementsare imsﬁeciﬁc in relation to safely, sanitation, and
; suitability (t))#iederal Requirements ise such general words as
"adequate’, deferring to state standarids for a determination of
what constitutes "adequacy™).

‘




Statement of the Problem:

Monihs after thw-\\wer"e in operation, two of the fotlrgcmtel*s were

still not licensed. \As a result: no maximum numbers of children to
i be served in the fatilitics had been established; there was no official

statement by the SDSW as to the'licensability of the facililies; there

was, in fact, nothing\to prevent too many children from being served

in inadequate, unlicengable facilities for unspecified periods of timeb,

while licensing was in Rrocess.

A

JRSSEN

- \ . .
One of the four Cenlers was licensed with "exceptions" (The provi-
sions of Title 22 are such)\that licenses "may be issued in exceptional ,
circumstances, at the disgretion of SDSW, to a non-profit facility
which cannot meet all of the standards set forth in these régulations...") .
Since the application of the 'above—permitteil exception is clearly a
Judgemental matter, -one Center was licensed with a building and play

- arca which were deemed in'ade_quate by parents, staff and the evaluator. - .

. i

IT IS APPARENT THAT THE LICENSING PROCESS, AS PRESENTLY. )
IMPLEMENTED, DOES NOT GUARANTEE THAT STATE STANDARDS .
g OF SAFETY, SANITATION AND SUITABILITY ARE BEING MET BY
o . - ALL OPERATING PROGRAMS. .

.

\ 3

Recommendations;

; e 'Ideally, all facilities should be licensed prior to the signing of a

' contract; the maximum nember of children to be served shotild be

' established in terms of the available space and the contract should
be, limited to this maximum; all "exceptions" should be known to the
DSS and a plan should he developed for correcting deficiencies on the )
basis of a specific timetable. : . / .

e In the absence of this ideal, an attempt should be made to esfabli'sll gy,
closer working relatiohship between the SDSW and the DSS, so thatr
a) A maximum number of child-zn can be immediately estab-
lished by the SDSW, i'cgardles\s- of any other delays in licensing;

ol - " b) , SDSW can be made aware-of,the community's glesire for truly
' C adequate facilities; - : . e C
- "c) Deficicencies can be brought to the atiention of the DSS as soon
N as they are identified; and '

. d) Plans can be made for bringing facilities up to standards, on
the basis of a specific timetable.




&

If SDSW would share materials assembleq in the course of the
licensing process (org. charts, board lists, floor plans, etc.),
this would be of great value in reducing duplication of effort.

e TFinally, if the SDSW does not cooperate in the above, the DSS,
as the administering agency, will need to rely on its own resources
to develop a plan and a timetable for correcling deficiencies, bused
on its own evaluation of the adequacy of the Centers. -

B. ROLE OF DSS IN INSTITUTING CORRECTIVE ACTION .

Staﬁemellt of the Problem

D5S has not defined or implementéd a specific procedure for ensur--
ing that corrective action occurs at the operating agency level. !
As a result, problems have tended to continue for unduly lengihy *
periods of time after being identified. ¥or example, at CASA,
severe physical hazards continued until funding was discontinued,
and at Los Pequeniios a number of serious environmental problems

" have gone uncorrected for a period of niné months. Other problems,
of lesser magnitude, have gone uncorrected in every program, and
many which have been corrected have resulted from operating agency
goodwill, rather than in response io a specific administrative
mandate, e

Recommendation

Establish a process for the implementation of corrective action, where
nceded, as follows: . . .

\ a) Identify problem (this is a respunsibility of DSS but identifi-

\ cation can be based on information brought to the attention -

of DSS by MC person: el, the evaluator, or oiher source)

b) Propose remedy and specify deadline for compliance

c) Provide all appropriate support for accomplishing compliance ‘

d) - Follow-up to énsurc that compliance has occurred

II ~ ADEQUACY OF SUPERVISION
. Adequacy of supervision involves the following:

@ An adult-to~child ratio which conforms to FIUCR

® Deployment of siaff so as ensure adequate coverage in
all program areas and at all times of day




e Availabilily of sufficient, competent substitutes, who dan
be brought in on short notice, so that the program neve
operales with an insufficient adult-to-child ratio

«

e A child-centered attitude on the part of staff members Which

means that they are attentive 1o the children as Wall as physi-
cally present . Ll

A. - ADULT TO CHILD RATIO . ¢

E 3

With the exception of CASA, all of the programs were in gt least technical
compliance with' the FIDCR ¢n aduli-to-child ratios at the time when this"
factor was analyzed by the evélluaior. From e; systemic standpoint, the
issue 18 one of on-’going monitoring to ensure that an adequate ratio is’
constéjntly maintained. Con\sidering the frequent shifts in staff and the
varied and changing enrollment patterns, this is not an casy task; e;nd

the following is proposed as a guide for monitoring staff-to-.ioupil ratio:

Distinguish between child-contact personnel (teachers and adies)
?nd all others (administrators, sccretaries, cooks, etc.)

i .. ‘
Determine how many child-contact staff positions arc full-time;

'USI: AN OVER-ALL RATIO OF 1 FULL-TIME ADULT FOR 6 I“ULL-
,TIMI‘ CHILDREN

./
(
i

/ ' N
| "1 fulltime adult' is defined as staff providing.30-35 child-
~ 1 conlact hours pcr week and may actually consist of onec or

fnore persons ~

/ ' ’ N -
© /"1 full-limec child" is defined as one full-time slot, compriscd
f / of one or more children with a combined attendance of appro-

/ ximaiely 40 hours




B. DEPLOYRENT OF STALF
This was frequently identified as a problem, by the 6bscrver, the

staff and the parents. It can be dealt with only by constant re-evaluation
on the part of ilie On-site Director, to be sure thai there is adequate
coverage during the hours of greatesti need (particularly early morning,

peak hoﬁrs during the day, and late in the afterncon)

C. PROVISION FOR ADEQUATE SUBSTITUTES

Most idcntifie’d problems of supervision resulted from staff abscnieeism
r
coupled with a lack of substilutes. Since no one program requires suf-

\a

" ficient substitute {ime to ensure that high quality teachers will be willing
to retain substitute status, it has been proposed that a common pool of

. sﬁbstitute personnel be developed and shared by all of the Model Cities

1

child care programs. DSS can monitor ihe use of substitutes as part
of its fiscal analysis (i.e., s"x{fficient budgetary allocation must be made

AN . .
to cover the cost of substitutes and questions should be raised if this item
. N\
\ -

) " is too far underexpended). TN

&

In addition, all programs should be ekcwraged to utilize meore volunteer
\,
) AN

assislance--both parenis and communily pcople. The adminisiering agency
AN .

can possibly assist through negotiating wiill‘locaf\eqlleges to secure *, .
\\\ .

college credit for students who volunicer their services;to\child care -

programs.




D. ATTITUDE OF STAFF
Aticntion to the attitudes of staff falls within the supervisory province

of the operating agencics themselves and is not a systemic issue. -




specific Program Objective

Provide an ¢ducational program. Contribute o the development
of a positive self-image. Inhance children's social, cognitive and
communication skills. -

All of the programs, with the possible exception of St. Mark, are al least
attempling lo provide cducational programs o meel the above objective, al-
though they vary greatly in quality. ' | \

In both the "before' and "after" ralings, the majority of parents des\&:ribe‘d

“the educational component as only ''pretty good'. Whi'e most parents exéreescd
a lack of specific familiarity with this aspect of the prbgram, their evaluz;\tive
judg?ments were generally confirmed by staff ratings. |

Two sets of extensive on-site ohservalions, by an expert obéer,ver, yiel.ded
detailed information about the educational co;np?nexxi. Thesé reporis revealed
scrious lacks in all of the c,cnters/ during the initial c;l)ser\'ations. Subsequent
observation showed that two of the centers had improved in the four months be-
tween. "before” and "after"” while one had become more structured and, unfor-
tunately, more res.trictive in the intervening period. A single observation in
‘each of five day care homes produced no ev1dcncc of 1dent1f1able educational
components.  All of the educatlional progra\ms--both Centers and homc.s-—‘
require further upgrading, at least in some areas.

In view of the limited nature of most of the educational programs, it is

encouraging that parents reported constructive changes in their children since

enrolling them in child care. Parent responses o a question about observed
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changes are shown in the following chart:

QIIANGES
Yes, Positive Yes, Negalive No Changq
San Juan B:autista 12 0 2
Los Pequenitos - 11 ) 1 ) 1
Green Valley 10 0 | 1
St. Mark 6, o 9
" TOTALS . 39 1 13 ]

While most of the above favc;rable ratings relaled to social gains, r’ésulting'
primarily from contact with other children and adults, some did reflecf’c speci;”ic
'gains in cognitive and communication skills. It is exciting to cnvisior,l/ the magni- ‘

- . ‘
tude of progress which would be p‘ossible if child care programs coul/'a ‘achieve
their potential as educational instilutions. This can be accomplished if the
programs are supplied with thé tools of learning that are neédeq. These ''tools'
are (A) adequate training for teaching staffs (B) adequale materials for the child;
ren to use and (C) adéquate facilities.

Tk‘m following pi‘oblem analysis and recommendation in relation to staff
training is based on the demographic data contained in teacher questionnaires and
‘has Becp verified and approved by the operaling agency directox"s. It is their

jadgment, and thad of the Evaluator, thatl an effective staff training program

must be developed system-wide:




A. STAYXF TRAINING ‘

Federal Inieragency Requirements

The operating or administering agency musi provide or arrange. for the
provision of oricntation, continuous inscrvice iraining, and supervision
for all siaff involved in a day care program--professionals, nonpro-
fessionals, and volunicers--in gencral program goals as well as speci-
fic program areas; i.e., nutrition, hecalth, child growth and development,
including the meaning of supplemeniary care to the child, educational
guidance and remedial iechniques, and the relation of the community

to the child.

Statement of the Problem:

Approximately half of all staff members at all Centers have had little
or no specialized training in child development and little or no prior
paid experience in child care or related fields. While most of these
individuals have the polential for effective work with children, this®
potlential cannot be realized without adequate, consistent, planned and
cffectively delivered inscrvice training. .
Virtually all of those who lack such specialized training and expermnce
are sub- profesmonals, and it is essential that their skills be upgraded
if they are to be ''given career progression opportunities"' (FIDCR)

The staff training programs that have been instituied have iended to
be intermittent, with relatively haphazard selection of subject maiter,
so that the possibility of significant impact on staff performance is
negligible.

Approximately Half of all Center staff members are enrolled in college
courses, but these are not systematically planned to ensure that staff
members are getting the specific training they need for their particular
joh responsibilitics (classes tend to be sclected in terms of individual
interest, time schedules, availability, college sequences and other
factors unrclaied 1o job necds).

The quality of educational programming and of .adult-child interaction
needs considerable improvement at all ceniers. Given the basic commit -
ment and inherent capabilily of the staffs, all programs could be :‘
significantly upgraded with adequate {raining.

¢
+




Recommendations

Development of a unified, in-depth, inscrvice training program, with
the following elements: | — -

e A ieam comprised of an outstanding college-instructor-level early

childhood education spccialist and an experiencedschild carc teacher
- to provide intensive on-site iraining, utilizing a "master teacher"

or "intern'' typc of approach; i. e., thé tcam members work side
by side with their "students", demonstrating methods by their own
work, becoming knowledgable about thé children, and thus being
in a posilion to relate tiheir’ instructiohal content to the real sit-
uation of the child care staff. This s1de -by-side working relalion-
ship would be supplemented by individual conferences, drawing
principles of child development and ch1ld adult relationship con-
cepts from the actual gituation. These co ferences would take
place between the instructor and the ''studeni'* while the teacher
member of the team relieved the "student’ of her working responsi-
bility. This process would be repcated for cvery member of ithe
child-contact staff, and the supervisor would be included (through
dircct observation and participation in the individual conferences) .
so that she could continue the process when the team moved on to
a new Cente1 ) )

e Large workshops--to be shared by a single: istaff or several staffs
_ combined- -focussing on spec1al components of child care and . 7
planned by ihe team on ilie basis of their d1rect on-going observation
-of the staffs al work.
» Consultation and planning with individual staff members in rclation
to the development of a course of siudy, through local colleges, which
would be most relevant to the individual staff member’s needs

e If possible, the utilization of films or TV tapes taken on-site
as part of ihe training | ..

L
!

e livery effori should be made 1o relate this trafning program to a
college (UC extension, SJSC, SICC, DeAnza, etc.) in order 1o
sccure college credits for "studentis"

This type of approach effectiively converis the actual child care centers
into Demonstration Centers (like those atiached to colleges) and provides

" a mechanism for upgrading the total educational program as well as the

skills of cach staff member.




The coursc of study on-site would focus on:
~

a) Child development and unders’carfdin,g,;r children's needs

b) "Reading" children's cues--verbal and non-verbal, and
including indices of special physxcal emotlional and
educational neceds .

c) * Responding to children's cues-~in personal interaction with
the children and through appropriate use of other resources
and services (nutrition, social services, health services,
etc.)

d) Planning a curriculum for fostering individual growth, in-
cluding:

Specific activities in all areas (art, music, scicnce, eic. )
The sequential development of these activities

The rationale underlying aclivities

Condilions that allow for child autonomy

.€)  Enhancing ethnic awareness
The workshops would;

a) Deal with the above concepts in a theoret:cal manner

v ppm————

“b) Take into consmeratJon special staff concerns

c) Bring in specialists in health, nutrition, social services
. and other components to share specialized knowledge in
each of these arcas and instruct staff.in the utilization
' ' of these resources (through referral, consultauon, eic. ),
" as needed.

2

B. EQUIPMENT

Provision of equipment and supplies must be up-graded, both quantilatively

o
and qualitatively, in all programs. The adminisiering agency can assist by
ensuring that theré is adequate budgetary provisicrm for equipment in all pro-

gram budgets, 4-C's could help by malking available a consultani on curriculum

¢




eslablishing a toy library (lo loan materials to programs, particularly day care

varied from program to program. Where progress was made, it resulted from \\

to aid in the sclection of quality matcrials, drawing up lists of materials - .

~ suitable for various age groups, arranging for joint purchasing and/or possibly.

-

e S

homes).

C. FACILITY _ | .

Efvironmental considerations are dealt with in the Scction on Safety but

reference- must be made here to the great significance which the ‘environment

has in relation o the deli:vcry of qualily educational programs. If teachers must

spend all of their encrgies checking {0 sec that children arc not lost or huri,

hd , ——

tilerc is little opportunity for the development of an enriched program. DSS
enforcement of corrective measures in rcgard to facilities would therefore con-

tribute subsiantially to the possibilily of delivering an effective educational

~

component. )
! 7

Summarizing the educational compénent, it is apparent ihatl progress has

s

|

the efforts of tHe local adminisiration and staffs, particufla'rly in responsc lo -

- -

.

fecdback provided by the on-site obscerver. The utilization of Iivaluation fced-
back as a source of technical assistance is a pogsitive side cffect of the Evaluation
process. lHowever, this is not the primary functibn of Evaluation and the effective-

ness of Evaluators in this arca is limited by the lack of authorily. What should
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.

have occurred-whai would have ensured significant progress in all programs--

is the provision of technical assistance by the admini'stering agency (either . >

>

directly or through a contract arrangemeni with 4-C's or olher appropriate

group) in the arcas of training and educational consultatic;n. It is strongly

-

recommended that assistance in these areas be provided during the coming year,

particularly since the al_locati\on for Evaluation is being drast\ipally reduced

3
\

and this source of informal technical assistance will no longer he available.
‘ \ )

™




“«

'rogram Objeclive
Provide Health Care:

Secure or generale comprehensive diagnostic information aboul immuniza-
tions and dental, visual, auditory or other heallh problems. Develop an
cffeclive system for fcéllowing through lo secure appropriale treatment.

. At the outset, ar‘gd as late as the Oclober Monitoring Report, NON1

of the programs had an adequate })eal’ch component, despite sporadic’efforts:
V v N 4 ‘l
3 ., . / Al
‘ to developone. The effective delivery of health care could not be}scomp—
’ \

lished by the programs individually, but réquired a two-pronged S)'stenld}ic
. v . %

s

approach, including:

—

\ ° Assistance in plia"nning and development, and
L .
\ ® A specjﬁc mandale {o comply with this requirement ,

. "= l ) .
Assistance in planning and development was provided by the 4-C's, through .

»

-the employment of a PI{N to work with the operating agéncy directors in
| ' , ‘ -

designingr and implemen“ting a health component. The mandatc came {rom
| L]

. i -
the Department of Socia; Services, which clearly stipulaled that each pro-

-

gram musli budget for th‘.\e essential clements contained within the health plan.

As a resull of this comlﬁnation, every-program had employed, or was in th.c“
px-ocess‘of employi(xg, a‘health aide by the conélu.c;ion f’f the first aclion

year. Lvery i);ogram had brougat the children's health records up to date. Sy,

4

Every program had arranged for diagnosfic examinations and hearing and
vision screening, and budgelary provisions were being made for expand-

ing this component during the second action year. The handling of this
. ,\‘;"
areca is an effcective model for achieving compliance in each of the vilal
A4
!
components. It is hoped that comparable atiention will be given o the arcas
' 1 K

¢ ‘
f

@ /‘ ) . ot /
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of safety, education and social scrvices. s

I\ ¢ - ’
*Insofar as the impact on children's health is concerned, it is sign- s

ificant that, even iu the alSsence of a health compbnez t, mosi parents

Y

indicated that their children's health was either thd same or better than
it had been prior to enrollment. The response to a question on child

health, contzined in the "before" and "after" interviews, is shown below:

~

<

QUESTION: In general would you say your child has been healthier,
less healthy, or about the same, since he's been in the

Center? '
."Before  "After™
Healthier  Less Healthy Same Tealthier Less Healthy Same
" 18IB 3 0 : 50 0 3 11 I
LP i3 o 26 5 1 T
GV 4 .0 18 3 - .0 8
St. M ] ' 0 11
 [Totals ‘| 20 ' . 94 13 4, 37
Total % | 17% . - 0% 83% 24% 8% - £8%
\ While the incidence of "healthier" responses increased slightly from

<

"before' to "after'--from 17% to 24%-~there is also a slight rise in the in-

cidence of "less hcalthy' responses--from 0 to 8%, This is not sux:prizing,

éince the health component is too new to have had much effect, ‘In addition, \

it consisted primarily of diagnostic aclivities, which ni"igﬁt be exf)ected to

*

{

Jproduce a grealer health awareness bul no improvement in health,




*

.
s

improvement in children's

’
.
. .
k .

S
further attention in subsequent planning efforts.
<
f J.
! ' ’ .
{
|
\ ¢ T
- M ’ ! -
?
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The real impact of the health conmponént cannol be evaluated until

¢ -

next.ycar when it has been in bperation for a longer period of time, Fur-

&

ther, unless significant emphasis is placed on follow-up'.treatment, the

health will be negligible. This aspect necds

~




. |Program Objective

Provide a Nuiritional Program:

Provide nulritionally balanced meals and snacks for all children
enrolled. Iniroducc special foods to correct ideniified nutritional
deficiencie;‘, if indicated.

A summary of meals and snacks served by each of the programs is

shown in the.charl below:

Breékfést Snack Lunch Snack
SAN JUAN - o % < .
BAUTISTA - ,
1.0S ‘
PEQUENITOS|| * % * *
GREEN
VALLEY o % *
St. 'Mark Varies with hours of child attendance
' | |

P

Methods of preparation vary from extensive on-sile cooking to simply

fjgrchaé‘ing prepared meals from the school district. There are vast varia-

“ ‘ : 3
tions in the budgetary allocations for food. In general, it is the Evalualor's

4

-
belief that inadequacies in the areas. of nutrition result most directly from

insufficient funds allocated io this area: for example, Green Valley, with -
L 5 .
the‘owest monctary provisior for food, offers neilher breakfast nor ample

quaniitics at lunch, and the snacks al Los Pecquenilos are in serious need

of up-grading, again duc {0 under-funding of this area. /

A nutritionist consullanl was employéd by 4-C's to assess the nutri-
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~-159-




tional / adequacy of foods but, unfortunatcly, she did not do a sysiemalic
2

analysis of the nutritional strengths and weaknesses of the menus in use bul

rather fcgcussed attenlion on food sources, costs, and sanitation requirc-

. . - /
ments. ~ p
Il

From her comments anu; thosc of the operaling aéency slaffs and parents,

/

it would seem that the nutritional componcnt could beét be upgraded by:

!

1. Adequate budgetar/ﬁgallocations for food, combined with aticn-

tion {o sécuring' the most cconomical {eod sources

} L 4

i

) * / . . . "
2. Nuiritional consyltauon, involving perhaps no more than one day
; /. ' . '
' a week, which would focus on nutritional analysis and recom-
/
. . ' d "’
mendations {1 up-grading menus /,'
3£ Attention by all Ceniers to proper sanit.ary methods in the pre-
/
: /
paration of f&odq. g /’

“
b

Since none of the pr grams are now prm:’iding special foods {o correct

: ' g T
" nutritional deficiences, thd nutritionul consvliant could also be helpful in
* \ "/' >
this arca. \ i ,

It is furthc.~ suggested \hat food be exllmined from the standpoint

! \ / .
] { - P

of its ethnic appropriaicness tb the children'in cach program--food has
c, ) \ $ — N

} ; -

to be tasty and appealing if it is\to be caten and provide the nuirition which
!

children nied.

/.
\

/ '
/

' -
Meal times can also be ufilkced as ar;n cducalional experience-~-if

s f &
chilren participate in serving and c:lca.nuf), if the almosphere is conducive




\ »
\uto pleasant conversational interchanges, and if foods are used to familarize

children with other cullures.

Parent education in relation {o nutrition would alse be desirable. I
. §
is strongly recommended, however, that such a program (whether handled by
the nutritional consuliant, ENAP, or the PIIN) be designed to securc parent

input so that ihe conlent will be relevant {o the real eating patterns of the

families being "educated, "

167
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Propram Objectlives

Provide Sociul Services:

Make counsdling and guidance available for the development of an
individual case plan for vach child. Provide an cffeetive program of

referral to additional resourcees as needed,.

In "before' interviews, the overwhelming majority of parenis indicated
thatl they chose the program they were utilizing because "it was close" or

beeause "it was the only one" they knew about. This demonstrates an almost

|
' i s
total absence of individual case planning ba}sed on the child's or the family's

{

rc;al nceds. I further demonstrales {hat parcnts were not made aware of
alternalive choices. In the course of the evaluation period, a worker was
assigned by the Ilastside Social Services to the San Juan Baulisia Complex
and Center, but she was not involved in the intake process and played no role
in case planning. A certification system was introduced by the Department

of Social Services late in the year which was intended to provide more
. - o
adequzie case planning, but there was no cvidence of its effectivencss by
the time the evaleation study was completed in I'chruary.
As regards referral, aliost all of the parents stuled that {there were

no social scrvices available through the child care programs or, at least, .

that they were aware of none.  This was true in both "before' and "afterV

intervicews, with the exception of San Juen Baulista (San Juan Daulista

»

parcuts were aware of the role of the social worker and they rated her cfforts

very highly).
Adcquale social services must be made available {o all of the child

CarC Proprams., -
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Recommendation:

1t is reconmuacnded that the Depariment of Social Services take full
responsibility for the provision of social services for all of the model-

citivs funded child care programs. Services should be rendered, at con--

n

venicnt locations, by workers with special knowledge of child care. Such
specialized knowledge would cnable the \vo_p_ker to be effective in develop-
iné the plan most suited to each family's needs and affording full and frée ‘ .o

. choicc of all of the available alternative resources. - -

Specifically, a \:.'arker, with specialized lu’lowledgc of child care,

could be assigned fo each pnbgrém,or neighborhood and charged with réspon—
sibility for: : o o ’ ‘ )

Assisling in dlssennnatmg 1nformatxon and recrultmg
- _potential child carc users . -

S'ei-ving as the first éentact person for anyone wishing

to oblain child care services within the nej ghborhood ,
(if a pg‘ren‘t were lo go direcily to a center, that parent.
‘should be immediaiely referred to the social worker

so that a real choice of alternalives could be explored,

at the outsct)

-
»*r

- Agsisting in individual case planning ‘and arranging for
child care services within a Center or family home (or -
a combination of the two), as indicated (INTAKI)

PRE—-

ComplcN’ng all forms required for certificalion

: : ‘I‘ollowmg up to sce Uxat the child was sausfactorlly
) enrollcd.

-

. Offering direct casework services, or rcferral, as )
indicated, when child or family was having gpecial
prohlf ms (these could be identified at infake or .
‘brought {0 the worker's attention l)) the Ch]ld care
staff)

=~
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Serving as an "ombudsman'' for parenis having com-
plainis about the programs or care received;

Facilitating movement through the system of child
care as the child's or family's needs change; this
¢ could best be accomplished by systematic follow-up

on all {erminations.

The worker might also work with the PAC, cither in a staff capacity

" or as a communily member of the PAC.




Specific Program Objectives: )
. "Free parents to enguge in work or training programs.

Make services available to parents who do nol, work Lul have
other needs for child care services. :

o=t

In order {o determine the impact of the child care progral:ns« on em-
ployment and other family situations, we a:sked p'az'ents whether they were
specifically able {o work or participate in training programslbecausc of the
availability of child.care, \.vhy they nceded child care, and what changes
had occurred in their lives since enrolling thic;r" children. The responses

- to these questions (on a "before"” and "after' basis, where available) arc

~
R .
"~ shown below:
Qﬁ STIO\? Were you specifically able to w ork or paruclpate
s in school or training program because this ser-
., . vice was available?
o "Before" Interviews |
Total Responscs Number who said "yes"
" ISAN JUAN .
BAUTISTA 24 ' . ’ S 13 .
LOS b - ‘ . )
PEQUENITOS 22 . ~ 16 ,
GREEN . ,
BALLEY 20 . 5,
CASA 17 k . 6
St. MAM« 16 . , . 12
FOTALS 99 . 52 ., )
' . -165- u

171




*

It is apporent thal more than half of the parents served were freed to work
or engage in training programs because the Comprehensive Child Care

o

Program was in existence.

QUESTION: What are your reasons for needing child care ?

S J "Betore”

> ) N/
San Juan .
.{ Bautista 131 416 ©ol10 1] 2
L.os - .
PPequenitos 171 312 91 411 R .
GGreen Valley 61 1411 61015
. , :
¢ CASA, 41519 No followsupjdone :
. ’ 4 < :
s N e . z;
St. Mark -1-1- 11y7 {0 .
[ {‘a) s
. . Totals 42113:28 36112/ 9 i
Percentages |50 16/34 ' 63| 2116
. q 3 ?

»

-
*It will be noted that the "after" figurés are consistly lower than the "before',

This is due to the fact that the "after' responses quoted here were secured froa
follow -up inlerviews #ith those parents in the Initial sample who were conlinuing
in the program. New enralleessthose who enrolled followirg the "before’ inter-

vicws=were not interviewed and their rebisons for needing care are not roflected,
. Y .

3
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4

This confirms the previous obscrvatipn that child care is gencrally

‘utilized 18 free parents for work or school. , Parents who are at home f{end
to withdraw their children fztom carc; and,in some instances,
approached capacity enrollment, parents who were neither working nor
’attending school were discouraged ‘rom I;articipating‘ Thus, of 26 ter-
minations which were analyzed, 7 bad dropped because they were no longer

employed or in training,

the program and 8 ga\;

.
age for program),

Ed

as programs

A

. 1,
5 had roved oul of the MN, § weredissatisficd with

assorted other reasons (such as child being over-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

%
QUESTION:- What changes have occurred in your life since
enrolling your child in child care?
Responsec Tot‘:il Number
Now working 6 \
Now going to school 5 ) . ' /
L.ooking for work ’ 2 .
Ablc;; to work or atlend school without’, worrying . 2 Lt -
Laid off «- ’/ 3 - N
Pregnant e ) 37 .
Othcr ’ 1 3 g
Overall, it will be seen tha! most of the chonges were positive con~ ) -
t;iputions to "prowoting and enhancing independent family life, ': 'althb’ugh ’ \
availubi}iy—‘r)f child carc is obviousl.y not a g:‘ua-ra)ftecj ﬂmt{ mother wil] * ’ .
not be lajd off,e ' 173 { - ’ ¢
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A

Finally, in responsc to the Question, 1s the program meeling your

needs? © \

63% of "continuing parents™ said Ycs, vory well

34% said Yes, to some extent - v

’

% said No

L.

- .

In the casc of families who had terminated due to dissatisfaction

L)

with the program, dissatisfaction was uniformly related to the child's
)

.

and not the parent's needs. There were also scveral parents who reporied

%
a still unmet need for care, particularly in relation to infants, .bul the pro-

portion was very small. ) . \

It is clear that the programs arc effectively meeting ihe needs of ihe

-
.

Yamilies they serve.

L] 9 )
. Yy
- .o
* It is unfortunate thatl there was no mechanisin available for making parents ‘

awarc of allernate forms of care. Thus, several families expressed a need
for infant care at the same time that vacancics cxistied in the St. Mark Day

Care Jlomes. Immediale implementation of an cffective Intake procedure
should cliruinate this problem, ’



Specilic Program Objfetives:
Involve parents ‘n the decision-maliing process,
Iinplement saprogram Yor systematic cornmunication with parents’

-

As will be scen from the individaal p.rogr.am reports, all of the programs
had functioning Parent Advisory Commitices by the end of the first action year.
In all but one insiance, however, the PAC was not formed until mandaied l)y

- Y

Model Cities. And, in all instances, PAC's are siill without wrilten statements

‘of their ro}cs" and responsibilities.
Further, most of the PAC's are still fnerely advisory: they either have no

role'o play in the decision-making process or they are involved at the Cenier
. * - 0. 4
© - lével when decisions_are in fact made at a higher corporate level.
. 5
The 'cderal Interagency Day Cére Requirements are very explicit with

regard to the role which PAC's shayld fulfill, as follows:
. a "Parents musi have the opportanity to become involved theinselves _
in the making of decisions voncerning the faturc and operation of the day
care facility. . S ) . :

. -

R / p 4 o -
Whenever -an agency' ('f/:z , an opceratingor an adminisicring agency) provides
day care for 40 or #iore children, there must be a policy advisory com- :
mittee orits cquivalent ai that adminisirative level where most decisions
-are made.* The commilice membership should include not less than 50

~ percent parcenisqor parent representatives, selegied by the parents ihem-
sclves in a democratic fashion. Other members should.include represeni-
alives of professional organizations or individuals who have particular
knowledgc or, skills in children's and family programs.

Polny atlvi isory commitices must perform productive funclions, mcludmg,
but not limited, to: . .
. s
a. Assisling in the development of the programs and approving
applications for funding. : . : .

. b.  Participating in the nomination and selection of the program director
al the operating and/or, administering level,
- : .

“Fvalusiorts emphasis .
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c. .Advisin-g—en-thefeertrﬁﬂmnf and selection of staff and volunicers.

\‘ s d. Iniliating suggestions and ideas for program improvcements.,
\\ ' . - B ’
.,&\_ .., € Scrving as a channel {6r hearing complainis on the program.
\ - 3 i ) ', -
\ - g s _ e s
‘\ f.  Assisting in wrganizing activilies for parents.

\ g. Assuming a degree of respons1b1l1ty for communicating
with pa1 cnts and encouraging their participation in the pro-
gram.

In the course of analyzing parent daia, ratings n.ade by parents who

‘ descpbc 'd themselves as "involved" with the program were compured with {he
{

ratnlgc, of those Who were unmvolved This comparison showed that the

oo

involved parents were consis‘tentLy more critical than were the uninvolved.

\ .
\This observation sheds light on the natural rebuctance of program administra-
tions to move as fully into parent involvement as the KIDCR stipulate. It

VoL

' further suggests that PAC!s have {o be helped to achieve a degree of autonoiny

§ . , ! :

. fr'é?m program Dirictors if th‘ey arc I’io be truly effective. Vs
.

\ The administering agency will nced to watich closely to sce thalt PAC mem-

bers arc properly clected and truly representative of parent body constnuencles,

that )i(,chmc :al assistance is made available 16 the PAC's as they attempt o
w f
formulate their roles; and that the/v'suggested inclusion of pareni-users in all |
\ . .
top-level boards becomes a reality. 4

Hlome-cenier c&munication,' in the form of systematic parent confercnces,
‘ ! » [ ’
was the most conspicuously lacking element in all Center programs. Witly the

e
exceplion of St Mark, the rnzqorifty of parents in all programs stated tha}‘ lhey
st .

1
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A \ /

were given progress reports only when they requested-them. And parentis were
virtually unanimous in wanling more regular information aboutl how their
) !
. i ) ;
children were doing. A recomunendation to {his efIécl is ncluded in each/ﬁ'

“the individual program reporis. -Perhaps DSS, as part of its Social Services

v . :

cation in line with the specific objeetive ciled o ove.

1
|
’
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Proggain Ohjective .
Provide employment and carecer opportunitics for motlel
ncigiy(n'hood residents.

7

~

-

7

/ . > . ,
As slgow'n in the ghart below, 54 MN residents are currently employed

]
»

as a resulteof the Comprehensive Child Care Program:

1
- ‘ '

. Model Neighborliood mploynfent

July - Oct. -Nov. = Fecb. o
San Juan Baufista ° P 14 17 )
Los Peéucnitos 1 7 '8

- -
’ ' -

Grecn Valley 1 “ 4 6 -

CASA T 13 -~ : \

St. Mark -—- 27 / 23

TOTALS 6 65 54 -

] ¥

It will alsp be seen that some positionsj for MNR's have been losl with the | °

~r

closing of the CASA programn and with the reduction in Providers in the St. »»

R

Mark project. No provisions have been made 1o follow up on 4he persons who

\]
have lost their jobs to offer them assistance in becoming re-employed within .+
. ¥ - ' ' *
the systein of child care.

*
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/

The following listing shows the positions filled by MNR's in the
| .
[

total system: - |
Director :
Teacher-éupervisor
Head Teacdher ) T
Teachers and Assistant Teachers
Community Aide .- , :
Health Aides , ! ' N
Teacher Aides .
Clerical Workers
Cooks
Providers and/qr Certified Babysitters

—

H ‘
© Wi U o k=

While there are several prbfessional positions filled by MNR's, it will be ]2

seen that the vast majoritj are fi'ling sub-professional position as Aides and
: gl
P;oviders. Salaries for ’.chese positions are varied and generally quite low.

And there is little provision for training of tae type~ which would substantially

-

_upgrade the skills of these employees. . 11

-
4
2 ®

i

The role of Model Cities in relation to resident employment hes beea primarily

to insist that Model Neighborhood Residents be given top priority and 'plreference \

I

in hiring. This is obviously appropriate and desirable in programs utilizing

~1
©

Model Cities funds. : \ . L

t

It is hoped, however, that additional and serious consideration will be given

£ 4

by Model Cities to protecting the jobs anc¢ career opportunities which are created

for MNR's by: | o = )
j . . -
e Ensuring that there -, adequate training so that MNR's will have

real opportunities for career advancement (See the Recommendation
on Staff Training, pages 151-153) -

179 | , S
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: : L :
e Setting recommended wage and benefit standards to protect MNR's
from exploitive working conditions - \ ’
, \
. # Ensuring that a grievance proceduré is es%ablishcd for hearing o i

H

complaints by MNR's (and all otherf’employgés)
\

¢ Following up on MNR employees who have left a program ‘or been
terminated to sée if they might be re-employed elsewhere in the
system. ‘
. \

¢ \

‘Inclusion in the DSS Policies and Procedures manué}. of a clear statement

\
,of yodel Cities requirements in relation to 'staff hiring procedures, waivers,
F ' 3

1

etc., would also be extreraely helpful. " . ! : -

-

/
/
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’ -
SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL:ELEMENTS ~

Throughout this report, we have dealt with the many and varied aspects
"of federallyzfupported child care programs. We have seen that the quality
of services -rendered have differed greatly from program to program and from
time to time. We have seen\that some of the programs have made progress,
some are continuing with uncorrected deficiencies, andvone has failed. What
_elements have produced thc; variations ? Thére have be‘en differences in the

physical facilities, in the experience and competence of staff, in the ,’

-availability or distribution of funds, and many other speciai variables. But

these are not causative factors. The critical factor--the factor which determines

‘whether problems will be successfully handled--is administrative capability.

Thus, a Director who is committed to eliminating safetfy; hazards will see to it

that funcs are apportioned and arrangements made to improve‘the physical

- facility; the Director who is concerned with up-grading staff will provide super-
vision and training, will change schedules and assignments, anid Wy replace
staff, if need be; the Director who really wants to improve the curriculum will

find the ways fo cut administrative costs and put more.money into equipment;

N # ’
etc. b4
. ) = . v

If a Director at the local level is competent, concerned, eager to improve -

£

. . ) ) .
the program, responsive to children, parents, staff and expert recommenda- '

tions. ..if, in short, a program happens to have an outstanding Director, then °
N y * - . )
it will succeed and become progressively better; if not, it won't. But securing
~ . ,ox
~N ) ) Tt&gl
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an ouistanding director has been essentially a matter of chance. What can be
done on a systemic level to ensure capability at the operating agency level?
Are there steps which can be taken to build in,’a maximum potential for success?

.

What is the role of the administering agencj'? .

This section will attempt to outline the essential elements of a successful

system of care, from the standpoint of the ‘administering agency:

I. PERSONNEL ‘ . ' ¢
As indicated in the introductic;n, the(' operating agency Director isﬂ the key
> “t0 success 6r failure. This Director is the employee of the ope;‘a;’;ing
agency Board, ar}d the administering agency has no direct resporlsibility
in connection with the selection or retentign of a pa‘rticular Director.' It
is therefore incumbent upon tﬁe administering agency to Yeﬂri{y tha?t*a Board

- exists which is capable of assuming full responsibility for employing and

supervising a Director who adequately fulfills the’program's needs.

- ’ « . . - 3 ’ ‘
It is therefore recommended that, in addition to securing ample documenta- -

tion with f*egard to Board composition, ffequency of meetings and areas
*
e

of responsibility, there be a personal conta:'ct between a DSS representafsy
L[] - {’

and the Board (gr Board thairman) to verify that the Board is aware of its

r

-

responsibilities znd to ascertain whether a procedure exists for replacing '.,(

the Director, should this ever prove necessary. Verification of the Board!s ',

--administrative capability should precede the signing of a contract. = v

182
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k¥4

It is further recemmended that DSS v ~ck with the operating agency'Boards
< N
on an on-going basis,” sending communications to the Board chairmen as wéll

¥

- as ihe Directors and inviting both to be present at key meetings (submission

of ptoposals,. signing of contracts, etc.). In kéeping with the FIDCRs,

it is esse:xitiai that parent users be adequately represented on the decision-

-making Boards of the’opérating agencies.* DSS must ensure that such

P
*representation is achieved. .k

1 2 ‘
Finally, it is recommended that each Board be required to develop Person-

o e "
Y

-

. T . . . .
~nel.Policies, including an adequate grievance procedure.
- ” -

.
e et k

II. FUNDING

“a
L ? .

It is the responsibility of the administeriﬁg agency ic disburse funds in such
’ *a | Y S E . '
"-a wdy as to ensure that the funds are appropriately utilized.to accomplish

P - .
-

- . » P . 3 - %

programmatic goals. * .
1 -
¥ N - A
y

During the Evaluation period, re-imbursement was made on a per capita
- .O"

bl

basis; i. e., funds were paid on the basis of numbers of childfen enrolled’ x

-
-

and there were no direct controls over the manner in which funds werée .

o

- - * . .
expended. This encouraged a "numbers game" in-which Centers were z

% «

tempted to over-enroll, to enroll inappropriately, “ér 'to establish a mini-

“ s

) murm-length day based on monetary factors rather than the child's needs.

. .
- % vy
- -

*DSS, as the adininistering agency, is also required to have a policy committee
to fulfill the fun¢tions outlined in the FIDQRL—:." #‘While thexe is a functioning

4 Family and Children's Advisory Committee, -its role and impact in relation to
¢hild care policy decisions were not apparent to the evaluator.

, - 183 *
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It also made it very diffic or the operating agéncies to allocate funds

for long-range progem elements or to engage in systematic planning

.
“

(due'to the fact that income fluctuated with enrollment). Further,.because
programs could receive tunds onlylif they were servi‘ng children, some
porgrams bLegan tojserve children before they were really ready to do so.
And, finally, this mrethodof reimbursement negated the possibility of

influencing the allocation of fuﬁds for-needed program elements. ¥
- * <

It'is therefore recommended that r"eimBursement be made+on the basis of

% (3 £y
fixed-fee contracts based ondine-iter budgets, with amounts clearly ear-

marked for specific program components. Each contract would specify and
- v '

be proportionzie io a given number of children, but reimbursément would

<

be on the basik of actral expenditures, regardless of whether all slots

were filied cr not. (One safeguard might be an intake’process whereby

eligible_childr;en would be reférred-until all slots were filled and no eligible -

g,

’

children could be turned away-as long as there were vacancies. A second

safeguard would be the cdreful examination of expenditure report’s. Finall};,

there shouid be a provision that authorization from DSS would be required
%

-~

- in order to shift funds from one line item to anbther).
3 [ .
*A form was developed wherein the operating agencies were requested to show
their actual expenditures so that analysis couLd be made of the amounts being
spent for administration, program elements, etc. Completion of this form
.was never insisted upon by the fiscal departmeng, however, and two programs -
never submitted reports on this form.

1

S 1T S
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It is further recommended that the DSS fiscal officer work very clo-sely
with program staff, analyzing the expenditure reports; in programmatic as

well as fiscal terms. , -

L
This method, if adopted, would eliminate the ''numbers game" and would

ensure that monies were expended for the desired program elements, -
since funds would be earmarked in terms of line items and line items *

would correspond with program components.

[y

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES ' ]
It is the responsibility of the administering agency to develop policies and

procedures to guide the operating agencies in fulfilling their contragtual
obligations, and t. .- mmunicate these sq that there is no possibility

-

of mis-understanding. "

~

*
-

Th‘roughout the first action year, there has been.considerable confusion

Bl

¢ on the part of the operating agencies about their relationship with DSS and

4

RN 4

k4

-

~ather agencies: they didn't know who the authoritativé persons were,

which policies and procedures were recommended but optional, which were

mandatory, ete. .

It is' recommended that a clear-cut procedure for the development and
communication of policies and procedures be established, as follows:

- ‘. -

L




Identify DSS personnel to be involved

Prepare drft policies and procedures (clearly identified as Drafts)
Distribute to all appropriate persons, inctuding O/A's

Hold meetings with O/A Directors to discuss and clarify drafts

Such meetings should be held regularly, possibly
monthly, to provide a forum for all O/A concerns

4 as well as for policy clarifications. Inclusion of
O/A Board chairmen should be considgred.

Distyibute the established, binding policies and procedures

i (clearly identified as Final and Binding) ,
Establish a procedure for amending policies and procedures
/ o . ;
which prove inadequate or unworkaple .

L4

Policies made by Model Cities whiéhoare binding on the O/A's should

follow the same procedure and involve DSS as well as O/A's in the decision-

making process. -
~ " - g -—

Policies that are already in effect at the beginning-of the contract year

=~

sl;ould be distributed in a Policy Manual. This would be true for all

-

existing, binding policies and procedures--whether originated by DSS or
MC. " Contracts should stipulate that O/A's age obligatedto comply with.

‘ : =~ ®
"Binding policies and procedures”, _es_fablish_ed after due process has been

»

observed.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION OF CORRECTIVE ACTION
N :Throyghout this past year, probiems have been identified and brought to
the attention of operating agency Directors, the DSS, and MC personnel

by the Evaluator. However, the Evaluator‘lackeg authority to insist that

‘

186 - o
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recommendations be implemented, and the agencies which had the authority

failed to develop and eniorce a systematic procedure for implementing ’

corrective action. For this reason, problems have tended to continue for, \-

unduly lengthy periods of time (ser\ibusly jeopardizing the programs, in .
A

€ +

: some instances)
\ L :
N : .
It is recommended that the following procedure for corrective action be «

established: . - .
Identify the problem 4' ’

Propose remedy and specify deadline for compliance

Provide all appropriate support for accomplishiflg compliance

Follow-up to ensure that compliance has occurred *
-3 q

Establish a grievance pro‘éedure for O/A’'s in connection with any ~
dissatisfactions they might have relating to the problem identifi-
cation or the implementation of corrective action. -

-

z ’ - ’ & - — -

e -

- 4

A procedure similar to the above was imi)lemented in x:elation to health care:

4-C's assisted in the de\’rélopment of a plan ard participated in the trairiing

1

and supervising of health aides; and DSS made it clear that this’é'c’)-mponent

3

was required of all programs. As a result c¢f ’t‘his dual effort_--sﬁpport_‘l

and enforcement--every program had a health component at the conclusion

of the contract p,e‘riod. If a‘*similar course is followed in all areas requir-

S

ing corrective action, the elimination of serious problems will be effectively

-
b

ensured.
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In order to accomplish the four dimensions of effective administration
. discussed above, it is essential that DSS affirm its role as THE Administering

Agency and identify for the operating agencies which individual (or individuals)

a

Y . . o
. within the DSS ‘can r(rerk'e"?:ommitments for the agency. While the internal affairs

3

of DSS are beyond the scope 6f this evaluation, it is suggested that the possi-
biljfy of developing a child care unit be explored. Such a unit mighT encompass
. contract E'Efaervisign (exclusively related to child-care contracts), child care

planning, child care monitoring, fiscal personnel related to child care, child
X - >
care intake, and, perhaps, a variety of support personnel, including experts =

in health, early childhood education, nutrition‘and other program components. :
This suggestion is made at this time because of the Department’s existing

involvement with some sixteen programs_ and the anticipated increasge/i'iwhich
. . g’

&

" will follow from new'and pending legislation.

Should the Dgpartment not wish to add support personnel (PHN's, educators,
g . 1
etg. ) to its own staff, it is strongly recorr;mepded that the éub-contpact drawn

with '4-C's* stipulate that these services be provided under this contract.

.

’
/

*Pacific T. & T. A.'s contract did not include evaluation of 4-C's, "$o no direct
observations are included. However, certain aspects of 4-C's had an observable
impact on the opérating agencies, and these may be briefly summarized as follows:
(1) Operating agency Directors exp‘ressed considerable confusion about the extent
of authomty which 4-C's could exercise over their individual prog}'ams, (2) The
assistance of the '‘PHN in health planning was generally judged to be very valuable
while the nutritional consultatlon was not; (3) The Directors would welcorae
supstantial technical assistance from 4-C's, espacially in relation to parent in-
volvement and the prov1s1on of a joint staff training program; and (4) Several
Directors feel very strongly that 4%C's haz a primary responsibilily to assist
fRGM 1 Seeking or generating needed funds.
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Regardless of the auspices, it is clear that operating agencies will not be
‘ able to accomplish the level of compliance desired unl/éss a number of programs'

©

™ are plaﬁmed and implememied on a system-wide basis; notably an adequate

program of staff training, curriculum consultation, health and social services.

In addition to assistance-in special pi'ogram areas, there is a demonstrated
‘need for technical assistgnce to the Directors in administrative matters, in-
.t | . .
cluding: ' - : .

Fiscal management (information on compartive cost-of insurance
and other items, consultation on tax matters, depreciation, etc.)

Progranm management and relations with staff (including personnel
Y palicies and practices) '

Assistance with Board and PAC training and role definition .

LI
Ad o

Mandates and deadlines are extremely important and very much needed,

v

but they can best be achieved if consistently coupled with substantial assistance

- ¢ -

and « real responsivepess to the needs and concerns of the operating agencies.

-

v




CONCLUSION

While evaluations, by their nature, tend to focus on \bhat remains to be

) i |

/ done, it is important to underscore wha;c}ms already beeril done as well. A few
’ quotations from the parents themselves provide el.oqu\ent éqétimony: )
"I can work without worrying because I know my childlfy is

well cared for" | , \ e /
\ : /

"He can hardly wait to go to the Center" /

"I am satisfied with the program and the teachers" .

e »
)

A ’.T'(If I had my choice, I'd pick a program just like the éne } :

. 2 - .
I'm using” '

B
/ A

"I believe they're doing a good job but I wish there was a better

yard and more equipment' . e . .
"I like it very much and it does a lot of good for the children
as well as the parents" \ _ , L

"I couldn't go to school witholit this program"

a

The Model Cities- funded Comprehenswe Child Care Program of San J/ose

L)

is fundamentally fu1f1ﬁmg its obJechve. It is serving 262 MN ch11dren -

A ]

. and their families, and it {s servang-\them in programs‘whrchlgenerally
compare favorably with most of those to be found throughout the country.

\v . ~

Desgite ma‘ny weaknesses, there can be no doubt that the community has

. . _
benefitted from the existence of this program. _ >

L]

What remains A{co'be done is tg realize tfme potential inherent in these
— . :
. ' v
programs. The first action year has exposed the problems. This report,

-




S

\

we hope, has suggested many of the solutions. If the recommendations

are followed, th'e Model Cities child care program of San Jose can indeed

become a model.
. ] v
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: APPENDIX .

< . - e

Instruments developed by Pacific T. & T. A. for use in the Evalua-

“tion of the San Jose Comprehensive Child Care Program +,

&

RN ' / :"" & : ’ ‘,/

A. Monitoring Checklist and Narrative Form
B. Parent Questionnaires
. ‘ -6 .- f
1-Parent Interview schedule ("before")
2 -Follow-Up Parent Interview Schedule ("after’’)
3-St. Mark Family Day Care Program
Parent Questionnaire .-

-

C. Staff Questionnaires

1-Staff Questionnaire (for Center staffs) ‘
2-Staff Questionnaire (pages 6-8 adapted for St. Mark Adm. staff).
2-Questionnaire for Providers (St. Mark)

D. On-Site Observation Forms

1-Checklist for Prbgram Observation (Centers)
3-On-Site Observation Form, St. _Mark
Day Care Project (for Home studies)

7
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' %'MONITORING CHECKLIST ,
AND NARRATIVE FORM

X, L ‘.

-

Developed by: Pacific Trdining & Technical Assistance Corporation
- For monthly. monitoring review of all child care

programs




* » . . - \

MONITORING CHECKLIST AND NARRATIVE FORM¥*
SAN JOSE CHILD CARE PROJECT

Date of Visit : 1971
Name of Monitor
Reviewed by

. : . Approved form filed with MIS 197
Name of Program
Address ' . : =
Type of facility (church,, school home, etc) .
" - 7 ] ' Owned 3
‘ ' Rented C!
Information provided by - Title '
. Days + hours center is open = -,
* .. * . '-%.
’f’" ' . e ™ . . ‘ h -

’
E AR

.

*¥To be completed in fulla{ the initial intex;view. Subsequently, only changes\
are to be recorded, with the initial completed form serving as the base. \

195
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“a

e

Monitorin‘g éheckfist
PTTA/7-1-T1

I. ENVIRONMENT '

raw Or secure -
a floor plan of

the facilitiy
(including major
movable equipment
and storage units)
and label each area
as to use(s).-

For tables, toilets,”
and basins, indicate
hether adult or
child-sized.

A. Floor. Plan:.

&

’:\N .

Note general °
condition of
facility (i. e.

1d or new,
freshly painted
or not, fence
intact, etc.)

B. General Condition:

-

temize categories
of equipment (e. g.
paint supplies, books
blocks, music, pets,
table toys, tricycled
tc,) Attach
inventory if available

Indicate whether
accessible to
children or adults.

Note items in need
of repair

O

I

C. Equipment




II. ADMINISTRATION

*

AO

Structure;

showing lines of
authority and
respons1b11ty) .
Composition
Funcnons s
Freq. "of meetings
-Are attendance
records maintained ?
Are parent members

reimbursed for

Monitoring Checklist
PT TA/7-1-11 )
Describe the l
administrative
structure (include
Organizational

Chart, if possible,
expenses ?

Governing Board or Advisory Committee:

-

intake, etc.) Attach
samples

Have policies been
written governing
fees, budgets,
planning and other adm.
aspects of the program ?

2

If yes, attach copies
If no, indicate plans for

List recoreds main-
tained on a regular
basis (e. g. attendance,
developmg policies.

i
J.

ERIC -

C. Records:
D. Policies:
’ o
P
E. Fees: e T T

pu




TTA/7-1-11

onitoring Checklist

IIL

A.

!,
STAFF

STAFF PROFILE

List all
taff positions,

by name and title

incl. volunteers, .

Qualif jcations
(Training and/

Sex

4
MNR: T o_tal

Ethnic 4 Hours
Group ‘ per wk.

Total.

| Child

Contact
hrs/wk

Assignment

(attach job descriptions)

or experience)




Monitoring Checklist ’ G .-
PTTA/7-1-71 - ' o o S
t . " # N I t

B. Are there any staff vacancies? Positions

C. Have there been any terminations during the month‘."
If yes, explain .

D. Incidence of staff abser.lteeism"(#. man-days missed)

What pzovisions for substitutes ? ' SRR i

" -Any staff training programs ? - ’ ' : J

If yes,” describe 3

-

. ¢ * -
E. What policies govern recruitment,’ selection, termination, *health requirements,
.

working conditions, etc.-?

L




'M'c;nitoring ‘Checklist .

PTTA/ 7-1-T1

- .
-

L]

=

1IV. ENROLLMENT

A. PUPIL PROFILE

-

!
!

- -

. Child's Name

(Bracket children
in family groupings

Date
Enrolled

Age ' Sex

{-|

! Ethnic
Group

Days-
(e. g.

Hours

(e. g.

MWF) 9-12) MNR? .

o
']

OO
X

S o

©®

i
°

3
4.
5
6

bl

4

.

\
.
{

e bt e

P

*

L




*

Monitoring Checklist . < .. .
. PTTA/7-1-11" ¢ O ‘ ' -

- L.,

’

IV. ENROLLMENT (cont'd).

Bo ’ TOtal # Enrolled: . ' . N

/ Average Daily Attendance:

# terminated during month~:.

Explain
.l.
B .
. v -
-;\' - . . 4
C. No. Vacancies, if any:
No. Inquiries during month: =
Nq. Appiied but enrollment pending: — .
No. on waiting list, if any: . > R ' -
I3 -

-
. .

D. What policies govern recruitment and selection (indicate restrictions

based on age, residence, handicaps, etc. and determine who would be given

-

priority if there were a crush of api)licar}ts):

U1
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‘ " " B. PARENT PROFILE .
2 ~ :
, Total # Families - : 2 .
L - ’ L] ¢ - ~—~
# Parents Working T
# Parents in Training , ’
# Parents with.other activitigs?! ____ What?_
A ) . «
. : K . - o
T - # One - parent families — —__ o7 ,
* " # Two - parent families N
. # With guardians or other parent si:bstitﬁtes i
\ . . . Ve ‘
A, . ~ N ,
I Engl:nsh speaking only ‘ ,
’ ~ .
# Spanish speaking only :,;f‘
™ .
# Bilingual e e
. If known, # on welfare
* # low-income o
- * -
# middle income
' _ ) \/
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¢

‘e ) ]
e V. PROGRAMS (Activities and Parent Inyolvement)

- ¢

~ © - T
Describe a'typical

day's program .
{include details of agtual
 “activitfeg efgaged in
dumng eriods of 'free
.piay, outdoor time, "
etc, )

-

,,-}‘. ) »

If there are periodic
spécial activities
(e.g. field trips),

: please spec1fy what
and how often

A. ARegular activities:

B. Special acfcivities N

Is there an educational
program for p2rents?
(1) If yes, describe
content and frequency

Are parents involved
_in other ways?
(s) If yes, describe Y

-

e
»

C. Parent education and involvement:




onitoring Checklist .. -
TTA/7-1-71 : _ .

n' d

£ .

VI.. PROGRAM (Health and Social Services)

A. Health and Social Service Personnel - - .
v : ‘l
Medical and Soe. - | If yes, # Hrs. ~ # Hrs, . Nature of Activities
Service Specialist Who ? Committed Spent (inquire specifically re
Associated with Indiv. Per '+ this- visual & auditory Screening)
program Agency Month Month . S ’
g )
Doctor 1
.i?eptist ' ,
{1 B ¢
Nurse | o : \ §
. "\ .
Psychologist \\ .
Speech Therpist N e ’ -
Social Worker \
Others:
i} /

If above are not now available, indic"‘ate plans and timetable:

AY
'

S

B. #.Medical and dental’ problens discovered: Yedieal:

What follow up procedures?
# Social Service referrals

To whom were referrals made?

How is care of the sick child handles: .
(1) If he is ill when he arrives.?

'C.

T~ (2) If he becom§s ill at school
) o , 204
Dth.ex'e an isolatian room or area?
v ~ . .- . "

Dental:




onitoring Checklist
TTA/T7-)-11

ey

VI. PROGRAM (Nutrition)

Specify what ""meals"
are served (breakfast, ¢
snacks, luncl? and

include sample menus.

scribe food prep.

., who provides, or

» - i

Describe seating
plan, whether served -
individually or family,
Btyle, etc. o

’ ' .
Are any subsidized . .
food programs in use? °
If yes, what?

X,

ethods (i.e., if brought | .

-
~

A. Food served

-

B. Food preparation

b :

-

C. Meal time, serving and cleanup

D. Subsidies

' [ P




Monitoring Checklist | .
PTTA/7-1-71 ' )

%
VIII. ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS? (e.g. problems caused by
code restrictions, licensing requirements; other problems, 1
and future plans) : ‘ B |

™
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PARENT INTERVIEW
SCHEDULE’

Ry

Developed by: Hacific Training & Technical Assistance Corporation
For: "Before' interviews with Center parents ‘ -

L3




g
PARENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

|
\
|
\
COVER SHEET - , '

1, Name of Center

(Interviewer: Items not available from application form should'be filled in at the
end of the interview)

2. Mother's Name Phone Number

3.  Address_ L _ 4. MNR?

5.  Marital Status

6. Mother's Current Occupation

7. Mother's Last Previous Job (if not now working)

8. Father's Oceupation

9. I - 10. W.

11.  Mother's Education (last grade corﬁpleted)

12. Father's Education (last grade completed)

13. List of children in household (with ages)

’ 14. Other members of household (in addition to parénts and chilgirei'l)

!

"

]

15. Languages spoken - . o

16. Primary language




(To Be Completed by Interviewer)

17. Race or Ethnic Group

.
- ¥

18. Interviewer comments f-egarding living situation (condition of home, crowding, /

toys or books observed

, etc):

~

b

Initial call (phone or in person): Date(s) of cail(s)

Interview(s)

RECORD OF CONTACTS

Appointment set for:

Day Date

Time _

Lang. pref. ) o

With whom?.

Appointment refused?

-

Why?

o

Date(s)

Time spent

Person(s) interviewed

D Interview completed by

19, Comments regarding cooperativeness:

¥-




(Interviewer: BEGIN HERE)

What are your reasons for needing or using child care?

a. Working---~----- Y»Days and h‘ours Date began
b. Training------- ¥Days and hours Date began
c. In school-—;---_)Days and hours | - Date began_
d: Segking employment----YAny definite prospects?

.e. : Ara at home but child needs the experience: Why?

f. Am at home but unable to care for child. ‘\ Why ?

V-

g Other:

o (take this job ) )
D were you able to (go into this training program)
(enroll in school '

specifically because your"child(ren) are in the Center? a. Yes bJjNo )

o -

What other child care services have ypu"used? (1f none, check here D and

proceed to-question 23). )
: N ““IFor which [[When? S
Type of Care children ? (previoué Comments
c show ages|{ or current
aof all)
D Sitter in your home
D Sitter in her home
D" Licensed family day carg
[D-Nursery school -
[] Extended Day Care a7
- ,;z .
[] Other e
.'..' ! 3 2 l ’
‘ »
l -
g N 3 *
‘ .' :




23. If you had your choice, what type of Child Care service would you pick
for your children?

24. Have you had any difficulty securing child care for your child(ren)?

25. How did you find cut about this Center? . ™~
’ -

26. Do you need child care for any of your children who are not now enrolled
in Child Care programs?

<

If yes, for which children (show ages)

during what hours? . ‘ N

How far is the Center from your home or work?

How do you now get your child(ren) to the Center?

Is transportation a problem for you?

What does the Center do if your child becomes ill during the day?

For parents who are working; in training or attending school only:

. What do you do about child care when your child(ren) becomes ill?

L]

L4
Has this caused any problem (on your job or in your training program)?

>




35.
38.

40.

42.

46.

417.

49.
50.

54.

(Interviewer: Complete a separate page for each child enrolled in the
Center under study)

-

Child's Name ‘ : 36. Age 37. Sex

Days and Hours of Attendance ' 39. When Enrolled

What was your main reason for picking this particular Center?

Tell me a little about (child's name):

Describe some of the things he can do for himself (note details in regard to
dressing and feeding): -

What does he especially like to.do (activities and favorite toys) ?

>

How does he get along with brothers and sister's (or other children)?

‘How does he get along with you (or otﬂef adults)?

What p'robléﬁ;ls does he have (and/or what problems do you have *with hhﬁ)?

* What do you hope he will learn at the Center? -

e ——

4

——

AN

Have you Observed any changes since he's been at the Center9 48, If so,
what changes have you observed? - - - )

What' does he say about the Center? ’

Does he go w1111ng1y9 v 51. Come home happy? /  52. How many days has
he missed this month‘? 53. Why? . ’

3

In general, would you say he has been healthier, less healthy or about the same
since he's been 1n the Center?




55. What do you think a good child care center should provide?

¥

3

°

'56. What parts of the educational program do you consider most important ?

57. In your opinion, what does it take to be a good child care teacher?

. % - The.

-

(name) Center is supposed to provide all of the things listed

—————

‘on this card (hand interviewee the card), but not everything can get equal attention.
If you had to choose, which of these things would you say is the very most important?
Which is second? Whlch is third? Fourth, etc.

/

= ~

. JPriorit Item Comment, if any
# -
58. L A -safe, clean place .
59. ¢ An educational program )

_Good teachers

Health care

Plenty ot good food

Counseling and gtiidance for' parents

A chance for parents to help make

\de\cisions about running the program.

T \\ 213




Scoring

i

b

‘C

k_jS.

66.

68.

69.

L X 2N

70.

i 72.

73.

79.

71.'

How well would you say the center is doing in each of these areas---

Would you say it's (a) very safe and clean, (b) pretty safe and clean,
or (c) not very safe and clean? )

Any suggestions for improvements?

" Are the educ., activities very gbod, Qretfy good, or not sq good?
What part of the program is best?

Which part is the weakest?

-

Are the teachers very good, pretty good, or not so good?
("Teachers" includes the Director, teachers and aides)

What do you like best about the teachers?

What- do you like least about the teachers? .

z

Do the children get regtilar check-ups at the Center?.

Is any help available for medical or dental tréatment‘i

[

Do you think the health care is very good, pretty good, or not so
good? . -

~

I’

, g 3
What do you think of the food -- is it very good, pretty good or
not so good? N o . ;

7 : |

Does the Center offé’xi'én“y social service program for parents?
a. | Yes b. No . ’

If yes, what do you think of it? _ _ f ,

5 ’ \ . . ’ /
If not, what dd you'think would be helpful? ,




g

80. Have you been very involved with the Center? If yes, how?

(Probe re number of parent conferences, parent education sessions offered aqd/

or attended, involvement in daily participation, visits, open houses, field tr1ps,

involvement in decision- making process) '\
S ( . - ’ \
8. * Do you feel welcome at the Center ? a. D Yes b. D No :

82. Do you feel your suggestions are welcome? a. D Yes b.D No

83. _IAre you kept informed ..7 ;«'.. hild's progress? How?

’

84. Would you like to be . .nre, or -ss, involved? If more, how?

85. What do you feel that you have leamed since your child has been involved in the
Center,” if anything?

-
4 o

R T,

86." What do you like best about the program for your child? .

67. What do you like best about the program for yourself?

.

88. Have there been any changes in yoq.inlif.e as a result of enrolling your child(ren)
in the Center? If yes, what? t

e

89. _:,‘What about thé program would you like to see changed?

.
T

o

90. Any other _cormilen'fs ?

L

Would you be interested in serving on a Child Care Advisory Committee for
the whole Model Cities Child Care Program? L

(Interview?er: Go back to cover page and fill in any'missing information)

’




’ FOLLOW-UP PARENT
- INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

~
-

‘
~

-

v

Prepared by: Pacific Training & Technical Assistance Corporation
For: "After" interviews with Center parents

- .



. YFOLLOW-UP = " ..
PARENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE '+

] - L3

Name and Address: - _Phone Number
Intgrview completed’by ‘ ‘
Is your ‘child(ren) stilla;nrolled at the . ' Center?

(O TYes " ( > No -
IF YES, PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 3 AND COMPLETE ALL QUESTIONS AS FULLY AS POSSIBIE

IF NO, PLEASE COMPLETE PAGES 1 and 2 ONLY ' Thank youl |

* 1. If your chlld(ren) is no longer at the Center, please list all of the
_ reasons whlch contributed to your leaving: ,

AS C::) I withdrew my child or children because

-

¢ My situation changed and I no longer need child care

)
) I found a better child care arrangement-

) I didn't feel the progzram was good for my child- :
) - The program didn't satisfy my needs (due to hours, distance, etc.)
) I moved out of the area served by this Center

) Other: - .

as asked,to withdraw my child or childreﬁ“bécause

B. (O Iw
) We don't live in the model neighborhood area C .

) The Director said we were not eligible for service _ )

) }&'chlld was frequently absent or late . 7 ' .
) The’ _program was too ‘crowded and the space was needed for others -
; I hid a disagreement w1th the Director or staff

Other:

Please explain-each of the checked items as fully as.possible: ..

- ~ e Y

&

ERIC g ) PTTA[2<72 _ .

L . Pt




o Lo ed
- , 'a . . . : .
o .

2., What happened when you left the pronram? o 1

The Director helped me.set up other ar}'anrrements .

A staff member helped me arranse other care ) .
The Department of Social Services helped my make other arran(“ements
I received nq help from the Center or Dept. of Social Services
Other: oy 9 v,

B - ™~

Id
v

N

.
N .
~
! g

£
3. Is'your child or chlldren ngw enrclled 1n another child care program of
any type (including 2 erter gr relatrve carlnv for your ch11d)?

)Yes s'. - ) . . R « H . “.
() No -0 e T T

es, who is now caring far your: child(ren)3 > ST S

+ ~ N
>
° - » " B Y4

Do you feels your present arrangenent is . . . . ‘

( ) Better than the grevious one?
(,) Worsd then the previous-'one?
(7)) About the same as ‘the prev10u° one? .

Why? . ' ) . . . . %‘; N
o - S ] Tﬁ )
’, L4, Are you now " .
' ( ) Working? : I
(,) Attendlncr ,school? ! . . L
- ' ( ) Partlclpatlng in training provram? . 7
+( ) At home full time? ) S . :

\

- 5. ,Are,you in need -of amr chlJ.d care services which you are not now recelv:mg?

) Yes . / o
. ( ) No ? : : N o L

If yes, for what age child ren)?

©

burlnsr what hours? ° -
What form, of care:would you prefer?
o/ -

»

6. Is there any way that you feel lodel Cities or the Department of Social
Serv1ces could (or should) have been more helpful to you?

LY

»,
“

., " I d A 0y
,

« 7. Any other coments? “

vA g

‘ , ~ For "{erminated" families .
. | - PITA[2-72 T
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C 3. If you had yqyr ch01ce of all possible child care programs, what type

< 5. Have you observéd any changes in your chi. ld(ren) since they've been

START HERE for “continuing" families . P o 3.

~

1. What is your reason for needing child care?

At home but child needs the experience
Other:

( ) Working. > () Full time, ( ) Part-time
( ) Training for employment --» ( -) Fuli time, . ( ) Part-time
() Attending school =-=---=3 ( ) Full time, « ) Part-time
g 3 At home but urable to care for child e

()

2, Have there been any chanzes in your employment (or training) status
» during the past four ar five months?

( ) Yes: What?

( ) Ne

“3 . ’ w

of Service would you pick for your chidd or childrent? '

- *‘ ") A Center ¥ke the one your using? ,
" A Cen}?'\‘ which was better than this one: "Better" in :
‘what way? o

~~
S

) A part-day procrra.m (nursery school of head start)
) A sitter in your own home

) A sitter_in.

icensed family day care .

L Other

L, Please 1list the flrst names and ages of all of your children, Put a
° star by the onesWho are enrolled in the Center:

Nare ., . Age * Name ' *  Ace *

. ) -

eL

I '

¢ .

- in the Center?

e () Yes: Wnatt -
) Yo
6. bo_;your child(ren) like the prozram at the Center? .
¢ () Yes, very much

+« () Yes, pretty well

( ) Some of them do and some don't

( ) No :

Why? N

7. In general, would you say your child(ren} have been healthier, less
healthy, or about the sams, since they've been in the Center? __—.— |
T

( ) Healthier e 4
() Less healthy
() _Apout—the sans 219

PPTA [2-72




.

8. In general, would you say the care your child is receiving &t the

Center is
(- ) Excellent ? - - Comments:
( ) Good ? ‘
( ) Fair ?
( ) Poor ?

9. ' Since we last spoke, would you say the Center is N

( ) Better than it was?
{ ) Worse than it was then? -
« ) Abo%t the same as before?

10, Would you say the Center now is.

( ) Very safe and clean?
( ) Pretty safe and clean?
- ( ) Not so safe and clean?

11. How about the educational activities? Are they
( ) Very good? ‘ o
’ () Pretty good? -
— — () Not so good?

12¢ Does the program run smoothiy? -
( ) Yes ’
( ) No ‘
13. Are policies spelled oit so that you know .what is expected of you?
( ) Yes _ -
( ) Yo

W, Do you feel-the parents have enough too much or too little to sa;r
about the program?

( ) Enough - . .
( ) Top much .
( ) Too 1little

“ 15 How do you feel about the Director?

16. Do you think there is enou‘gh staff for the ntmber of children s%rved?

* () Yes N - s A
' T ( ) No v

17. What do you think of the way the staff works with the children?

( )a Are they very good? .
() Pretty good? //
() Notsogood — o .

tabout the food--

() Is it very zood?

() Pretty good?

( ) Mot so good? “ ~ S

. - 2 6’/"0 ' \
" Q For "continuing" parenits - o

LRIC . PITA[2-72
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w
[ ]
S 4Ny

19. Is there a social service program?
( ) Yes §
( ) Xo h
() Don't know
20, Is there a program of health care?
( ) Yes: What? :
() XNo —— -
( ) Don't know~
21. Have you been very involved with the Center?
( ) Yes: How? )
( ) No
22, Would you like to be more, or less, involved?
( ) More: How? N
- () lsss - )
( ) About the same . . P
23. Do you feel welcome at the Center? '
( ) Yes, very
. () Yes, to some extent
( ) Yo
24, Do you feel your suggestio_né are welcome at the Center?
( ) Yes, very
( ) Yes, to some extent
(,) ¥o
2 3.
, 25, Are you kept informed of yaur chlld's progress?
( ) Yes, regularly
( g Yes, occasionz1ly (or only if you ask)
( No
26. In ger{eral, would you say the progr. is meeting your child!s needs? .
( ). Yes, very well ’
( 'V Yes, to some extent
( ) No, not really
27. What do you like best about the program for your child or children? L
S -
SIS e B 4 ”~

For "continuing" parents
PTTA [2-72




32, \ What would you like to see changed or improved?

N

28, Would you Say the prosram is meeting your needs? :

( ) Yes, very well
( ) Yes, to some extent

( ) YNo

29. How would you manaze to meet your child care needs if this child care
program were not avdilable to you?

( ) Could enroll child .in .another Center

Would take child to a sitter

Would have relative care feor child N
Would have to stay home :

Other: What? '

30. Have there been any changes in the Center since we spoke to you last?
() Yes: Wnat?

( ) Mo

*~ 31, What do you consider to be the main problems at the Center?

A

. <
I

¢

¢

'l -
!

-

33, Any othor comments?-

>

4

IR

For "continuing' parents

2 2 2 ' PTTA/2-72
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. ST. MARK
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

. Prepared by: Pacific Praining & Technical Assistance Corporation
For interviews with user parents participating in the St. Mark
Family Day Care program

Prepared in English & Spanish

e
—
—




St. Mark Family Day.Care Program

! PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

USERS lName
Address
I:hone #
3 MNR?
NAME OF PROVIDER: - '

NAMES AND AGES OF CHILIREN ZIROLIED:
Interview completed by

Are.you still participating in the St, Mark Family Day Care Program?

O Yes O Mo
IF YES, PLEASE TURM TO PAGE 3 AND COMPLETE ALL QUESTIONS AS FULLY AS PSSIBLE
IF NO, PLEASE COMPLETE PAGES 1 AND 2 ONLY ' '
’ Thank you

=

If you are no longer in the Program, please 1ist all of the reasons
which contributed to your leaving:

My sitnation chanzed and I no longer need child care

I found a better child care arrangement -

I didn't feel the prozram was good for my child

The program didn't satisfy my needs

I moved out of the area served by this program

T was dissatisfied with the (') Director, ( ) staff, ( ) provider
Other: ¥

NN PN PN PN PN

3

N "t S o S oV NS

Please explain each of your reasons for leaving as -fully as -possible: — - —

hes

PTTA [2-72
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r

1. In general, what did you think of the St, Mark Family Day Care Program? .
) Very good
( ) Pretty good
( ) UYNot so good

Why?

2. What happened when you left the program--

Did you notify anyone that you were leaving?
If yes: Whol

Was any effort made to arrange other child care services for you?

If yes: Who tried to help?

What alternatives were offered?

-

-

3, Is your child (or children) now receiving child care of any type?

If yes: Who is now caring for your child (or children)?

Do you feel your present arrangement is
( ) Better than the St, Mark Program?
( ) Worse than the St., Mark Prozram?
( ) About the same, as the St, Mark Program?

Why?

) Working?

) Attendinz school?

) _In a training program? - - - - - -
) At home full time? .

4, Are you now:

(
(
(
(

5. Do you need any child care services that you are not now receiving?

|If yes: For what age child(ren)?

During what hours?

What form of care would you prefer?

6. Issthere any way that you feel the St. Mark staff, Model Cities or the
Departrient of Social Services could (or should) have been more helpful

to you? -

.
o

7. Any other comuments?

Fc;r Nterminated” faniliss
PTTA/2=72




START HERE for families currently enrolled in St. Mark Program

Instructions: Please begin with queétion #1 and answer every question as frankly
and accurately as possible. All of your replies will be treated confidentially.

Thank you.

1. Please check your reason for needing child care:
Working
. Training for employment
Attending school . o
" I1l-health
Other: What?

NN SN PN N

2, Were you specifically able to take this job (or enroll in school or training)
because this child care program was available to you? N
( ) Yes
( ) No

3., Please fill in the chart below, showing what forms of child care you have
used and whether you felt that it was very good, pretty good or not so good:

Types of care used Ratine _
(Check as many as necessary) ‘ Very good - | Pretty zood | Not so good

( ) Sitter in your home
.( ) Sitter in her home
( ) Licensed family day care:
( ) Nursery school
( ) Head Start
()
()

Child care center

Cther: What? 4h4: _ ] B

4. _If you had your choice,-what type -of c¢hild care ‘service would you prefer?
) Sitter in your home

) Sitter in her home”

) licensed family day care . .
) Nursery school
)
)

PAS

Child care center .
Other: What? .
r a

5. How did you find out about the St, Mark Family Day Care program?

6. How far is the provider's home from your home or job?

(

How do you usually get your child(ren) to the provider's home?

Is trarisportation a problem for you?

<




What do you do about child care if your child(ren) becomes 1117

W

Has-this caused any problem on your job or in your training program?

What do you think a good child care program shoﬁld provide?

“«

In.general, would you say the care youn child is now receiving is
( ) about what you expected?
( ) better than you expected?
( ) worse than you expected?

Would you say the provider's home is . , .
( ) very safe and clean? ' .
(° ) pretty safe and clean?
( ) not so safe and clean?

Are the educational activities offered
( ) very good? | : s
(: ) pretty good? . /
( ) not so good? ’

What do you think of the.way the provider works with the children?.
) Is-she very good? .
( ) 1Is she pretty good?

~

Why?

What do you think of the food? .
( ) very good?
( ) prettygood? - _
( ) not so good? ]

How does your child feel about the program:

Does he go qillingly?

Does he come home happy? -

Is he having any problems? ' . , v

" What does he say about the program?

In generdl, would you €2y he has been
( ) healthier?
( ) less healthy? -
( ) about the same?

Have you observed any other changes in your child (or children)?

If yes, what changes have you observed?

-

227




17.
18,

,19.

20,
21,

22,

23.

-2l

25.

Do you feel welcome at the provider's home? -
( ) Yes ‘
() No. _ - . -
Do you feel your suggest:ions are "welc'ome? )
( ) Yes
() Ko .
Are you kept informed of your child's progress? . o '

-( ) Yes, regularly
( ) Yes, occasionally . .
( ) No ' ) .

What do you like best about the program for your child?

-

What do you like best mbout the program for yourself? > , s

Have there been any changes in your life as a result of enrolling your child
in the program? .
If yes, what?

]

el

IS s

Is there anything a‘d’out the program that is creating problems for you or
your child? If yes, please describe:

= ——

~What chano-es or improvements would you suggest?

“ .

Any other comments?. \
. !




CUESTIONARIO de PADRES

/

Nombre del Proveedor: ) . L~

Nombre de Padres usando cuidado infantik . ' /

Nombres.y edades de ninos registrados ", T Y

Instrucciones: i’pr favor efxipieze con pregunta #1 y conteste cada preg\.yéfrancamente
y tan exacta como sea posible. Todas sus respuestas seran tratadas c9rifid_ené’ialmente._
Gracias. , / ’

-~

-~

1. Por favor indice la razon por la cual necesita cuidado de nino;;{ ’

. () Trabajo . /
( ) - Entrenamiento para empleo ’ /
. { ) Asistiendo en escuela , /
¢ ( ) Enfermedad-salud * ) /
( ) Otra: Que? /

2. d'Especificamente pudo ud. obtener este .rabajo (o registrarse en la escuela o
. entrenamiento) porgue este programa de cuidado infgntil esta a su disposicion?®

( ") si :
. ( ) No -

-

3. Por favor llene esta carta de informacion, indicando que tipos de cuidado infantil y
si UD. siente que eran muy buenos, algo buenos/o no muy buenos;
. - “« // L4

-

- .Y

Tipos de cuidado usado Grado

- (indice tantas como sea necesario) Mu}; bleno [i-algo buieno- | ne muy bueno
¢ ” .
( ) Sitter en su casa / ) " R
() sitter enla casa de ella ‘ / ' ' .
( ) Cuidad ir_lfantilr licenciado ' / A
( ) Nursery school / :
() Head start / ) ' - .
() Centro de cuidado infantil //
( ) Otro: Que? ///

e
o gt 1 &




/,

8. dQue siente ud. que debe p}'oveer un buen porgrama de_cuidado infantil?

e
) ¢ Es transportacion,un problema ?

B I Aoy
N o
~ - - * ~ .
s R 3
= - . - "
AN A} A
<

RN . o - '

4. Si ud. puede escoger,_que tipo de cuidado .infantil prefiere? l

; ( ) Sitter en su casa _ ' ;o . 8
Sitter en casa de ella

. Cuidad infantil licenciado {

Nursery school . ’

Centro de cuidado infantil - " - .

Otro: Que? B e,

*
A e i

5. aComo se infox‘ﬁ?o’ de el cuidado diario infantil en St. Mark?

B

- - m

s

6. d.Que distantet esta la casa del proveedor de su casa o trabajo? L

2

. - . B - . )
dUsualmente como lleva sus ninos a la casa del proveedor? t e \\

’ . .~
7. $Que hace si su nino se enforma?,

~
N
v

N . !

&

. .
3

4 ! v

4 ' ¢, 4 - N d . ’
d Generalmente, cfiee ud. que el cuidado que su nifio recibe es

9.

( ) Lo que esperaba? .

( ) Mesor de lo que esperaba? )

() Peor de lo que esperaba? - -
_10. éCree que la casa del proveedor es ' ‘ ?

( .) Muy segura y limpia? - . . i
( ) Algo segura y limpia? -

11. é‘Las actividades ofrecidas son
( ) Muy buenas?
( ) Algobuenas?’
-(* ) No muy buenas?
12., JQue opina UD.de la manera de la proveedora trabaja con los nifios ?
( ) Es muy buefia?
( ) Esalgo buena? .
Porque? ‘

13. JQuc piensa de la comida?
( ). Muy bueua?
‘ ( ) Algo buena?

( ) No muy buena?

)
Xy
<




. |

14. éComo se smnte su nino de el programa~ ! -
* Se va volunilariamente? N 3 ;
. Regresa a casa contento? - , i .
Tiene algun problema? . - 7
Que dice del programa? - N . ,
' 15. {En g&heral, diria ud. aue es ' ”
. { ) Mas saludable? ) e,
' () Menos Saludable? .
( ). igual? " N - .
16. dHa observado algunos cambios én su nino (o niffos)? ) ’
X ) 1‘? éQue camb1os ha observado? A\ e . - :
, < v ’/',3 ¢ . -
17. JSe s1ente b1en\re\,1b1da en casa del proveedor? - » ¢ /
<) Si ’ . . - - - .
( ) No ? \\\; ';
. . M ., ) & ﬁ N . .- ,’\’{
118. 4Siente que sus sugere S son bien recibidas? . / F
. )-si - 200 .
' ( ) No ™ . s
19, éL'e informan de el f)rogresé de su nifio - = '
< () Si, regularmente . : . e
. .) Si, ocacionalmente S *l
() No C P
20. JQue le gusta de el programa pa{a su nino? . ., N
. ' ) R & ,

: - / M G

!
L ~ » ,

-

¢ Que le gusta de el progran7a para UD.?

ST

22. 'd Ha tenido cambios en su vida a ‘resultad de x:egistr_.ado de su

- .
> *
v -

v

“.
X~ . |

<

nino en el programa?

Si?

Que? . .

)

23. dHay algo en el programa § 1e ‘esta creando problemas para.UD.o si n1no‘?‘ |

e ———
Sl‘? Por favor descrlba' R . .
’ , ; . Lo w o
- B PR} “ “
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. PTTA/lo-71

Evaluation Study
STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

NAME OF CENTER: -
FACTUAL INFORMATION
‘ (Required by Model Cities)
ol
NAME SEX BIRTHDATE
ADDRESS CITY ZIP

PHONE NUMBER
MODEL NEIGHB
HOW LONG AT

MARITAL STAT

HOUSEHOLD ST

4

DEPENDENTS :

EDUCATION:

ETHNIC ORIGIN

ORHGOD RESIDENT? - WHICH NEIGHBORHO0D?

THIS ADDRESS? SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER

Us: [J single [J] Married [J Divorced [J] Separated
] widowed

RUCTURE: [] Head of household, [J Living with spouse
] Living with parents, [J Living alone

[J seltt [J spouse [] Children (] Parents [] Ofﬁer
Total number of dependents

Number of years.of schooling completed(please circle):
1 23 45%6 7891011 12 |3 14 15 16

!

Degrees
Number of child development {or related) unifs

Special training programs completed? |
[J yes [J Ne If yes, please describe:

»

LANGUAGES:

.What languages do you <speak?

'

Are you currenfly enrolled in any schoo! or training program?
] Yes [J No” If yes, please describe: ‘

!

What languages do you write?
What languages do you read?

(indicate G-good, F-fair, or P-poor after each)

13
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‘ , Staff Questionnalre

. PTTA/ 10-71
~NAME OF CENTER:
EMPLOYMENT:
Bgst previous job
Dates - Salary
Last previous job ' .
Dates Salary

. Current jéb title - -

Current job status: [ Temporary ] Permanent

How long have you been employed at this Center?

How long have you been emﬁlbyed in this position?

wWhat are your responsibilities as a staff member?

~

What age group do you work with? . -

Have any of the following interfered with your employment
opportunities :

[] Health problems: |f handicapped, please specify:
. P N .

™

g \

[Jinsufficient education or traiming ’ N
[] Lack of child care ‘ '
[J] Transportation probiems

C]

Other: Please specify: ‘

[] Have not had difficulties in securing employment

What expectations do you have for promotion?

T8 Test,
Have you had a TB test within the' last year? [] Yes [] Ne

Is there a written repo?? of the TB test result on file at
" the Center? . [] Yes, [] No

-2
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) i Staff Questionnaire
- PTTA/ "10-21

WORKING CONDITIONS

HIRING PRACTICES:

1, How did you hear about this job? ‘ <
2, Did you feel the screening process, was, a fair one? [] Yes [ No

3. Were you given a clear picture of what your responsibilities would
be? [J Yes [J No .

4, Comments:

- : /

—

SALARY:

l. What is your present salary (rate per month)? ,

-

2. Do you consider your salary to be [J Excellent [J Fair -[] Poor

3. Are you paid, or given compensatory time off, for overtime?
[J paid [J] compensatory time off [] neither

4, Comments:

BENEFITS:

l. what fringe-benefits do you now receive? -
[{J Paid sick leave
[J Paid vacations. How many weeks per year?
E]:Healfh plan or medical care
J Dental care
(] Paid training time
(] Free child care for your children
(] other:

2. How would you rate these benefits? [J] Exceilent [] Fair [] Poor

3. What other benefits, if any, do you feel you shoufd receive?

o

HOURS : !

H

1. How many hours do you work each week?

2., Are you satisfied with your working hours? [] Satisfied [J Not sat.
3. If not satisfied, how would you like your hours adjusted? ’

€

5. 236




]
. Staff-Questionnaire ‘
PTTA/ 10-71

SUPERVISION:

Who supervises you?

Do you fee! that you receive [] enough [] too much [J] too little
supervision? -

Do you find the supervision helpful? . } B
L] vVery -heipful (] Somewhat helpful L1 Not very helpful

Comments:

STAFF MEETINGS:

X)) How often are staff meetings held? ' R

2, Do you think this is sufficlent? . .
L] Yes . [] No {J More than needed o,

3. Do you find the staff meetings helpful? : _
-~ [3 very helpful [] Somewhat helpful L[] Not very helpful

-

4, Comments:- L —_ —

STAFF RELATIONS=:

7/ ” ’
1. In general, how would you say that staff members get along with each
othe~? ] '
[J Very well [J] Pretty well L] Not so well -
2. If there are difficulties, what would you suggest to improve
the s!tuation? .

TRAINING:

1. Did you receive any pre-service training provided by the Center?
L1l Yes [] No If yes, what did it consist of?

Did you find it helpful?
Very helpful [J] ‘Somewhat helpful [] Not so helpful

"2+  Are you now receiving any on~the=-job training?

L] Yes [] No If yes, what does it consist of?

How would you rate it? )
] very good C] Pretty good [J] Not so good

237
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Staft buesflonnalro i
 PTTA/10-71 a

<

3. Are_you now going to college? '
i vés [% No I'f yes, does the Center pay you for the
- time you are In school? |

;

Does it pay your tuition? Books?
C] yes [J No CJ yes [J No

Have you any suggestions for improving the training program?

ADMINISTRATION:
1. Do you think the program generally runs smoothly? [J] Yes [] No
2. Are decisions about the program madé efficientiy? [J] Yes [] No

3. Are adm}nlsfrafive poficies and procedures spelled out clearly

so that you know what is expected of you? -~ . L] Yes [] No
b, Do you feel that the Administration is responsive to your sug-

gestions and recommendations? ° . £] Yes [] no

5. Does staff have enough, too much, or too |ittle to say abouf

" the program? . CJ Enough [] Too much~ (] Too tittle

6. Are there changes you wnuld like to see in the administrative
procedures? ’ . ’
What?

GENERAL COMMENTS:

1. What do you like best about your job?

2. What do you like least about your job?

7 . -

3¢ What improvements would you like to see in your working conditions?




' ACTIVITIES

. 1. Describe what you do in a typical day, beginning with, the time you arrive

at the Center:

- Staff Quostiomtiro
- PTTA/ 10-71

2. Can you estimate the proportion of your time spent on each of these activities

in the course of one week:

Y

ACTIVITY

PROPORTION OF TIME (estimated)

o—— -

Working directly with the children

Preparing matsrials

24

Meeting or talking with parents

In staff meetings

In Center-connected tzfaining sessions

Meeting with superviser(s)

Telephoning and paper work

Out of Center activities
(PR, meetings, etc,)

Other: What?

3. Are ’c.her::i any changes that y;m would like to make in the way you spend-
your time? If yes, what?

239




Staff Quelticmairo

PROGRAM  — . PTTA/ 10-71

Each of the Centers is supposed to provide all of the things listed below, but not

overythinv can get equal attention. If
these things would you say is the very most important? Which is second? Hhich

1s third? Fourth, etc.

you were making the decisions, which of -

(Show priority numbers 1 through 7)

PRIRITY
NUMBER

ITEM

COMMENTS, IF ANY :l

— =

A safe, clean place

an educational program

Good teachers

Health care

Plenty of good food .

Counseling and guidance. for parents ;

A chance for parents to help make

In youwr opinion, what does it take.to be a good child care teacher?

decisions about running the program '

-

What do you think a good educational program should include?

‘- What are your goals in woridng with the children?

What behaviors do you enoourage?

What behaviors do you discourage?

How do you note a child's progress?

When and how do you communicate with parents about a child's progress?

7=

R
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| Staff Questiommaire
PTTA/ 19-71

-

‘ !
How well would you say the Center is doing in each of the following areas?
(Please rate each item in the column at right and add your comments below):

RATINGS
1. Safety - - | (] Very safe '
‘Comments and suggestions: E:]] g::t:z ::ff;
2, Cleanliness — ery clean

L] Vv
[] Pretty clean
[] Not so clean

L]

Comments and suggestions:

3, Equipment: : — {]. very good
_ E Adequate -
Inadequate
" &4, Educational programs: e— — ] Very good
‘ [] Pretty good )
Which parts of the educational program . [] Not so good

are best? :

Which parts are weakest?

[] Excellent []Good [] Fair
Excellent [ ] Good [J] Fair
[] Excellent [] Good [] Fair

Se " Staff: Director -
Teachers and Aides
Volunteers

v‘“

Do you think there is enough teaching staff :
for the nugber of children served? ——p (] Enough [ Not enough

Corments about staff: - : —
6. Health care > [ Gooda [JFair [] Poor
Conments: [J No health program
,-3‘:' 7. Food ~ : > H Very good(3
’ Comments and suggestions: 0] gzztg ggﬁ




P

8. Does the Center offer any programs for parents (eg, po.rent education or
social services)?

- [JYes []No.
If yes, what are they?

How would you rate the parent programs? e
' [JGood [JFair [JPoar : )
Comments and suggestions:

9. Do you think the Center expects too mu;:h or too little of parents? _
[]Too much ~, []Too 2ittle’ [ Wust about enough

_ Do you think the parents are aware of what is expected of them? [1 Yes [J No

10. To what extent do you th.’mk parents are invplved in making deciSions about .
the Center?

[]°A little []A lot 1 Not at ali

Do you feel that parents have too mu;::h control, not enmough control, or just
the right amount of -control over the operation of the program?

(JEnough ~ [J.Too mch [ Too little

Comments and suggestions: - . s

11.  What do you think of parents being involved as staff members in t)he Center'?
‘ [] Helpful [JHarmful  [] Neither helpful nor harmful -

+ " .
-

12, Wh#_t do you think parents need from a child care center?

Is the Center meeting these needs?  []Very well  []To some extent {1 No'

If the Center is not completely meeting the ‘parents! needs, how could the.
Center better meet these needs?

¥
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Staff Questiomnaire = ..
- PITA/ 10-71

|
|
|

13. What do you see as the primary need of the children you serve?

Do yon think the Center is mesting the needs of the children?
'[JYes, very well" []Wes', to some extent [ J¥o, not really

If the Center-is not meeting the children's needs, what could be done to
improve the situation?

Py
<

14. What kinds of child care do you think the community needs most? -

- L4

-

o~

\ Do you think the Center is meeting the commmity's needs? []_Yes [] No

15, \What have you gained since you have been working at the Center?

\ .
\\ T - -
16. What dd\‘y ou.like best about the program?__ ‘ ‘ . T
X . . . . v 4'(9/‘

\
\

-

17. What do you like least about the program?

3

18. What changes and/or improvements would you recormend?

\

19, Any other comments?




~Estudio de Evaluacion

- CUESTIONARIO DE PERSONAL

NOMBRE DEL CENTRO:

%

INFORMACION ACTUAL

(Requerido Por Ciudad Modelo)

NOMBRE - SEXO FECHA DE NACIMIENTO®
DOMICILIO " CIUDAD . ZIP
NUMERO DE TELEFONO ° NACIONALIDAD

CRESIDENTE DE VECINDARIO MODELO? _¢{QUE VECINDARIO? .

LCUANTO TIEMPO EN ESTE DOMICILIO? NUMERO DE SEGURO SOCIAL
- — .

CONDICI%MATRIMONIAL D Soltero(a) D Césado(ai ) UDivorciad.o(a)

Ddeo(a) : DSeparado(a) o
-~ # " .
ESTRUCTURA FAMILIAR: DJefe De Casa [: Viviendo con esposo(a)
I:] V1v1endo con padres . Viviendo solo

DEPENDIENTES: [_-_'] Solo- [ Esposo(a) [ Ninos EjPadres [ Otro’
Total numero de dependientes - .

EDUCACION; Numero de aﬁ'os de e'scuela:'completados (pgr,iaé‘ circule)
/1,2345678910111213L41-516‘ ‘

Diplomas
. Cantidad de unidades en desarollo infantil (o relacionado)

daEntrenamlento en programas especiales?
Si No Si?Por favor describa:

-

dEsta actualmente matriculado en una escuela o programa de entrenam1ento‘>
Si No  Si?por favor describa:

fa

0
}

ﬁlDiOMAS: (‘,Que idiomas escribe ? ‘ ,
('fQue idiomas lec’? , .

¢Que idiomas habla ?
(indice B-Bien, M-Mediano,o P-Poco despues de cada, uno)

» -
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-

: . I
- Cuestipnario de Personal i

|

|

EMPLEO: ~ , o
EL Mejor trabajo previo . ; ' '
Fechas / Salario-

EL ultimo trabajo

’ cmﬁis i ,Salario ,
, ; L.
Trabajo actual. E . ' . ~ 7

. Condicion de traibajo actual; .| ° Temporal Permanente -

&

f

tCuanto tlem.po Zestado empleado en este centxo'>

¢Cuanto tiempo a estado empleﬁg\en esta .posicion?

- * ’ A

‘iQue son sus responsabilidades como miembro del personal?

. 4
3
\

¢ Que es la edad \del. grupo con que ud. trabaja?

C Han intervenido las siquientes con sus oportunidades de empleo ?
Problemas de salud; si incapacitado, por favor-especifice:
. e ‘ . \

: Falta de cuidado para Los ninos *
. Problemas de transportac101l. : oo
D Otro* Favon especifice ) o

- . ;
No he tenido dificultades en obteniendo-empleo T

- - 3 R ‘,

- . ’:}- - * : ' ’ ’ .~°__ N
D InSquCIGHt% educacion o entreniamento \\ :
i

-

¢ Que esperanzas tiene para p'romocie/n?

Examep de TB: . ' .
Ha tenido un examen de TB en el ultimo ano? Si No

-

d«Hay un reporte en escrito de cl resultado de su examen de TB en los
archlvos del cntro9 . , -1 Si , 1 No

3
.

[




I . . e N 1
- . CGuestionario de Personal _
i - -~
i

CONDICION DE IRABAJ O

PRACTICAS DE EMPLEO . . ‘
‘ \ L3 ‘<, 9 ¥

¢'Como se intero de e’ste trabajo ?

2. d—Slente que el proceso de seleccmn fue justo? - Si No

3. dLe explicdaron claramente sus obhgacmnes ? Si No . '

\
\ ’
- v 5 s, AR
. \ o

4. (\.Comentos

o . &

- .kr._t.m,w»_»/w\_,w

SA LARIO:

a1t

(1. (|,Que es su salario actual (mensual) ?2 0

l
1
)

. ;2. d.ConsidePa su salario . Excelente Mediano’ Poco

l - . . : . - -

‘3. CLe pagan o le dan dias compensatorios por trabajar en exceso de horas regulares?
’ pagado tiempo compesatorio ninguno

\ T )
. 4, Comentos:

—

BENEFKHOS S . N s
\
tQue beneficios. recibe? ' ] s

3' DPago por enfermidad. .d_Cuantas semanas por ano? - -

i DVacacmp pagada ~ .o : . ‘
[Jprilan medico ' : , *
Ocuidada'dentzl - 0 : . )
[Tiempo pagado para“entrenamiento o

uidado gratis parfa los ninos

. Dotro: o : -

d

tQue valor le da 4 estos benef;clos ? ‘Excelente Mediano |- * ‘Poco

- i

N
3

2

3. ('-Que otros benef1c1os creé que ‘debe recibir 9

¥

*

3

HORAS: - L -
- 1. C(Cuantas horas trabaja por semana ? - 3

2. (Esta satisfecho con sus horas de trabajo? . |.satisfecho ‘| No sat.-
. ‘ . - - M

. / . " e e 3 . ]
3. CSi no ésta satisfecho, como quisiéra ver sus horas ajustadas?
-~ , ) PR
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SUPERINTENDENCIA:

LQuien lo supervisa? -

{Siente que recibe bastante mucha poca
~ superintendencia ? '
¢ Bncuentra esta superintendencia util ?
muy util algo util no muy util
Comentos:
!
REUNIONES DE PERSONAL:
-1, C—Con que frequenc1a tiene reumones de personal ?
2. dCree’ que es suficiente? | |Si No - Demasiado
3. CEncuentro las reuniones de personal util ? )
Muy util Algo util } No muy util
al ~
4, Commentos: .
RELACIONES DE PERSONAL:
¢En general, como congenian los miembros del persgnal? |
F Muy-bien Algo bien No muy bien
2. (si héy dificultades, que sugiere para mejorar la situacion?
\
A . R

\ . - —
ENTRENAMIENTO:

.

1. ¢Alser empleado, recibio algun entrenamiento proveido por el Centro?

] s

—d

Lo encontro util ?

No

¢Si? dde que consistio?

Muy util \

Algo util 'No muy util

2. (l-Esta recibiendo entrenamiento actv lmente ?

Si? De que consiste ?

Si No

QQue valor le da?

* Algo bueno
247

w-i-

.N~ muy bueno

Muy Bueno

-




]
C Esta en colegio? o .

Jsi [Jno Si, paga el centro por el tiempo que esta
en la escuela? - ) .

Paga por su matriculacion? Libros:
0 si no 3 si ] no
. '

Tiene sugerencias para mejorar el programa de entrenamiento?

ADMINISTRACION:

- i

" -3~ Siente que el programa generalmente se maneJa b1er1‘> O si [ no
2.  Sehacen has decisiones del programa eficientemente? [J si [J no

3. Son los policas y prosedimientos administrativos, detallados claramente
con el fin de que sabe lo que esperendeud. [ si [J no

4. , Siente que la administracion responde a sus sugeriencias y recomendaciones ?

CJ si 27 no

5. Tiene el personal suficiente, muchd, _muy poca voz a cerca del progra);na"
= suflcuente D mucho [ZJ muy poco

6. Hay cambios que quisiera ver en los prosedimientos administrativos?

Que?

I
_
]

i

[

i

7
/

.
N
- R .

R
COMENTOS GQNFRALES:
[

|
!
~+

I/, .
1. Quela gufs/{a mas de su trabajo? /
/. ' /‘

I

- - ™
v g
2, Que es l que menos le gusta de su trabdjo? ' / )

Y

I

.

e E— S

o 3. Que mejoramientos quisiera ver en las condiciones de su trabajo?
; YN ,

—
e - . ;




ENS YN
»

ACTIVIDADES -

1. Describa lo que hace en un dia, empezando con la hora que llega al Centro:

_2. Puede calcular que proporcion de tiempo dedica para cada una de estas
actividades en el curso de una semana:

ACTIVIDAD - PROPORCION DE TIEMPO
(Estimado)

Trabajando directamente ‘con ninos

Preparacion de material

Reunicnes con padres

Reuniones de personal o
\
Reuniones con supervisor (es) |- N,
- \\ o~
. N
Telefono y escritura N
N\
. - . ]
Reuniones afuera del Centro . L
Otro: ¢Que ? ) L
- - N \\‘
3. (_Hay algun cambio que quisiera ver en relacion con su tiempo ?
. . \~‘\ ,//
si ¢Que? "
=
-

o




Cada Centro debe proveer las cosS en esta lista, pero se puede dar la misma
atencion a todas. Si ud pudiera hacer las decisiones, cuales deestas c€osas
siente que es 10 mas importante?- dSegundo‘? &Tercero‘? d,Cuanto‘? etc. '
(Demuestre prelacion con numeros1a 7))

NUMERO . ARTICULO COMENTOS, SI HAY
DE PRELACION - '

Un lugar seguro y limpio

Un programa educacional

Maestros buenos ,

Atencion medica

Bastante comida buena

Consejos y guiansa para los
padres

Una oportunidad para que los padres
pueda hacer desiciones en el programa

»
¢ En su opinion, que se requiere para ser un buen maestro de cuidado infantil ?

d Que debe incluir un buen programa educacional?

-

¢ Cuales son sus metas en su'trabajo con ninos ? -

¢_Que-tomportamientoSanima ud ?

¢ Que comportamientos desanima?

—

’

d En que manera nota ud. el progreso de los nifog?

.

d Cuando y como se comunica con los padres acerca del progreso del ’ni?%

LA 1

0. -2
4y T ’




-~ PTTA/ 10-T1
d Que tan bien esta haciendo el Centro en lo siguiente?

(Evalue cada articulo en la columna a la derechy agrege comentos abajo)

Evaluacion N
1. Seguridad:

) ( ) Muy seguro
(Comentos y sugerencias): Ed

() Algoseguro
() No muy seguro

2. Limpieza:

> () Muy limpio
(Comentos y sugerencias}) () Algo limpio
- (') No muy lirapio

3. Equipo: > ( } Muy bueno \
() Algo bueno \
(-) Inadecuado
4, Programa Educacionales:
g »

( ) Muy bueno

. () Algo bueno
dQue partes del” programa educacional
son* | os mejores?

( ) No muy bueno \

Cuales partes son las mas debil?

"5, Personal: Director » () Excelente () Bueno () Mediano
Maestros y ayudantes_’ ( ) Excelente ( ) Bueno () Mediano
Voluntarlos____’ ( ) Excelente ( ) Bueno ( ) Mediano

d Siente que hay suficiente personal

- 1 ( ) Suficiente () Insuficiente
de ensenansa para el numero de MPoS? ’

Comento acerca del personal

6. Atencion medica: > () Bueno () Mediano () Poco
Comentos: .
7. Comida: > Muy bueno
Comentos y sugerencias

P S o~

)
) Algo bueno
) No muy bueno




d'Ofrece el Centro programas para los padres (Educacion para padres
servicios, sociales)?
()Si ( )No

Si? ¢Que son?

dComo evalua los programas de Padres ?
( ) Buenos ( ) Medianos ( ) Podres

Comentos y sugerencias

- g

¢Siente que el Centro demando demasiado o muy poco de los padres?
( ) Demasiado ( ) Muy poco ( ) Suficiente

Siente que los padres estan al tanto de 1o que esperan de ellos?
()si ( ) No

»

10. (»A que punto siente ud. que los padres participan en decisiones del/Centro ?
( ) Poco ( ) Mucho ( .) Nada ,
dSiente que los p’adres tienen mucho control, no bastante control, suficiente
control, sobre la operacion del programa ? :
( ) Bastante ( ) Demasiado ( ) Poco

-

. Comentos y sugerencias:

11, ('_Cree que los padres geben ser activos miembros del personal‘?
() Ut11 ( ) Danoso ~+ ) Ni util ni danoso

- 12, dQue siente ud. que los padres necesitan del centro infantil ?

, ,

d- Esta el Centro alcansando estas necesidades ?

« ( ) Muy bien ( ) Hasta cierto punto ( ) No

d.Sl el Centro no ésta alcansando las necesidades de los padres, como
puede alcansar éstas necesidades ?

o , 253
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P4 . . . P s
13. dQue cree ud. que es la primaria necesidad de los ninos que ud. sirve?

é, Siente que el Centro esta alcansando las necesidades de los ninos ?
( ) Si, muy bien ( ) Si, a cierto punto () No .

Si el Centro no esta alcansando las neces1dades de los ninos, Que se
pueda hacer para mejorar la situacion ?

14. éQue clase de cuidado infantil siente ud. que la comunidad necesita ?

¢ Siente que el Centro esta alcansando la necesidad de la comunidad ?
( )si ( ) No

-

15. e—Que ganancia ha tenido ud. desde que'empezo a trabajar en el Centro?

16. C—Que el lo que le gusta mas del programa?

a

17, e—Qaes es lo que menos le gusta del programa?

18. (‘_Que cambios y/o mejoramientos recomienda ?

19. ¢ Alqun otro comento ? )

253 :




STAFF
QUESTIONNAIRE

ST. MARK
ADMINISTRATIVE FORM

Prepared by: Pacific Training & Technical \Assistance Corporation
Pages 6-8 adapted for St. Mark Administrative Staff
: \




d

. e B
PTTA/ lo-71
Evaluation Study
STAFF,QSESTIONNA!RE
NAME OF CENTER: ' _ ,
4
FACTUAL INFORMATION .
(Required by Model Cities)
i
NAME SEX BIRTHDATE
ADDRESS Cclty ZipP
‘PHONE NUMBER ETHNIC ORIGIN
MODEL NE1GHBORHOOD RESIDENT? WHICH NEIGHBORHOOD?
HOW LOyG AT THIS ADDRESS? ~ SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER

MARITAL STATUS: [J Sinagle [J Married [J Divorced [J Separated

el

DEPENDENTS :

EDUCATION:

b

LANGUAGES :

What languages do you speakK?

[J widowed

"~ HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE: [J Head of household, {] Living with spouse

[J Living with parents, F] Living alone

L] self- [] Spouse [J Chitdren [J Parernts [] Other ,
Total number of dependents .

Number of years of schooling completed(please circle):

, ' 2345678910 1171213141516
Degrees
Number of child developmenf lor related) units: ~
Special training programs completed?
(] yes [J No 1If yes, please describe:

Are you currently enrolled in any school or training program?
(] Yes [] No If yes, please describe:
E 2 :

What languages do you write?
What languaqges do you read?

(indicate G-good, F-fair, or P-poor after each)

R e A




Staff Quésflonnalre

' PTTA/ 10-71
EMPLOYMENT :
Best pre¥lous job N .
Dates Salary
Last previous job -
pates Salary ;

Current job title ;

Current- job status: [J Temporary [J Permanent

]

How long have you been employed in this program?- '

F

How long have you been employed in this posifion?

t

Have any of the following interfered with your employment
opportunities . .

[] Health problems: If handicapped, please specify:

[Jinsufficient education or-training
L] Lack of child care

L] Transportation problems
£] other: Please specify:

{J Have not had difficulties in securing employment

-

What expectations do “you have for :promotion?

TB Test.
3 Have you had a TB test within the last year? [J Yes [J No

s there a written report of the TB test result on file?

] Yes £J No

32 L
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‘ 3 ) . X \ \ Staff Questionnaire
g . . PTTA/ 10-71 oo ~
- WORKING CONDITIONS

HIRING PRACTICES:

1. How did you hear about this Job?

°

2, DId you feel the screening process was a falr one? [J Yes [] No

3. Were you given a clear picture of what your responsibilities would
be? [J Yes []J No )

-

4, Comments: \

SALARY: , - |

. What is your presént sqlary'(rafe_per month)?

2. Do you consider your salary to be [J] Excellent [J Fair (] pPoor

3. Are you paid, or given compensatory time off, for overtime?\

; \
£J paid [J compensatory time off [J neither

\
\

4, Comments: . : N

BENEFITS ;
1. What fringe benefits do you now receive?
' (] Paid sick leave . .
(] Paid vacations. How many weeks per year?
[J Health plan or medical care /
{] Dental care - .
L] Paid training time
(] Free child care for your children
[J other:

2. How would you rate these benefits? [] Excellent [J Fair [J Poor

—— :

3¢ What other benefits, if any, do you feel you should receive?

!

HOURS :

1. How many hours do you work each week? ;

2." Are you satistied With your working hours? [J] Satisfied {J Not sat.
3¢ 1f not satisfied, Mw would you like your hours adjusted?




. i . Statf Quesfionnalre

' PTTA/ 10-71
. SUPERVISION: . L "-.'
Who supervises you?| e

| - ' .
\ , Do you feel that you receive [J enough [] too much [J too little
. supervision? {

L Do you find the supérvislon helpful? ’ . '
\ : L] very helpful L] Somewhat helpfyl L] Not very helpful
| o S :
\ Comments: | Y - -
o — 1
‘ - i . .
STAFF MEETINGS - |

o A
1 ' . ‘
Teefings held? A
2. Do you think this is sufficient? . »
L] ves [J No [] More than needed

,9:* ] ,
3. Do you find the staff meetings helpful?
. L3 very helpful [] somewhat helpful [] Not very helpful

|
1. How often are s+aff

N .
b, cComments: J

L

3

|

! .
! B 4 . . _— A

1 v .

'

|

|

[

i

| -~ "
| . - -
k «

|

i

STAFF RELATIONS:

|

1. In general,

how would%you,say that staff members get along with each -
other? 5 .

[] very well []. freffy welll ) .

2, If there are 6

Not so well
. lfficulffes, what would you suggésf to impro&e
the situation? - l coo

¥

rd

TRAINING: -
1. Did you receive any pre-service training?
L] Yes [] «No “If yes, what did it consist of?

-

Did Eou find it helpful?

Very helpful [] sSomewhat helpful [J. Not so helpful
oo -

2,

Are you now, receiving any on-

the=job training? -
L] Yes [J] No

If yes, what does it consist of?
: o / “ L ‘l “‘
How would you rate it? ‘e . ]
L[] Very good [J Pretty good [J Not so good .

/ - | X 25;8 _»
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-

L - : | Sfaff Quesflonna!re"
. | PTTAZI0-70 .

”
~ .
. . i
-

.. 3. Are ou now olng to college? | - .
&
L [%

Yes tf yes, does the,Center pay you for the

time you are in hool?

Does it pay your tultion? n Books? e
[J ves -[] No £] Yes [J No .
Have you any suggestions for improving the Trainang program? '

» PR
L]

ADMINISTRATION:

»

l. Do you think fhe.brograh‘genefally runs smoo}hly? [J vyes [J No
2. Are decusuons about the program made efficiently? [] Yes [] No
7 ‘ <

3. Are admlnlsfrafive policies and procedures spelled out .clearly
so fhaf you know what is expected of you? - [ Yes [J No

. 4. Do vou feel fhaf the Administration is responsive to your sug-
© gestions and recommendaf1ons7 ‘ - (] Yes [J No

5. Does sfaff have emough too much, or too little to say about
the program’ p\ CJ Enough [] Too much (] Too tittle

6. Are ‘thes chanqes you would fike to see in the administrative
procedur ‘ ‘ _ e

i

What? - -

s : h

GENERAL COMMENTS :

‘1, What do you like Best about your job? . :

’

e

' Z,Whgf do you,lllg leg?tvabouf Your job?
\ 13 >

-~

3oWhaf improvements would you like to see in your working conditions?

v




1:

2,

. ' Staff Questionnaire: . -
. ' ?'m/‘ 12/71 - .

& ..f’ ,_ . il - ' (
ACTIVITIES JET S
= h EEEON
Please describe your general re§p0n51bilit1es and the nature of the work you
Jperform:

S

. .
.

Can you estimate the proportlon of your tlme spent on each of these act1v1t1es
in the course of one week: o =

" PROPORTION OF TINE

iesﬁimated)

R { - ACTIVITY

Meeting or talking with user\parents . ) ' S

Meeting or “talking with provider parents

Shopping

.
. - i

Travelinz within the communhity . ' .

2

Telephoniﬁé and “paper work e ' : .

~ In staff meetincs

. . . .
- 2 - —p

[

Meetinz with supervisor s R .

"Qutside” meetings - S .

Preparing materials = - : .

Other: What?

30

Q

[3

Are there chanzos that‘you would like to make in the way you spend your time?

If yes, what?

~ »

=




§ .

e

,waf.ﬂf-~"”””ﬂﬁ/ﬂ”’ " Staff Questionnaire
T PITA/ 12-71 .

PROGRAM

1, What do you think a good child care program should provide? (Please put a star
by the three items you consider to be most important)

2. What do you think parents need from a Ehild care program?

Is the St. Mark program meeting the parents! needs? T

( ) Yes, very well
( ) Yes, to some extent - .

( ) No . ' k

If the program is not meeting the ﬁarent‘s nééds,'uhat could be done to /
better meet these needs? i

\

Ton

‘Do you think the program expects too much or too little of parents?
( ) Too much
( ) Too little
( ) Just about enough

‘s’
-

To what extent do you think parents are involved in making cecisions about
the program?

- () A little -
( ) Aot
( ) Not at all ' .
Corments: -
: N ]

e

3. What do you see as the primery need of childrén in the child care program?

Do you think the pro-ram is meeting the children's needs?
( ) Yes, very well
( ) Yes, to some‘extent
( ) No, not really

If the program is not fully meeting the children'sﬁq&sds, what could be done
to improve the situation?

261




gtaﬂ‘ Questiorﬁ;aire
PYTA/ 12-71

L, What kinds of child care do you think the community needs most?

T

/
/

( ) Yes, very well
( ) Yes, to some extent .-

() No
5.. What have you gained since you havr been working with -the program?

]

Do you think the St. Fark program 1s meeting the community's needs?
/,

I

/,

!

|

4
!

6. What do you like best about the /program?

[

What do you see as the major problems at this time?

7. i |
—

i

— —
\ :

1

|
],

8. What chan?es;and/or improvement$ would you recommend?

/
. i

9. Any other .corments? \




~ STAFF
QUESTIONNAIRE

ST. MARK
PROVIDER FORM

Prepared by: Pacific Training & Technical Assistance Corporation
For distribution to Si. Mark Providers

Prepared in English & Spanish
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Evaluation Study .
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROVIDZRS P

.

Program: St. Mark Community Day Care Project

FACTUAL INFCRMATICN "
Name of provider: s :
Address: = - San Jose, California °

Lenrth of residence at this address: =~ 7, ) . 4

Neighborhood: Phone: ) ,

Age: Ethnic oriein:

lanzuazes spoken: @

.- Education (circle number of years completed): 6 ?? 8 9 10 1112 13 1 15 16

Previous experience in workinz with children (check all appropriate iters):
Cared for children in their hom°s
Cared for children in your home
Was a licensed day care operator gefore entering pfésent provram
Worked in nursery school or head start
Worked in child care program .
Other ) .-

on of household (check all appropriate items): )
Mother ) N
Father . s
Provider's own children --3 Ages: i S
Othcr children living in home --+ Ages: . »
Other adults 1iving in home . - : o

a
" Licensed? If yes, when? For how many?_

it

(n FNITN NN N~

* Compositi

N Nt ot et St H o s

Any problems encountered or anticipated in securine a license?

~

k)

CHILDREL STjVED . “ ;
;1 Name ! Aze Days ~ | Hours .
- 14
i -
I 2
Could additional childrén be served?.. How many? .
what aze children would be accepted?: i

Durin~ what hours can children be served?




PITA/ 1-72
St. Mark Day Care Project

Name of provider:

WORKING CONDITIONS ' /
How did you hear about this job?

When you were hired, were you given a clear picture of your responsibilities?
( ) Yes, very - ° .
( ) Yes, to some extent
( ) No

How much did you earn as a day care mother or sitter-last week?

Do you consider your wages to be
( ) Excellent
( ) Fair
( ) Poor

How many hours did you work as a day care mother or sitter last week?

Are you satisfied with your working hours?
( ) Yes
( ) No

Who supervises your work?

Do you feel that you receive . .
( ) Enough supervision
( ) Too much supervision
( ) Too 1little supervision

Is the supsrvision you receive
( ) Very helpful
( ) Somewhat helpful - ' v
( ) Not very helpful - .

Did you receive any special training provided by St, Mark?

oF

If yes, did you find it
( ) Very helpful
( ) Somewhat helpful
( ) Not very helpful -

. " In what vay could the St. Mark staff be more helpful to you?

. 4

e %

What do you like. best about your job?

What do you like least about your job?

What improvements would you like to see in your working conditions?

3 ‘ ,
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Sp. Mark Day'Ca}e Project

‘ |
PROGRAM _ ‘ ‘

What do you think a good day care prozram should provide?

What are jour goals in workinz with the children?

What behaviors do you encourage?

What behaviors do you discourage?

I'd

When and how do you cormunicate with parents about a child's progress?

Fi4

GENERAL
What problems have you had in working as a day care mother or sitter?

What have you gained from participating in 'this program?

Any other corments?




PTTA [1-72
St. Mark Day Care Project

. Nomﬁre de Proveedor: -

CONDICIONES De TRABAJO

¢ Como se dio cuenta de este trabajo?

4 Cuando y donde fue empleado, le esplicaron claramente sus responsabilidades ?
' ( ) Si, muy bien -
( ) Si, hasta cierto punto
( ) No

4 Cuanto gano como madre de cuidado diario o sitter la semana pasada?_-

.¢ Considera sus igresos ser?
. () Exelentes
( ) Medianos
( ) Poco

" ¢ Cuantas horas trabajo como madre de cuidado diario o‘sitter la semana pasada?

¢ Esta satisfecha con sus horas de trabajo? .
() Si :
( ) No

¢ Quien supervisa su trabajo ? -

]

Siente que recibe .
( ) Suficiente supervision
"( ) Demasiada Supervision
( ) Poca supervision ~ o

La supervision que recibe es
( ) Muy util
“( ) Algo util
( ) No muy util

29

¢ Recibio vntrenamiento especial proveido por San Marcos?

Si? Lo encontro
( ) Muy util .
( ) Algo util : .
( ) No muy util




1

"PTTA /1-72
St. Mark Day Care Project

éEn que manera puede ser la direccion de San Marcos mas util por Ud. ?

d' Que es lo que le gusta mas de su trai)ajo ?

éQue es lo que menos le gusta de su trabajo ?

é.Que mejoramientos quisira ver en sus condiciones de trabajo?

¥

PROGRAMA , T

¢ Que debe proveer un buen programa de cuidado diariod ";

* -
. 3
¢ Que son sus metas al trabajor con ninos? >

~

268
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L. e
. PTTA/1-72

St. ‘&Vlark Day Care Project
i

3

¢ Que comportamientos anima?

&

-

¢ Que comportamientos desamima? " -

I

EN GENERAL

- -

¢ Que problemas a tenido al trabajar como madre de cuidado diario o sitter?
As

Y d Que a ganado al participar en este programa? . L.
.

@ : ,

¢ Otros comentos ?

®
o
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CHECKLIST¥OR’

PROGRAM OBSERVATION

CENTERS

Developed by: Pacific Training-& Technical
Assistance Corporation




Ch//ck‘list for Program Observation

* SAFETY =

CENTER

- DATE

Staff:Pupil Ratio Count (to be done for discreet areas-:-ie, & single
room, the yard, a group going for a walk, ete.--at periodic inter\!als)

TIME LOCATION AGE GROUP |# CHIIDREN |# Apurrs] COMMENTS re adequacy, .
. . of supervision
PROGRAM SEQUENCE \ .
K ale w K
TIME NATURE OF ACTIVITY PARTICIPANTS g |4 E, %Tfl & g K
s [+ 0 o o e
From To (and for whom) (% % age) ol B g §g D8 LRI -
' . ’ H nijor] o Ja| > J‘)
7 0%' g n“,' 'F g S. -
. [+ Il BN < 0.} o
et @ .
. 34 %
s * a
+ -
) ’ .
h .. » R
3 '. \ — 2
- 3 ’ -
. A ‘ £ ;I ‘
R & °
v » 5 . N,
- ) 4
« ; - ‘ ’
S .
» » 4 /J
v) ,m'.../ - i l_‘,%,
¢ 'Y ’ . ;
T 2 B Ty




CHECKLIST FCR PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS - CENTER |

| DATE R
-l- | \ ( g
: fv .
ARRIVAL PROCEDURE ] " ’
Do the parents sign in? ' .
() Yes . X . '

()No

Where are the staff membersas parents and children arrive? Show numbers in ( ),
( ) Near the door or sign-in sheet
( ) Busy setting .up equipment
( ) Preoccuppied elsewhere - : . :
( ) Other: What? -

Bl

Do the parents deliver the children directly to a staff member? . -
\ ( Yeso Who?
\ ()N -
(

) Scme do, some don't

Doet a staff member greet each child?
() Yes, warmly" .
( ) Yes, indifferently
(") Yes, negatively
\ ( ) Varies with child and staff member
\ ( ) No, children are not greeted -

\Is there any interchange between parents and staff? Shaw approx. #'s in ( ).
v~ () Yes, friendly greetings . :
( ) Yes, information about the child is exchanged
( ) Yes, staff member points out parent re5pon51b111tn.es (to pick up
i child punctually, bring extra clothés, etc. )
( ) Yes, parent gives mstructions
( )No , , /

o

What is the general reaction to arrival:on the part of the children?
( ) Many, ( ) Some,_ ( ) None --Happy, exeited, eager \
. () Many, () Some, ( ) Noné --Business-like, Hat home"
( ) Many, () Some, ( ) None -Hes:LtAte, cry, cling to.pgrent

If t\.he child cries or clings, does the staff membor ) v . J
( ) leave it to the parent o handle K
) Help child through the Teparation (verbalizes feelmgs holds child)

(
( ) Distract child with toy or activity s
( ) Ignore child's distress, . RN

.Is the process gener;lly - D

(. ) Smooth - .- T
( )D?:grderly NS !

Other observationss: ‘y

- ) ( y o B




/ - S

A o LT e | .CENTER
* CHECKLIST FCGR PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS .,
. - o . : 1 DATE
. A a i i
PROGRAM CONTENT . c -
General ' - v ;
1. Is there a posted schedule for teachers and aides? .
‘ -~

) 2. Is staf{ aware of the program schedule?
3. Are children'a'ware of the_program schedule?
4. Do children have ;.ny chiance to be "private"?

5. Do children ‘have opportunities to choose from a variety
of activities? d

6. Do 'ghe activities seem appropriate to the. ch11dren s ages?
7. Is curlosity encouraged? s

Comment on richness vs. barremness: .

A N -
-

. .
B
£ ) - - -
P - s
.
. v
. . . . -

Comment on rigidity vs, flexibility:.. .

L “ M " Z R .
4 . ) y ,
Language
8. Are structured larguage activities observed?
Desgribe: R
- -

- -

- L rs

* 9. Are activitiesjbbserved that develop ‘listening 'skills
10. Fs.there € story period? = : .
. 4

‘1. “Is the story period well done? \
12, Are books used effectively by the children?

-

33. Do adults engage in real conversation w1th the chlldren? "~

-

Art and Music N ‘
* 4. Are art act1vit1es a part of the daily program?- '

- 15. Is amy used "expressively"? l .

16. Is there a-_?usic listenifig time?
B ‘1?; . \i?s therg‘ a time for active involvement with music?

» Deosecribe;

A | 2/3

1
2 .

3 l.xl,.

I /
) /.

~ -
7

]
asassznas s I




) ' . i - " CENTER

CHECKLIST F(R PR%W OBSERVATION DATE

-3- e .

’
;oo

PROGRAM CONTENT (Cont'd)

Science Yes No
18 Is the care of animals a part of the program? 181
19, Are collect1ons (leaves, rocks) developed and displayed? 19
Physical Activities . :
20, Is there a balance between In and Out times?- 20
/ , .
21, Are there active outdoor games of low _arganization (for 6-9)17 211 .
22. Are there higher organization games for 9-12 year olds? - ‘122
PhySical Care -
23. Is there evidence of health "awareness? ' 23
24, Did yow see any children who were ébperently 1117 |24 |
. . : K e
3 Comments: ) ’ )
i gt
25, 1 Were‘childrqn proVided dry c&othes hs needed? U 25
26, Were aprons‘proxzded«in«ccnnectioﬁ With’art*actEQEti”?? |26 ,
T R AL ) S
27." Do ch11dren wash hands after using the bathroom? P /2
=TT 08, Do children wash hands before eating?” o ]" |28
Meal Time§ ; )
‘( 29, Are- the children served in small groups? 29|
30, Doss an adult sit at each table wlth the chlldren? 30 * ’
e e & 7 ENT RS A ¥ R A ioad 13 L N AR e

31. I$ conver sation ‘encouraged?
. . - ﬁ .
32. Are manners taught? . ) y

. 33. ‘Do ch11dren take part in food preparation?
table setting?
- . serving?
. . clean up?
3%, Is the food attractive?

35. Do the children seem to like.the food? | .

e

32

33

35

* 36, Is the food nutritious?
< What was served?

36

>y

37. Is the food culturally appropriate?

38

Is the food,ample? ) - _ f 2:/4

Do the childron.decide when they've had enouzh? -~ b e

2
7

k]
> )




! 1
' . -CHECKLIST FOR FROGRAM OBSERVATIONS.

b oy~ DATE

l
|

PROGRAM CONTENT (Cont'a)

CENTER

Describe some exemplary program components (note any special provisions for bi=lingual .

children): |
i , , ,

i
f
Identify program problem aréas and/or omissions:
, | i

!

i

Equipment - is there adequate, appropriate equipment in each of the following areas?

Rating, - / Comments

Good |Fair |Pcor

-

Iaﬁguaga
Art

Musie

Messing -

Make beikeve

Conceptual

___Small muscle e

large muscls ‘ )

Is the equipment durable? }

Is t@e-equipment s;fe (and in good repair)?
Is 4t appropriately accessible to the children?
Is the equipment attractively displayed?

Are there ethnically reievant to&s and materials?

Describe or corment:

s

() res
() Yes
() Yes
() Yes
() Yes

Discuss any‘imp?ct which the facility's limitations and/or éssets has on the

program effectiveness

3
L d
K]

-

Y]
09
-
i

() No
( )No
() No
() Neo
() No




OBSERVATION OF TyE CHILIREN

Rate the level of the childrent
Rate ‘the "contentment! level:

Rate'the children's self-reliance level:

Rate the activity level of th

e chialdren;
Apathetic

(-

OBSERVATION oF CHILD-CHTID INTERACTI%

Do children interact free
() Yes

\
S absorption: I@w —

e S TETAEM YR LALIVID T,

-5 . DATE
\\

\\

¢ \

\ .
!
Low
" v
\

—« High
. h LOWI\\\g

—s High

—e High

Hyperactive

1y with each osther?

Y , '

«{ ) No
I the Interaction primapily
Verba)
Physical

/ (
/

%

Neutral

Com;nents on the children:




; |
CHECKLIST FOR PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS: CENIER |

6~ ‘ DATE
OBSERVATION OF THE ADULTS
Rate the level of adult behaviar in terms of: -
Child-centeredness . Low ¢ - . —e High
Adult-centeredness LoW eae - i - High
Object-centeredness Low o - -« High
Staff morale/ happiness Low o, . » High
Involvement (being "tuned in") lows . e High

Comments:

OBSERVATION OF ADULT-CHILD INTERACTIONS

For teacher-initiated contacts, 1nd1cate the proportion (or rank the frequency)
of contacfs that are essentially:
Intrusive

Supportive, posltive
Routine

Disciplinary, negative
Mechanical

-

Frequency of contacts: ( ) Few ( ) Some ( ) Many
Far child-initiated contacts, ﬁndicata~the~proportion of responses that are:
Supportive, positive
Routine
Disciplinary, negatlve
Mechanical .
Child is ignored o

L X e Vo W N

Frequency of contacts: ( ) Few () Some : \44_) Many

Are most of the contacts observed appropriate? .
() Yes . )
()NO B )

Aré most of the observed interactions
( ) Physical .
() Verbal" 4

4

] Is therg any prositive physical interaction between chlld and staff?

( ) None
( ) Some “

G~

( ) A lot

Do children talk freely to adults?
() Yes -
() Yo

Are children encouraged to verbalize requests, feelinps, ete, ?
( ) Yes, somewhat
( ) YGU, a lot

( ).No vy
RN ol - 27 . ..




~

-

CHECKLIST FOR PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS BN

7= DATE

'
s
i

OSSERVATION OF ADULT-CHILD INTERACTIONS (Cont'd)

Do adults respond in the language the child uses?
( ) Yes, occasionally
( ) Yes, frequently
()N

Is personal recognition of individual children provided overtly?
( ) Yes, occasionally
( ) Yes, frequently
()Xo

Do teachers accept children's failures without making them feel guilty or inept?
(.) Yes, occasionally
() Yes, generally
() No

Describe the staffing patiern:

L2

[

Is there evidence of any special aduli~child relationships, or are all adults
interchengable "tsachers'? . -

( ) Yes, special relatinnships are evident - ~
() No 3

If yes, doss this seem to be a function of the program orgahization
(or does it occur in spite of the staffing design)?

¥

Do the children know the teacher's names?
( ) Yes, first names
( ) Yes, last names - .
( ) No, generally not : ,

Describe the prevalent teadhing style (nerturing, impersonal, etc,):
" .

4

Other comments:

213




( )Many, () Some, ( ) None--Run to parent with happy reports of day
( ) ¥any, ( ) Somd, ( )None—-Run to parent with complaints about day
( )Many, ( ).Some, ( ) None--Matter-of-fact dsparture
( ) Many, ( ) Some, () None--Seem reluctant to leave

s . - H

SUMARY" : ’ !

CENTER

CHECKLIST FOR PROGRAM OBSERVATIONS |,

-8~ \ DATE
DEPAUTURE PROCESS
Are ths childran signed cut? X .
()Ie° ’ .

()N

Is there any interchange between staff and parents? Show #'s in ( )
) Yes, friendly grestings .
( ) 7es, infcrmation about child is exchanged
( ) Yes, procedural matters are discussed .

( )¥o
What is the general reaction’on the part of the chlldren?

Comments on.tone:

‘Comments on curriculim: . .

[}

Comments on staff quality: - . ..

+ -

e

What are the major problems you observed?

Ho# would you assess the Cehter's potential?

4
. »
»

Overall, would you say that this Center provides the children with a Mgood experience!?

How would you rate thas Center, on a scale of 1007

~

How would you rank this Center in.comparison with the other three San Jose Centers?

a

-

279
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PROGRAM OBSERVATION

‘DAY ,CARE HOMES

~

CHECKLIST FOR ﬁ}
|
§
3
|
J

Developed by: Pacific Eraining” & Technical
Assistance Corporation

o9 ’

~31-




Date of observalion: . 1

Time:

I.
I1.

ITil.

%
Iv,
2
. v.
' ERiC
i

From to -
ON-SITE CPSEXVATICH FCGiM
lame of provider: . - .
Persons present durin- obéervation period . g’
( ) Provider )

(
(
(

') Other adults: Vho?
)} Provider's children --> Ares
) Children served --» Aces

... S

~
s " L
Desceription of the home:
Roush floor plan and dimensions (check areas which are used for day care):
v &
L3
Condition of the home . : '
o~ * N
- . = - A
Feelineg tone!
- L]
$ ’ °
L4 N t - = &
Jtemizaiion of o-served prozram sequeénce:
[ . ¥ S . 2 o s - noT 0
From { 7o _ Tature of Astivity Corments - Y Hatin~
: == - [y § ~e ey :..Ww P ._/..._ e Bt
t . -
Other activities as reporied by provider (probe for trips, family oulinrs,
and norml family pursoits as woll as stated program sequence)
Y ’. -
. - . *
284 :
!
-39~




,

|

vI, EQUIFEENT

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. ¢For s~hool

RIC

6n-sitg&

C.’!WI;LIST

For infants

T T

Cbscrvation Frig:

{3Ueseag

lejeTxdoxddy
iyinou

o
(]

ielsEag

-L83eg

Lo1a3ss600y

Cr1b

Fecdlnf table

o = v - e e

| Diaper pail

Estauihid B ————

Chan"'l"x 4 taole

RN .

Suffi ici ent clothns

Bathinz set-up

\ Pé&uders, oils,

e )

etc.

- | Thin~s to look at

Thines to handle

Place to be ouvt of crib or

-

) Specify:

seat . ’

For yreschoolers

- g

Open spzce

-Cﬁr-ﬁbin'; apparat?sx

Yiheel tovs (trikes,- warons)

.

FHanipulative toys (ouszzles,

peg boards, .ete. )

Books

-

Art sumlmes (nanor, paints, cravono)

Husic (record plc.ye

P ——

records, instruments)

Blocks

-

Tebln and chairs ihat child

et s 8 et AN | mo— o

can vse unassisted ..
— o~

Sard

water, ete,

JPu—,

for "messy nlay"

Stool LOI' reachinz toilst,

sinl;y, ete.

a~e chlloren

»

r(}pen spaco >

Clirbin~ apparatus

‘3311.,,

Gam:-:,

| Books .

i

£l

[ .
jArt supplies

(25 above plus scissor

s, paste)

"'Iin.,tc

Deu} wn* woz k sno.Cﬁ

282
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"ARRIVAL FROCEDJIE )
. 4
Does the provider rreet each child?
Ren( ) EDZ( Yes, warnly

( ) ( ) Yes, indifferently
() ( ) Yo

Is there any interchan~e between parents and staff?
( ) Yes, fricndly grestines .
() Yes, information-about child is exchanged
( ) Ye.z,
g ; »Yes, parent gives instructions

’\:o .

FROGHAIS COLTELT ‘ .

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

What is the reaclion to arrival on the part of the children (make +" for each chlld)

) Happy, excited, eager
) -Business-like, "at home"
) Hesitztes, cries,

4 .

d cries or clinas, dbdes theéprovider

.

clings to parent

-

?

- On-site Observation Form

N

-

»

-

provider points out parent responsibilities (bring clothes,,etc )

) Leave it to parent to handle .
} Positively help child with separation
) React nesatively (she ames child, iznores distress)

~ -

-~

-

Coments:

1. Is there an obscrvable routinef ~

2. Are children awire of- the routine?. o )
3. Is ithere individualiZﬂtion of treatrent‘(i“ contrast to, herdineg)?
L, Do chiléren havn ownoruunltles to choose anmonz varlcd activilies
5. Do the activities seen anpvoprlatﬂ to the chlﬁdren'f °~euf

6. Is cwiosity encourased?

7. Is there.a story tine? ’
8. “Arc books available for use by the children? .
9. Is thrre a daily avt activity? o ‘
10, Is thers any rmsic (and/or rus:caljequipmcnt)?

11. 1Is there a balance belween In and Cat limes?

Corments on pro-ram content ° ) . )

RIC

<
1

v

E

-

1

Ot w—




' -
.

* On-site Q{>senvation Form

R .

. ‘ Yos |Mo
12, 1Is there evidence of health awareness? T, ) 12.] -
13. Do children wash hands after using the bathroom? ' 13.
14, Do children wash- hando before eatinsm? - 14, -
15, Were childreh 'p“ovir’ed dry olothes as needed?’ ’ . 15,
16, Did you see any children who were apparently i117? l 16,
: Comments re health and hygiene:

17. Is mealtime generally smoothly handled? . - 17,
18., Is mealtime pleasant? “118.
19, Do the childfen take part in Food preparatlon? . 19.
20. Do the children take part in table setting or serving? 20,
21, Do the children take part in cleanup? ) 21,
22, Do the children scem to like the fqod? . ' 22.
23, 1Is the food nutritious? 23.
2l, Ts the food ample? : . ' ' 2R,

25, 1Is the fool culturally appropriate‘? ’ - 25.
What was served? . ,

- ) | ’
- V'(Eome;nts on m=2als | : {
/ -
26. Is there a smodth transition to naptime? , |26, l
27, Does naptime cenerally seem to be a pleasan‘c time? -2.;:”“”““7“
. 28, Are the pliysical erran~cments Meonducive o vo0d resi? 533:
29, Are ndpt&;& appropriale in lensth to the ag es of children? ;2‘*:‘;;___
Comments on naptine '
. p
.




®» ="
* Observation Form

' L. 3 #
ORSERVWYTONS CF THE CHTLDHEM, THE PROVIDER, AND THE INTERACTICNS
30, Rate the children's atsorption level Bored ! 2 ! Absorbed
31. Rate the children's contentment level Bouw | S J High
32, . Is the relationship among the children most frequently
s, -
’ ( ) ilezative . - .
( ). Posilive '
( ) Heutral ,
33, Rate the provider's child-centeredness - , . o,
Non child, centered :_ : - t Child-centered
34, Rank provi'der-ciiiid contacts in terms of the following characteristics:
. (/ ) Intrusive . ' ‘
. ( ) Supportive, positive ‘ :
( ) Foutine ) :
( .). Disciplinary, nezative ’ o
35, Are nmost: o*” the observed 1mr*rac,t10ns , \ ) )
) () Approoriate ~ ¢ ) Physical P 4
S ( ) Tneppropriate ( ) Verbal .
»  36. 1s there any posilive physical intecraction belween child and provider?
( ). ¥one ’ ' '
( ) Scre :
( ) &lot | | . ) e
37, Is there any fun. or playfulness in the int{’éraéti ons observed? _{ )Yes, (o
35, Do the children talk fresly to *the provider? . () Yes, (o ’
. 39. Are the children encouraved to verb'x'llze requests, fee'luvr.), ete,? (O )Yes , (77
Lo, Dors the v‘*ov éer én":’rre in real conversetich with t‘he chnldren? (" Wes, ( ic
41, Dows vrovider handle o children and day karc children the same? (. )Yes, (_ k¢
v %
Cymmeris: 4 - .
v . . -
. )
42, Are chillren diseiplined faiyiy? () Yes (D) ro
b3 For irfants, is thern sufficient interpersonnl dtﬁnt'von?
() 7 Ahe provider ( ) Ey boih c ]
( ) By other children i (9 Py neither &
" %, Fom older ehildeon, is there prolection from jnterfetence By younwer children?
( ) Yen “ a . .
( ) r'o M . ’ 3 4 i
Connnntls: ' . P -
”»




.
‘.

) SURSTURE

. Ls, 18

/

12

7

’

SUMTARY

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

there any interch:in-ro belween staff and pr':ren‘LS? :

46, What is tho reaction of the children lo departure?

-

Yes, friendly | . .

*) Yes, inforrmation aboul child is exchanred

Y6¢, procedural matters are discussed
Fo, rarents come bui thers is no conversation
( ) .io, children co horie on their am

L Y an Vo W
e e N s

Co .

( ) Run to parent with heror reports of da | . .

{ Run to parent with conplaints cacut day . S
( ) latter of fzct departwre Sy

( ) Seem reluclant to leave

.
; . -
N
. !
- - I .

-, On-site Obsarvation Form .

(make v~ for ecach child)

Comments on richness vs, barrennsss : .
i Il » !
o/ Voo
- - R N ’ - 2
o . ‘. . . * - . . 'Y ‘ . . N S
Coments on rigidity vs, flexibility gno degree of restrictiveness obseryed-«
- . « - . . Js ;ﬁ ) .
- - " LR ~a? o ‘ } .
w ;
o ® Y 4 ’ slf’
' ‘ ( RULES W ‘
, » - y //
) Corments oa tone (is this a plesseni place to spend a day??) » './/
4 /5 /
‘Y * o e oo a - - . '-/
T ‘ 7
. - . .
. r e * L3
’ “ °© : . ' 1 '
. y . 2\ ’
What ere the neor problems you observed? .
3 e . ;
] , : ' . . ]
. ) s
‘' ’ A
1' F : ¢ - * 1
7
~ - < -
' 2.
L] . - - . K’l * ' L: ™
i D].SCIIS-“J ary impact vhich the éac:xlmty iteolf has on the program? . ‘.
i A . d ‘e . .. -
. ; P \\. - o . L4
. . . - . / - 3 . 2
Eow would wou assess the. providerls potenlial?
- r . - ' *
/’ <" 5.
/ A * » - N
., * ' ¢
T . . 9.
w . . . " . P ; s
)
~ > 28g . : N
*
s [ e ¢« »
\)‘ s ) ’ » . -37.-




