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FOREWORD

The Employer-Assisted Home Based Child Care Delivery 5ystem

project conducted by Child Care Dallas was supported by the

Administration for Children, Yoith and Families,; Office of Human

Development Services, U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services as part of its Discretionary Funds Program.

The project touched many individials. For gome——corporate

executives and members of the media=—it helped to raise their

awareness of the critical child care issues of our time. For

others——-parents and family day home caregivers—it forged

linkages on behalf of childrei to ensiire that infant and toddler
care was the best it could be. For the project staff it

demonstrated that a high level of commitment and a colerance for

frnstration and ambiguity are as critical to launchingma new
program as are the skills and knowledge required by the job:

There are many to be tnanked for their involvement in the
project. This includes the participating corporations; their
employees, the faculty ef Brookhaven Community Coillege,

KERA-TV, and especially theé caring and sensitive women who
became prOJect caregivers.

in analyzing project data and to Patricia Divine-ﬂawkins,

government project officer, for her encouragement and support.

Finally, the project could not have progressed from concept to

reality Vithout the substantial contributions of project manager

Diana Range, family day home system manager Martha Metarelis,

family day home specialists Sharon Fink, Barbara Harrison and
Bonnie Hart, and the Child Care Dallas executive staff-—-Madeline
Mandell, Executive Director; Sonya Bemporad, Executive Program

Director; and Mike Reeves, Controller.

ProJect Director
February, 1987
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Child Care Dallas is a United Way affiilate; founded in 1901 to serve low and
moderaté income families. In 1960, the agency inaugurated a family day home
system in ths belief that substitute care for babies is best offéred by the
natural, intimate setting of homes. The system was designed to legitimize
and support home-based care as a profession through careful selection of

caregivers, on-going training, regular monitoring, and the constant availa-

pility of staff support. The system has grown from a handful of homes in the
early years to over 50 in operaticn by 1987. Two caregivers in the Child
Care Dzllas family day home system have been providers for over twenty years;
one has providéd care for more than fifteen years; another has been with the
system for ovér ten years; and five have been providing care for more than

five years.
The quality of the home-based experiemce for the children and parents'

expressed preference for this type of care for very v>ung children ied Child

Care Dallas to thé conclusion that this wouid be an appropriate option for

work force.

A érowing Trend

Employer support for child care 1s not new; it dates back to the early
the Kaiser Shipbuiiding Corporation which provided child care in oider to

accommodaté an urgently needed Femaie work Force during World War II. At

S
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This 18 particularly true inm Dallas which 1s second only to Washingtom, D.C:
in the percentage of women in the work force and in which study after study
has documented a critical need for infant and toddler care,® Among employees
contacting Child Care Dallas' corporate resourcé and referral service in the
last two years, over 60% of the requests haveé béén for children under age

three.

household under 35.8

EOrtUnatély; employers are becoming more aware of new child carc initiatives,
including vouchers; flexible spending accounts, and rescurce and Feferral.
Nonetheless; when the idea of creating new child care §paces to meet employee
needs has been comsidered in the corporaté Béctor, family day care has been a

novel notion:

12
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The Employer-Assisted Home-Based Child Care Delivery System was developed as
quality care for their infants and toddlers in family day homes developed
specifically for them: While employer support for child care programs has
increased in recent years, home-based child care as an employer option has

been generally overlooked despite a number of inheréent advantages:

1. the relatively small investment of time and capital
needed to make the service operational;

2. the cost effectiveness of home-based care for infants
and toddlers over comparable center-based care;

3. the flexibility of a home-based system with regard to

sites; hours of service; and capacity;

4. the appropriateness of quality home-based care for
infants and toddlers;

5. working pzrents' preferences for homé caré of very

young cl.ildren.

The objectives of the project were to demonstrate how a homé-based system
could be developed to serve corporate employees; to test its ccst effective-
caregivers, and to organize these experiences into a guide for others to use.

What follows are the results.

[e)]
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Selling the Concept

The role of the corporations in the project was to provide access to a family
day home system for their employees in which homes would be recruited to meet
individual employee needs. Each corporation was, through its participationm,

obtaining child care spaces for its employees that they could not obtain on

their own since there was no other community sourcé of "custom~deéveloped"

family day homes.

Although home-based child care was a new idea for the corporate managers wiiv
decided to participate in the project, they quickly saw the advantages of the
model. For most of them, the pfimary consideration was the minimum
investment of time and capital needed to make the service operational for
their employees, especially compared to the development of an on-site center.
Second; they were attracted by the fact that the program required o
commitment of valuable worksite space. For companies in downtown Dallas, the
cost and availability of épace for child care was a major issue. Even the
one company lczated on a large tract of land in a suburban area would not

consider its own facility.

Another advantage apparent to employers was that, unlike a child care center,
the program capacity could be responsive to actual-—not projecied-~demand.
The employer could request an allocation of spaces in the family day home

system according to the actual numbers of employees needing service.

| S5y
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This number could well vary from yéar to year; yet the company would not be
locked into a fixed cépécity program which might be too small one year and

too large thé next.

The employers also responded favorably to the flexibility of the system with
regard to employees' work schedules. The system could adapt not only to meet
overtime requirements but alsc flextime schedules. Employers also understood
the beaefit of the site flexibility inhérent in thé systém. The employees
could choose care near where they work, near where they live, or along their
cammuting route. Most émpidyééé (?42) chose care near where they live, an

option that would be préciu&é& By an on-site center.

No less significant in attracting employers was the fact that the home=based

systém offered care at a lower cost than compérabié center-based care.

impiéménting the ?rogrém

Once a company expressed interést in the project, management convened a
meeting for all intérested employees and: their spouses. The project staff
presented the program in as much detail as necessary to answer all the
parents' questions——questions which tended to recur across companies (how
were caregivers recruitéd, how was quality care assured; what happened when a
caregiver was unable to providé careé, what happened when a child was 111,

what happened in an emérgency?) A hand-out (Appendix A) was distributed

18



for employees to review. After all their questions were answered, those
exployees who thought they might be interested in theé project were asked to
complete a questionnaire (Appendix B) which, among othér items,; asked if they
would use the service. The results of the questionnaire were reported back
to each company including verbatim comments by the respondénts. The company

then decided how many spaces to request.

Six companies; out of eight in which meetings with employees were held,
participated in the project. The two who did not participaté could not get
top mcnagement approval, despite the recommendation of theé human resources

personnel with whom the project staff had direct contact.

The six companies who participated were:

° an insurance company empidying about 3,000 -~ moétiy fémale clerical

workers and claims processors.

° & major daily newspaper with approximately 1,000 employees: With the
exception of one father, the parents who enrclled in the program were
group. Most of the participants were administrative staff or

émploy2€s of the classified department:
°  an insurance company of about 400 employees:

° an independent oil and gas company, employing 19 people in Dallas:
The participation of this company exploded the myth that only large
employers can or will assist their employees with child care. It

quickly became evident that a small company can be more responsive to

19



child care are made with relative speed when there is immediate
access to the company president.

a major bank, with a work force of about 3,000.

0!

° the corporate headquarters of a large nationwide retailer with about

1,100 employees at the corporate headquarters site.

The corporations were asked to p’uiaii’ci'zé the program thrbu'gh posters; em—
ployee newsletters, informacion in émpioyméﬁt pacicété, and other means of
corporate communication (Appendices C through I). They were asked to agree
to consider on-going support of the program after the project eaded and were
offered the opportunity to subsidizé the cost of care during the project

period.

Results

The program had its greéatést success in terms of employee response and

utilization whére there was an active advocate inside the company to make

employees were reminded of it from timé to time. It had the lzast success in
a company in which the person who had 80u§ht oiit the progrem and had been
instrumental in implementing it within the company changed jobs; and the
respone*bility for the program fell to an individual who was neither inter—
ested in it nor Supportive of it. Several employees who inquired about the
program thrdugh official channels were 'ciiéc’ourégéci :ny the individual from
enr’o’iling; Bu'b'S"equént utilization from that company oédurreci oniy as a result

of word-of-mouth referrals.



Although the presence of an activé advocate was not by itseif sufficient (as

wished to participate but could not get top management sdﬁﬁéff), it was
clearly necessary.
Securing corporate participation was a major challenge. By the end of the
project period, there weré thirty-one companies who had reviewed the program
and had made no decision as to whéthér to participate. Another sixteen had
considered 1t and decided not to participate, and another seventeen had been
contacted and had not responded. Out of the sixteen who decided not to
participate, nine specifically statéd that they were upwiliing to provide
financial support at the end of thé grant period. A summary of these
companies by type is included as Table I.
TABLE 1
TYPES OF EMPLOYERS CONTACTED

Industry Group Number of Employers
Accounting/legal 2
Architecture 1
Banking/finance 9
Brokerage = 1
Data ‘processing 3
Education 2
Government 1
Insurance 9
Lodging/food service 3
Manufacturing 9
Media 2
Medical 2
0il/nas/chemical 10
Retail 2
Transportation 2
Ytilities 6
TOTAL 64

DN
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The Barriers

Expecience in this project indicates that are still many barriers to be over—
dressing employee child care. Many executives simply did not recognize that
child care is a concern for their employees because the need for child care
was gemerally not openly discussed by employees. Even those executives who
acknowledged that chiid care might be a problem for some employees were often
unwiliing to do anything about it--either because there were relatively too

the company to afford tne program. Others expressed concern about equity
("if we do this for employees with young children, those with teenagers will

be upset”) or liability ("if an employee's child is hurt in child care that

we have provided, we could be sued"):

While there are many ways to address specific concerns of employer, concerns
could be resolved only when they were raised as legitimate questions rather
than as barriers to action. There were a number of employers who acknowl-
edged that their concerns could be resolved, yet came to the conclusion: "Our
business is business, not child care—-that's the employees' problem."

priority assigned to the &é&ision—making by some employers who were at least
interested) proved disappointing: St1ll, their responses do not diminish the
value of the model. In fact, a number of employers expressed interest
precisely because it was a unique model. Rather, their reponses demonstrate
that commitment to a child care model follows the commitment to child care.
That 15 the area in which change must occur if this model and other employer-

assisted alternatives are to be a&opte& on a wider cale.

)|
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The design of the Employer-Assisted Home Based Chiid Care Delivery System was
based on :he Child Care Dallas fauniiy day home system that has been opera—
tional for wore than 25 years:

Each home cares for up to four childrem—with a meximum

of two under the age of two. Thé caresiver's own

preschool age children are included in that mumbar.

Fach cluster of 10-12 homes is served by a family day
home specialist responsible for the develop.ent of the
howmes, thé enrollment of the families, the trainirg and

monitoring of the caregivers; and the children's program.
A family day home system manager is accountable for all
aspects of the system to insure that program and finan-

cial goals are met.

The organization chart is shown as Figure 1 and a Ffunctionsl model is showr
as Figure 2.

The homes were developed and managed by Chiid Care Dalias: The caregivers
met stipulated standards of care as well as a variety of contractual require-
ments. The agency enrolled corporate employees; collected child care fees,

paid the caregivers according to rates determinmed by the agency; supplied all

the equipment and macerials necessary for the care, and monitored the homes.

The development and management of any child care program is & highly

framework in which to manage thé functions of a complex, multi-site, multi-

24



FIGURE 1

FAMILY DAY HOME SYSTEM ORPANIZATION CHART
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dimensional service. Its key compcnents were: caréfal screening and
selectionn of caregivers, the development of an industry-specific training
design, and the availability of on-going professional support for caregivers
and familisés. Each component is described briefly below, and in fuller

detail in chapters five, saven, eight and nine.

Caregiver Sélection

are continually involved in decision-making in their provision of care to
children. The care they provide reflects the richness and flavor of their
individual personalities, lifestyles and cultures. Because they each work
with small numbers of éhil&féﬁ; they can be immediately responsive to indi-
vidual children's needs; yet because of their isolation and high degree of

autonomy, the family day home system can neither define nor obsérvé exactly

how they respond.

In recognition of these attributes; the system was designed to provide
gensitive, careful evaluations of an applicant's capacity to provide care.
Every effort was made to insure that the selection process included the

element of Sélf-selection=—that potential caregivers were well aware of the

26



The system created a training program im which both the content and the
process of delivering the training were specific to home-based child care.
The pre-service training involved caregivers immediately as part of the child
care team and the caregiving profession. The most intensive componént was
the individualized in—service training in each day home. Provided by the
family day home specialists, this training was directed toward specific areas
identified by both the specialist and the caregiver herself.

Coliege credit training was offered as well, in a series of sSeminars
specifically developed for the project and via a telecourse aired three times

a week for four weeks.

Support for Caregivers and Families

care arrangements which parents could trust to be available for as long as
they were needed. The work of the system staff was to support each family in

capacity to develop positive relationships with the parents.

The fact that the parent choosing day home care was choosing the person who
would Séfﬁéii} care for her child permitted a level of parental choice and
control that is rarely possible in center-based care. The choice tended to
reflect not only desired caregiving traits but also lifestyle, values; and

culture. At the same time, however, theé parent who was ambivalent about her

. 2



decision to return to work sometimes experienced discomfoxrt in the relation—
ship with the caregiver——a person who had not ornly chosén to stay home but

also who was recognized for her skills in motheéring.

The system was designed to provide a context in which staff could relate to
both parents and caregivers in ways which nurtured thé parent—carégiver
relationship. The design required staff to function in a variety of
settings—-visiting caregivers on a regular basis but at different times of
the day and meeting parents at early hours, or in the evening, or for lunch
at their worksites, or on week-ends. Staff were not only training and sip-
porting caregivers, they were often training and supporting parents in their

new role as child care consumers and as parents.

28
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Caregiver Requirements
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Meeting State and Agéncy Réquirements

The family day home caregivers were independent contractors, contracted by
Child Care Dallas on an exclusive basis. The state regulations under which
Child Care Dallas was licensed as a child-placing agency stipulated that
caregivers could not care for children othér than those placed by the agency
itself. Thus, the project could not contract with providers already caring
for children on their own. While this had been standard operating procedure
for a number of years, it was clearly an obstacle to a new system trying to
establish a pool of day home spaceés to meet a variety of parental needs.
After the project ended, the state of Texas stopped licensing non—adoption
child-placing agencies, permitting Child Care Dallaé to contract with

caregivers who might have their own clientéle.

Each caregiver was required to meet state registration standards (Appendix J)
and a more rigorous set of standards defined by the agency (Appendix K).
Upon meéting these standards, . each project applicant was approved as a
caregiver only after a detailed home study was conducted by the fémiiy day
home specialist (see Appendix L). Thé purpose of this home study was to
provide a thorough evaluation of a caregiver applicant's capacity and
motivation to provide child caré as well as her willingness (and that of her
famiiy members) to accept the entry into their home 1ives of both clients and

agency staff.

30
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The home study process took approximately eighteen hours of staff time spread
over a six to eight week period. It could not be hurried; thus parents who
had an urgent need for immediate child care could not be served. This led to
one of the most frustrating aspects of the project: Often a pareit would
enroll a child with the expressed underctanding that a home would beé
developed to meet the parent's specific child care needs. Thé process of
recruitment and home study would begin; a caregiver would be approved and

made other arrangements for care during the approvai process.

If there were mot other clients awaiting care in the same area, the caregiver
often decided to provide care on her own, outside of the projsct. While this
did not help the project meet its objectives, tbe outcome must be viewed as
positive since the community at large gained a cadre of some fifty new family
day home caregivers who had been screened, approved and trainéd by project

staff.

The immediate availability of child care spaces would be less of a problem in
a maturing system in which openings in existing homes occur by attrition.
care created built-in shortages during the project period. Thése shortages
could be addressed only as the infants in care reached theéir second birthday,

freeing spaces for younger babies.
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pressure to fill each availablz family day home space in order to maximize
the earning potential of the caregiver. 3If her earnings are insufficient,

she may drop out of the system——thus decreasing total system capacity.
Without some ability to compensate caregivers during the period in which

spaces are unfilled, the likelihood of maintaining an inventory of unfilled

child care spaces to meet urgent need is small.

égregiver éompenSatiOh

At the beginning of the project (1983); caregivers earned $8:80 per child per
enrolled day. This was increased to $9.00 per day during the second year of
the project. These costs were coverad by parent fees. Payment for emrolled
days included days on which children were absent; and caregivers received one
week of paid vacation annually. Equipment and suppiies (from washcloths to

toys to adult size rocking chairs) were Ffurnished by Child €are Dallas;
parents provided diapers. The caregivers participated in the USDA Child Care
Food Program. Thus a caregiver whose homc was enrolled o maximum capacity
could earn over $9,300 per year with no out-of-pocket expense, no need to
recruit children on her own; no potential loss of revenue from delinquent

home for Buéiness.
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Although $9,300 camnot be considered generous compensation for the skills and
knowledge required of the caregivers, it was generally viewed by them as
reasonable supplemental income. Their views urdoubtedly refleut both the
value placed on caring for children by our society and, in a number of cases,

the economic trade-offs some women are willing to make in order to be able to

stay at home with their own young children.



Caregiver Recruitment
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During the project period; 5,116 individuals contacted project staff in res-
ponse to various recruitment efforts. This number far exceeded expectaticns,

positive results.

Community-Wide Efforts

The project's initial recruitment efforts began with articles in community

are incluced as Appendices M, N, and 0. These articles were followed up in

certain areas with classified ads in the same papers.

pubtic: It was possible to place ads in editions of this paper serving
specific communities, thereby increasing the efficiency of the advertising.
It appeared that this type of publication is read by individuals who have the

source. As one caregiver declared, "I was reading through the Greensheet
to find a used bicycle, and I saw your ad.” Forty percent of all applicants
and forty-four percent of those selected as caregivers were recruited through

this method.



efforts were conducted in areas in which initial recruitment efforts had nnt
been successful. In reveral instances church groups and PTAs were contacted
about the project-—these efforts yielded only one applicant. A number of
pediatricians were asked to post flyers in their officeés; the response varied
from enthusiastic Bupport to the comment By one &octor, "I ddn;t BéiieVe
children should be cared for outside the home; your program will just

encourage more mothers to go to work."

Corporate Recruitment

The intent to recruit careégivers from within thé participating corporations
was tempered by the nature of the réiétidnéhip with the corporations thém;
selves. Most initially maintained somewhat of an arms-length relationship
with the program; it was viewed &5 an employee service akin to the provision
of a cafeteria or discoiunted bus paééééi-éérvicéé provided by an outside
entity. As BUch, the corpbrétibné; interest in récruiting caregivers from
inside the "corporate family" was limitéd. Two of the companies did comtact
former empioyeés who‘héd not returned from maternity leaves; one caregiver
applicant was recruited by this method. It might “2 expected that repli-
cations of this project initiated S? émpioyers themselves rather than poten—
tial service provideérs could result in more corporate involvement in

recruitment;

Ten applicants did comé from thée corporations; this included one empioyee who

applied to bécomé a carégiver, one applicant <~ho was a member of an




employee's family, and eight applicants who ha. been referred to the project

by employees. Two were selected to bécomé caregivers.

Tables II and III shows results of various recruitment methods for 3,384
applicants who lived in the areas in which care was needed and for all those
whe were selected: The remaining 1,732 applicants who lived in areas in
which there were no requests for caré weré screened out immediately upon

contacting the project.

TABLE II

RECRUITMENT METHODS FOR CAREGTVER APPLICANTS

METHOD PERCENT NUMBER
Newspaper article 52.6 1780
Greensheet Advertisement 40.5 1371
Newspaper Advertisement 3.9 132
Friend ‘ .8 27
Corporat1on B .3 10
Physician's O0ffice .l 4
Radio .0 1
PTA. .0 1
Not specified 1.6 58

TABLE III
RECRUITMENT METHOLS FOR CAREGIVERS SELECTED

METHOD PERCENT NUMBER
Greensheet Advertisement 44,1 15
Newspaper article 32.4 11
Newspaper Advertisement 11.8 4
Friend 5.9 2
Cerporation 5.9 2
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A total of thirty four caregivers were selected for the project. They lived

within a fifty-mile radius of downtown Ddllas in every direction, and

resided in nineteen zip codes. An additional sixty caregivers were studied

in dépth and wére counseled out during that process.

Initial Screening

Each applicant who contacted the projéct was screenmed by telephone to ascer-

tain her interest and her ébiiity to meet certain basic criteria. Those

individuals who lived in aréas in which there were no requests nor little

likelihood of future requests for caré were screemed out immédiatéiy. The

others were asked:

do you live in a house or an apartmenté
if a house, is the yard fenced?

if, an apartment, is it on the first floor? Are there two
entrances?

do you have a telephone?

héw,jé ?ouzfrééidéncé heated? If By space heaters, are they hot
to the touch?

how many children of your own do you have? What are their ages?
do you currently care for children?

can you dééigh&té an individual who would provi&e child care for
you a8 an alternate?

<ol



further consideration: Ninety percent screened themselves out either because
they found the Project's requirements to be too Stringént, or théy felt they

could earn more income providing care on their own.

The Home Study

Applicants who met the initial s;reening criteria and expressed sgerious
interest in the project were studied to evaluate théir capacity to provide
child care. The home study was designed to identify attitudes and competen—
cles comsidered critical to success as a family day home caregiver. The
atudy inciuded observation~ of the home as a child caré setting as well as
detailed interviews with the caregiver applicant. Matérials used in the

study are included as Appendices K and L.

As noted in Chapter 5, the home study was a lengthy process. Some applicants
dropped out during the course of their studies, some were counseled out. The
amount of appiicznt attrition, whether voluntary or involuntary, whether
initially or later in the selection process, undérscored the on-going need to
generate a large volume of applicants to find those special individuais who
eventually would be selected...in this case only oné out of every hundred and

fifty inquiries.



Caregiver Characteristics

The caregivers represented a diverse group, ranging from mothers at home with
theéir own young children to grandmothers. Table IV shows the characteristics

of the group.

TABLE IV
CAREGIVER CHARACTERISTICS

DESCRIPTOR PERCENT NUMBER
Marital Status N )
Single_ £.9 2
Married 91.2 31
Separated 2.9 1
Divorced 0 0
Widowed 0 0
Ethnic Group o .
White | 82.4 28
Black 11.8 4
Hispanic 2.9 1
Asian 2.9 1
American Indian 0 0
Family Income o ,
Under 10,000 2.9 1
10,001-20,000 38.2 13
20,001-30,000 32.4 11
30,001-40,000 17.6 6
40,001-50,000 2.9 1
50,001-60,000 2.9 1
60,001-Over 0 0
Type of previous child care experiences o y
Informal babysitting 67.6 23
Paid child care worker 29.4 10
None 2.9 1
Motivation for providing care o ,
Could work at home 67.6 23
Enjoy children 11.8 4
Wanted playmates for own children 8.8 3
Needed the money 11:8 4
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The pro’ject featured a multi-dimensional épproéch to the tréining of the

caregivers. These dimensions included:

=—- pre-service group training

~- pre-service individual training

—= 1n~-service individual training

-~ in-service group training

— on-campus college credit course at a local community coillege

—- college credit course delivered at home via television

they brought to the job. Twelve hours of group and individual training were

provided before any referrals of children were made: The group tralning

session included the following areas:

— orientation to Child Care Dallas and the project
-- the role of a family day home provider

- giiiciancé for young children

-- nutrition and the young child

-- family day care as a small business

-- the parent/provider relationship

—— developmental needs of infants and toddlers

-~ observation in a Child Care Dallas family day home,
followed by a group discussion

required forms, whom to contact in various circumstances, how to ease the
entry of the client family into the home.
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Informal and Formal Training

In-service individué.i training was directed toward identified areas of need,
using both the Day Home Assessment Profile (Appendix K) and each caregiver's
own subjective assessment of areas for further training. This approach
provided training in responsé to Spécific objectives ratlier than broad,

overall goals. By bringing the training to thé point of service delivery;

integration of the i:r’aining content with déy:t'o;i:iay éarégivér/cﬁild inter-

actions. The training in the home strésséd informal interactions between

trainer and trainee as the primary means of building knowledge and skills.

The 30 hours of college instruction prdviﬁé'& in year one of the project
offered a more traditional approach to training as well as the opportunity to
receive coiiege credit. Thas tréining, &évéio’p’é& by irodiciiavén ébinniui:iit}*
and 10 hours of directed observation and pérticip'éti'o'ti in fémiiy ciay ilomes

other than the caregivér'é own. (See Appéndix P for the course gui&e.)

Televised Training

During the seécond year of the ;irbjéct; ’c”oiiégé credit training was provi&ed
to the caregivers via a televised course aired three times a week over a

four week period. The telecourseé featured a series of eigilt vi&eotapes which

N
Yoy
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had been developed by Brookhaven College under a grant from the Texas Educa—

tion Agency and a study guide specifically prepared for projéct caregivers.
Each caregiver received three hours of college crédit upon completion of the

course.

The original intent was to present this course over cable television. At
about the same time the project was getting underway, a new cablé television
franchise had been awarded for the City of Dallas, and there was much
interest in community access programming. However, the cable company had
some difficulty meeting its schedules and much difficulty in satisfying its
customers. As the course was being developed, project staff learned that

with the cable service once they had subscribed to it. KERA-TV, the

non-project caregivers in the community (and some parents) who viewed the
series and waated more information. The series stimulated sufficient

interest among caregivers in the community that the college intends to
are available as new caregivers join the family day home system or for

presentation elsewhere.

Vo
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Effects of Training

Since the mode of formal training offered to caregivers was a function of the
time period during which they joined the project (i.e. some caregivers
entered after the college course in Year I had been completed), the project

staff looked at the effects of different training modes on caregivers. They
training. There was, however, some indication that the more variety of

training that a caregiver participated in, the better her performance as

measured by the Day Home Assessment Profile.
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Enrollment Process

Initial enrollment of families began with the group meetings at each corpo-
ration described in chapter 3. Those attending included somé spcuses of
employees, employees who were at home on maternity leaveé and came in for the
meetings (some with their babies), and employees who did not yet have
children but who were interested ir hearing about the program. The méetings
held during work hours were generally better attended than meetings held on

the employees' lunch hours or after hours.

Employees who indicated interest in the program as a result of these meetings
were subsequently contacted by the project staff to arrange indiviaual intake
interviews. As the project moved past the start-up phase, enrollment of
staff: Forty percent of these contacts were referrals from the project
liaison within the company, sixty percent were word-of-mouth referrals from
other employees.

others were held at the employee's home. The intake process began with a

el K . , , o .

detailed interview in which the employee's needs and expectations for care

were explored. Once the program had been fully explained and the family's
need defined, the process of matching the family with a caregiver began. A



FIGURE 3

o ENROLLMENT
S nions PROCESS
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Referral frm
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Enrollment Results

One hundred and fifty three employeés enrolléd in the program; forty eight
actually placed their children. Fifty two children were served. As
indicated earlier, the project could not easily serve families with an urgent
need for care. Sixty percent of those who did not use the service could not
btecause of their immediate need. Furthér, twenty seven percemt of the
enroliments occurred for children who had not yet béen born. Of these, half
did not use the service——either becauseé thé family was able to make a child
care arrangement on its own by the time the child was born, or the mother

family day home to serve the family was well undérway at the time the family

A number of parents enrolled in the program with the inténtion of using it
only if they were unable to find care on their own, or if thére was a break-
down of their current arrangements. They viewed the availability of this
back-up potential as a positive service provided by their employers. How-
ever, it was less positive from the point of view of the project staff since
some of these families did not make theéir inténtions knmown until after they
had been féféfiéé to homes that had been developed in response to thei=

with caregivers unfolded, expressed expectations for care that were unreal-

istic or unacceptable to the project. One family wishéd to specify exactly

o



the agé; sex, and ethnic composition of cther children in care in the pro-

within véry.narrowiy defined geographic 1imits.

Parer.t Ambivalence

For some families, resistance to the choices that wer: offered seemed to
when this was the first child) rather than the specific expectations for
care. For instance; the staff would refer a parent to one or nore caregivers,
‘some cases, a prolonged period elapsed before the visit was made. In other
cases, the parent visitel and responded enthusiastically to the caregiver but

did not choose to place hex chiid.

This apparent ambivalence became an issue for exploratiun. Staff found that
it was necessary to build a closer working relationship with the parents in
order to provide the ééﬁféii in which the ambivalence could be resolved. Faor
example, rather than simply referring families to one or moreé caragivers, the
staff began to go with parents to visit the homes in order to identify the
issues which were impacting their decisioms. Project staff began to make
weekly contact with all parents who were enrolled but mnot yet using
care—whether they had selected a home but were still on matcrnity leave, of

their babies were born:



These efforts; while perceived by staff as heipfui, résilted in dniy a minor

were not effective in dealing with the conflict underlying some mothers'

decisions to return to work.

What Was Learned

Ia retrospect, the following factors seemed to play a part in the overall

utilization of the service:

1. Most of the families who enrolled were middle class families who had
acceéss to a variety of resources or,; at least, knew how to begin to
develop their own resources. From their point of view, this program was

one of several child care options they could consider, not the oniy

2. Anecdotal evidence suggests that those parents who appeared to be most
conflicted about the decision to return to work may have found day home
care égﬁéaaﬁy difficult to use. Having chosen to rétum to waric théy
daily interface with caregivers who had not only chosen mothering as a
career, but who also demonstrated considerable skili and comfort in that

role.

3. The relationship of the chiid care professional cast in a new role of

care consumer often proved demanding for both. Project staff found

themselves treated subtly; sometimes overtly as vendors with little
recognition by the parents for their professional expertise. They
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care services equalled their regard for the delivery of the maii.

Parents who already had their children in care tended to stay with that
arrangement even if they expected it to end momentarily or at some later
date. Despite the impact an abrupt change of caregiver might have on
their children, the parents opted for the current child care for s long
as it would last;, rather than considéring a planned transition into care

offéréd by the project.

Child care available from a caregiver personally known by the parent or

referred by someone known by the parent was usually preferred over care
Although parents# articulated theé desire for quality child care and were

very specific about the traits they hoped to find in the "ideal” cape<

rathér than thc capability or stability of the caregiver.

The experience of the project starff in enrolling familias leéads to tkese con=~

clusions:

As with auy other consumer service or product, it is necessary to gene-
rate a large volume of proSpectd in order to make a sale. Not every
person who considers using a service will actually use it. While this
was puzzling to the project staff since there is a shortage of quality
child care for infants and toddlers, it appears to be an immutable law

of the marketplace.

Future replications of the project should include Some parent training
on the use of the program. Choosing child care was indeed a mew experi-

ence for most of the participants in the project, and they needed a
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more concrete way for them to test their expectations against reality.
Perhaps a videotape of an actual family day care home in operation as
well as videotaped vignettes of one or more careégivers to whom the
family might bé referred would have been helpful.

-~  As new family day home systems emerge, they must be able to imcorporate
existing family day homes as well as newly developed homes. If not, a
éignificant résource is lost.
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EMPLOYEES' ENROLLMENT DECISIONS

PERCENT  NUMBER
Placed in Child Care Dallas program 31.4 48
Found cioser pr1vate arrangement 18.3 28
Decided to remain with current care 16.3 25
Unable to contact. : 12:4 19
On waiting list at end of project 11:8 18
Mother stayed home = _ 4:3 7
Family member cared for child 1.9 3
Referred to Headstart or other o ]
~ Subsidized program 1.9 3
Moved 1.3 2 L
TABLE VI
ENROLLMENT ANALYSIS
MEAN MINIMUM MAX IMUM
Number of homes offered 1.25 0 8
Number of days between
enrollment and development o ] .
of day home 36.67 0 310

Number of days between

enroliment and employee's
decision to place child or o L

Eﬁobéé 6ther care 66.08 0 255
TABLE VII
PARENT/CHILB INFORMAR ION
‘MEAN MINIMUM | MAXIMUM
Mother's Age 27.2 yrs 20 38
Father's Age ) 28.7 yrs - 20 43
Age of child at enrollment (months) 1.6 1 3
Age of child at entry (months) 7.9 0 60 *
Age of child at drop (months) 15.8 2 72
Months in care 4.9 0 16
Time on waiting 1ist (months) 2.6 0 13
Hours in day home per day 10.4 hrs. 5 12
* Sibling of infant in care; attended
publiec k1ndergarten part day

a




TABLE VIII
DESCRIPTION OF EMPLOYEES WHO PLACED CHILDREN IN CARE

DESCRIPTOR PERCENT NUMBER
Marital Status o B}
Single 2.1 1
Married 87.5 42
Separated 8.3 4
Not specified - 2.1 1
Occupational Category L .
Officials_and managers 6.3 3
Professionals 47.9 23
Technicians 6.3 3
Salesworkels 2.1 1
0ffice and clerical 25.0 12
Undefined 12.5 6
Family Income - )
under -$10,000 2.1 1
10,001 ~ 20,000 14.6 7
20,601 - 3Q,QQQ 22.9 11
30,001 - 40,000 22.9 11
40,001 - 50,000 14.6 7
50,001 - 60,000 10.4 5
60,001 - 70,000 2.1 1
Not specified 10.4 5
Ethnicity o =
White 77.1 37
Black 6.3 3
Hispanic 6.3 3
Asian 4.1 2
American Indian 2.1 1
Not Specified 4.1 2
Birth Order of Enrolled Child o o
First child 88.7 47
Second child 7.5 4
‘Third child 1.9 1

~ Fourth child 1.9 1
Reason for Drop From Project o -
Found arrangement on own 15.1 8
Day home closed by Child Care Dallas 13.2 7
_ but family stayed with caregiver o )
Unhappy with care 9.4 5
Enrolled child in day care center 7.5 4
Mother decided to stay home 7.5 4
Family moved 5.7 3
Day home closed 5.7 3
Parent found less expensive care 5.7 3
Parent left company 1.9 1
Used program for emergency only 1.9 1
Parent lost job 1.9 1
Parent did not pay fee 1.9 1
— Stayed in care until end of project 22.6 12
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Thé program for the children was highly individuaiized to reflect the

uniquénééé of each caregiver and each child.

When an employée enrolled in the program, the family day home specialist
completéd an eéxténsivé child and family history (Appendix Q). The
information in thé history formed the foundation of all of the work with the
child. Theé child was also observed in the faﬁiiy aay home by the family day

home specialist at least every two weeks, and the Humanics National ' Child

Assessment Form Ages 0-3 (Marsha Kaufiian, Ph.D. and T. Thomas McMurraim,

Ph.D., Humanics Limited) was completed every six months.

These oBéé?Vétibné and assessments weré shared with the parents, focusing on
each area of the child's development with activities designed to help the
child progress to the next lével. The parent was heipe& to recognize the
unique traits and needs of hér child and how to work with the child on
developemental tasks at home. Both the family day hdme specialist and the

caregiver were always available as resources for parents.

Day to Day Planning

The observations and assessments were also used by the family day home
épéciaiiét and cérégivér to do WEékiy individual pianning for the children.
Because of the nature of family day home care and the small group size; there

weré no formal lesson piéns. inétéé&, the &aiiy schedule was planne& to be

o8
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broad encugh to provide individual intéraction bétween the caregiver and each

child based on the child's developmental needs. family day home specialists

home setting, but augmented by the matérials and equipment provided by the

project.

In general, the activities were very much the same sorts of activities that a
parent would provide if she were at home. Thésé included experiences with
manipulative materials, dramatic play, music, stories, art, and outdoor play:
The caregivers were encouraged to *ake the children on short excursions such

as walks in the neighborhood or trips to the park.

Special Needs

In addition to providing the basis for routine planning for each child, the
observations and assessments of the children émnabled staff to determime if a
child or family was experiencing some difficulty. In the course of the
project, staff identified ome infant with poténtiéii? serious neurological
deficits and two familiés with &ome significant parenting problems. The
pibject st2:ff met to review each situation and dévélbﬁ an appropriate
intervention plan. Thesé staffings included other Child Care Dallas staff or
outside resource people as required. In each case, this interdiscipiinary

approach provéd useful in héiping the families.
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The intent of the project was to measure specific outcomes for project parti-
cipants—the corporations, their employees, the employees' children, and the
women who cared for them. Because of difficulties in secrring comparative

data for non—-project participants; the outcomes are primarily descriptive.

Benefits to éo;porations

Data on outcomes for corporations were particularly hard to come by. Parti=
cipating éorporétions were asked to provide data on absenteeism; turnover and
productivity. The project staff stipulated that direct access to employee
records was mnot necessary. Instead; the corporation was asked to report
comparisons between employees enrolled in the family day home system and a
group of non-enrolled employees with children the same age as the project
participants' children. The project staff found that the employérs were

absenteeism or reasons for turnover. Virtually all said that they did not

measure produCtivity.

One employer did provide absenteeism data on eleven employees. Although the
number is too small to be valid; it appears that within the project period;
the female employees participating in the projecv kad 10% fewer hours of

- absenteeism than a group of female employees with children the same age who

had enrolled in the project but had not piaCe& their children in care.

(o)
e
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Compared to their use of other child care prior to participation in the pro-

ject; participants experienced 56% fewer absent hours during the project.

Staff speculated about the project's effects on turnover based on a study of
employees who enrclléd in the project but who did not place their childrenm in
care. Forty-one pércent of that group left the companies for which they were
working at the time they enrolled, compared to four percent of the families
whose children were placed in caré. That four percent turnover includes one
parent who left one of the ?érticiﬁéting companies to take a position at

another of the participéting compéniéé.

Employee Satisfaction

homes provided some interesting insights. Although these individuals chose
other care for théir children, 94% said they would recommend the project to
other employees. Thosé who said they would not recommend it felt they did
not have enough information (i.e. first=hand éxperiencé§ to do sc. Most
(60%) chose .care from a friend or relative or 2 careglver recommended by a
friend or relative. However, 26% said they would have been more likely to
use the program had their empioyers subsidized the care, thus reducing the

cost to the employee.

general support both for the project concept and the care that was delivered:

62
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TABLE IX

"HOW SATISFIED WERE YOU WITH THE WOMAN WHO CARED FOR YOUR CHILD?"

~ LEVEL OF SATISFACTION  PERCENT NUMBER
Very Satisfied 63.3 19
Satisfied 13.3 4
Not Sure 0 0
Dissatisfied 13.3 4
Veny dissatisfied 10.0 3
TABLE X

“HOW COMFORTABLE DID YOU FEEL WITH THE WOMAN WHO CARED FOR YOUR CHILD?"

| LEVEL OF COMFORT |  PERCENT |  NUMBER
Very comfortable 56.7 17
Comfortable 16.7 5
Neutral 10.0 3
Uncomfortable 10.0 3
Very uncomfortable 6.7 2
- - o e tts Bt |
TABLE XI
OTHER PARENT SATISFACTION QUESTIONS
. QUESTIONS _  f YES | 40
7777777777777777777777 PERCENT NUMBER | PERCENT NUMBER
Was agency based day-hgmeigygtem
a good way to provide this B , o .
kind of care? 85.7 24 14.3 4
If yes to above, do you think
it should be offered by more o ) ) ,
employers? 95.8 23 4.2 1
Did you choose Child Care Dallas
specifically because it cost B , o B
$49/week? 16.7 5 83.3 25
Did you choose Child Care Dallas
specifically because it offered
the most convenient care S B - o
available at the time? 66:.7 20 33:3 10
Did you feel that your child's o . o -
needs were met by the program? 66.7 20 33:3 10
63
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However, remarks by 20 of the 22 individuals who added comments were
negative—~including specific criticisms of caregivers or project staff,
dissatisfaction with the cost of the program, and unhappiness with policies

and procedures.

End Results

Perhaps the most significant outcome of the project was that only ome of the
six participating corporations continued with the program at the end of the
project period. For the others; if utilization by employees had been rela-
tively high, the cost of continued participation was a deterrent. If
employee utilization had been relatively low, the program was seen as not

worth continuing, even if employees' chiidren were still in care.

at which time their employers would bs asked to sulaidire the program. As

the end of the project period neared and emw': yers da.lined to participate
financially, most of the families enrolied o ‘».2ting placement began to
make other arrangements: # few decided to con -iuts in tuz program and pay

the full cost themselves:

By the end of tne project period, omly wue employee of the company which
agreed to continue remained in the program. The company offered to pay the
full share of what had been funded by the grant for that employee but would
not add any others to the program, even though there were several on the
waiting list.
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Cost Analysis

The total net outiay for the project was $2§3,}6é over a two year period as
follows:

Grant-related cost
dissemination; project management, oL
travel; etc. S 22, 453

Program development costs
day home system design, éorporaﬁe I
recruitment; etc. 48,712
Day homé development costs ) -
racruitment and selection of .
caregivers 77,15
Day home start-up costs o
equipment and supplies 22, a7
System operating costs
payments to providers; system

managenent, etc. 135,824
Indirect 40,283
Incomé crédit (parent fees) (55,755)

Sixty-fivé percent of the cost was for personnel——$§173,676 in staff salaries,

payroll taxes and benéfits plué $49,127 in poyments to day home providers.

The percentages of direct cost attributable to the major task areas

program development 20.7%
day home development 32.7%
day home start-up . 9.8%
system operations 36.8%

100%
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As shown on this perceatage breakdown, almost two thirds of the project cost

was front-end expense-—costs which accrued to each child caré space béfore a
child arrived for care. For example:

Day home development (recruitment and selection of caregivers)

Cost per child care tpace  § 749:05
Cost per home studied _928.51
Cost per home selected 2,621.58

Day home star.-up (equipment and supplies)

Cost pex child care space $ 224.86

Cost per home selecvtad 787.04

Program development (system design and recruitment of corporations)

Cost per child care space  § 473.32
Cost per employee enrolled _ 368.07
Cost per employee served 1,173.21

it should be noted that . a day home system grows beyond the development
stage, the operating cost will become a greater percentage of the total cost,
while the development cost will decrease as a percent of the total. However;
the development cost must be covered in the same way that typical capital
costs for a new child care facility (architectural fees, construction costs,
equipment expenses, etc.) must be covered. Whilé thé capital cost of a day
home system remains less than the capital cost of a center, the cost is
nonetheless significant. Future replications of this project need to

consider these costs and plan to meet them.



Cost Effectiveness

Project staff undertook a limited cost-effectiveness comparison of the family
day home system and a center-based child care program serving corporate
employees. As with the éffort to securé outcome data from participating
information from an outside organizatiom. HoWévér; this pértiédiér center
was chosen because it staffs at the prdééét ratio of one adult to four
children, it {s generally recognized as providing quality child care, and the
corporation had considered family day homes but had opted for center—based
care for infants. The center director offered to provide what budget
" information she could without compromising information the corporétion

considers proprietary.

The format of the comparison was based on deveélopmental assessments of a
group of infants in the project and a group of infants in the corporate child
care center. Eleven project children and ten cﬁiid care center children were
matched on age, length in cace, and age at entry into their respective child

care programs. Using the Humanics National Child Assessment -Form Ages 0-3

(Kaufman and McMurrain), each child was assessed on social-emotional,
cognitive, ianguage, gross motor and finé motor dévéibpmént. The assessménts
were performed by their caregivers who had been trained on the assessment
process By Child Care Dallas staff. In généréi, no significént differences

were found between the groups.

Given the same genérai outcomes for the chiidrén; it was interesting to
compare budgeted costs per child but impossible to make an "applés to apples”
comparison. It is not clear from the cost per child énéiYéié 3uppiiéd by the
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center, including older children. Still; the comparison suggests that the

day home system was more cost effective in terms of outcomes for children:
Without data from the center on capital costs, utilization and outcomes for

employees;, a more comprehensive comparison could not be made:

Corporaté child care center

budgeted cost per child per day $10.60
net of caregiver cost

budgeted cost per child per day 8.51
for caregiver

budgeted total cost per child per day $19.11

Project family day home system

budgeted cost per child per day $ 5.19
net of caregiver cost

budgeted cost per child per day 9.00
for caregiver I

budgeted tota. cost per child per day $14.19
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The project staff received nz:arly seventy inquiries on the project from em-
ployers; social service apencies, news media, trade publications, and
individuals across the country. Many of the inquiries asked detailed
questions about program design, costs, caregiver recruitment; other inquiries
were more general. Each was responded to by mail, with several responses

generating requests for follow-up information.

A number of these inquiries fcilowed tie mailing of a brochure describing the

and Poor's Register: Other inguiries resulted from articliss about the
project in publications as diverse as New Orleans migazine and the Natiomal

Association of Social Worker News. Copies of all articlus are included as

Appendices R through 2

The project was visited by the Director of Employee Relations and Services of
a major employer in Kansas City and by the Senior EEO Administrator at a
large manufacturing firm in Schaumberg, Illinois: Following the visit by the

Kansas City family service agency and the Director of Planning and Research

for the Kansas City United Way visited.



In addition to the those visits, the project was also visited by the Manager
of Corporate Cnild Care Resources, Catalyst (New York); a representative of
the U.S: Office of Management and Budget (Washington), Dr. Alfred Kahnm,
Columbia University School of Social Work; and a graduate fellow at Brandeis

University.

The Project Director and Project Manager provided two days of consultation to
an employer in Toledo, Ohio to assist that ovcranization in considering the
family day home model: As part of the consultation, the two project &taff
met with the Executive Director of the local community planning agency, the

Executive Director of a local child care agency and representatives of a

local college training family day home providers.

Presentations_and Exhibits

Education of Young Children Annual Conference, the Texas Association for the

Education of Young Children Annual Conference, and the Dallas/Fort Worth
Chapter of the Coalition of Labor Union Women. The Project Director and the
Manager of Employee Services of a participating courporation testified on the

project at a hearing of the House Select Committee on Children, Youth and

Families.

v

Exhibits on the project were presented at the North Texas Personnel Associa-

tion Conference and at the American Society for Persomnel Administration
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National Conference. Approximately 130 human resSotirces personnel repre-
senting employers across the country visited the latter exhibit to meet with
project staff. Information on the project was also disseminated via six
radio interviews and five television programs including a documéntary on

child care.

The various dissemination efforts confirmed the project staff's findings in
meeting cne-on-one with local corporations: most of the interest in employer-
#$uppo . 4 child care across the country is still in the latency stage.
-¢ gi.72rs wanted to know more about the subject in general; some had thought
far enough abuout it to the point of having some Spepific questions to ask.
It is too socn to % ow how many, if any, will use what they learned to help

their emplcyeeés mw«T *i=-r child care needs.

A list of those with whom the project director had contact follows as Table

XII.
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F_ORGANIZATION

TABLE XII

PROJECT INQUIRIES

CITY/STATE

TYPE OF INQUIRY

service provider
service provider

service provider
er ~ corporate

er = corporate
school system

= corporate

(1]
-
1

= corporate

D
-
1

* < corporate

2
1}

therapist

er = corporate
govérnment

sr = corporate
service provider
el magazine

her

sr = corporate

Birmingham, Alabama
Gardena, California

Hayward, California
Los Angeles, California

Los Angeles, California
Modesto, California
Oakville, California
Pasadena, California
Stamford, Connecticut
Wilmington, Delaware
Wilmington, Delaware
Miami, Florida

Tampa, Florida
Atlanta, Georgia
Chicago, I11inois
Chicago, I11inois

Peoria, I11inois

general

general

information

funding, budget, program and

design

agency function, funding,
corporate utilization

general

information

al iformation

al information

information

information

costs, program design

general
general

general

al information

al information

information
information for article
information 75

information



OF _ORGANIZATION

CITY/STATE

TYPE OF INQUIRY _

yer - corporate
yer - corporate
sher
yer - corporate
yer - city government
yer - corporaie

csional as<ociation

tional institution
/er - corporate
/er - corporate
er - corporate
~service provider

service provider
er - corporate
government

service provider
tant

er - corporate

Schaumburg, I11inois
Sycamore, 111inois
Urbana, I11inois

Fort Wayne, Iidianna
Louisville, Kentucky
New Orleans, Louisiana
Silver Spring, Maryland
Boston, Massachusetts
Boston, Massachusetts
Grand Rapids, Michigan
Kansas City, Missouri
Kansas City, M:ssouri
Kansas City, Missouri
St. Louis, Missouri
St. Louis, Missouri

Jersey City, New Jersey

Upper Montclair, New Jersey

New York, New York

New York, New York

general information
request for paper
general information

general information
general information

story for newspaper

possible story

general information

assessiient, general information
general information, visit
general information

gensral information

general informatien

general

general

general

general information



OF ORGANIZATION

CIT?/SIATE

__ _TYPEGF INQUIRY

idual

| service provider
ision network news
ate resource center

- corporate

e N

1]

-
]

&F = corporate

care center
service provider

sérvice provider
gr - corporate
dual
er - corporate
dual

§ervice agency

1 government

er - corporate

service provider

New York, New York
New YOrk, New York
Binghamton; New York
New York, New York
New York, New York
White 5ia§ns; New York
Cificinnati, Ohio
Cincinnati, Bhie
ﬁieveiénd, Ohio
Cleveland, Ohio
Columbus, Ohio

Kent, Ohio

Toledo, Ohio

Edmond, Oklahoma

Lancasier, Pennsylvania

Philadel: - ia, Pennsylvania
Philadelphia,; Pennsylvania

Philadelphia; Pennsylvania

funding

general information

visit

general information
assessment; training, quality
funding

day home recruitment training,
and pay_

genera

general information

general information

consultation request

general information

general information

general information

general information(on-site care)

general information



I T OWE T R W N TS B W e B B e e e .

E OF ORGANIZATION CITY/STATE . IYPEOFINQUIY _

ial service provider Philadelphia, Pennsylvania design, staffing, budget
publicity recruitment

ia ' © Rustin, Texas general information for article

ial service provider Austin, Texas general information

e government Austin, Texas general

vidual : Dallas, Texas general information

a Dallas, Texas genzral information for article

oyer - city government Denton, Texas : general information, visit

al service provider Fort Worth, Texas general information (visit)

vidual Houston, Texas program design, funding
corporate involvement

d care center Midland, Texas general information

oyer - military Randolph AFB, Texas general information

oyer - corporate Washington, D.C. general information

ral government Washington, D.C. general information

a Washington, D.C. visit tor article on

child care
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It is clear from this project and from othér employer child care initiatives
around thé country that there is interést iu employsr—assisted child care.
Theé questions hich emerge are:

~-  how does one convert "interest” into "action"?

-- what incentives aré necessary to persuadé employers to support

child care for their employees?
-~ how does omne reconcile the urge of employee demands for
employerassisted child care with their often casual attitude toward
the service once it is available and their employers' insistence on
iminediate "results"? As with auy new child care program, building a

clientele takes time and trust.

éonvérting Interest Into Action

Converting initial, or even sustained, employer—interest in child care into
an action plaa is difficult. There are simply too many vagaries in the world
of businéss and industry which can defer or deflect plans for child care.
change of management staff were cited by a number of the companies whose
initial interest in the project did not result in participation. Child care
was not a high priority for them and was easily dismissed when the internal

or éXtérnéi business environments changed.
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Any change in this situation will prbbébiy not occur until child care is
widely accepted as part of the émpidyéé beneéfit/service paékage and is
accorded the same priority as other elements in the package. It might be
and why “"traditional” benéfits became an écdéptéd cost of doing business.
For whom were benefits first intended? How did tﬁéy spréad=:£rbm industry to

industry? From area to area? What role did the providérs of benefits piayé

Financial Incentivas

The issue of financial incentives for employers is compléx; yet will be
Cruciéi to thé futuis of émpibyér-éééiétéd child care. Most of the empidyers
contactad as part of the proééct voiced concerns about the provérﬁiai "bottom
line", and most were quité skeptical of other employers' reported decreases
in abs:iteeism and turnover and increazes in productiVity resuiting frbm;
child care programs. Most of the ccmpanies particinating in this project
were not kééping their own absenteeéism data and claimed little knoWiedge of

reasons for turnover; noné méasured productivity.

In the absencé of what théy considered to be credible data on pdféﬁtial cost
éévingé, these émpioyéré focused on the cost outiays. In diScuSSing the
program, the proi .. staff specified the cost per child and suggested that
mest employeés could reasorably be éxpeCted‘to pay two-thirds of the amount.
There was not, nor can there ever Be, any attempt to underplay or minimize
the subsidy required of the employer. Thus, without any assured "return” to
a company, financial support became a major issue.
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For at least two companies. available tax deductions were not an incentive

because the companies were not paying income taxes.

A niumber of compéniésg in addition to the six partidipants, offered to parti-
cipété during the prbﬁéct périod when no financial commitment was réquiréd.
Théy statéd at thé outSet that the program was attractive, but *hey would
not considér financial pérticipétion once the p:oﬁect endad . They were not
included in the project, but their candor cann:' be overlooked, It validates
the need for powerful financial inceitives over a long enough period for a
program to become well established and for the company .o study for itself

the benefits of providing child care assistance.

Broader Efforts

The findings of this projert, especially thi barrisrs to employér partici-
patior that were identified, indicate that current private initiatives and
public/privaté partrnerships for child caré aré not 1ikély to provide
immediate sSolutions to the shortage of affordable; quality child care. The
private sector 18 simply not willing to take responsibility for what is a
major public policy issue. There 1§, instead; a continuing need for policy
directions which redefine the role of government; not diminish it. Demon-
stration projects such as the Employer-Assisted Home Based Child Care
Delivery é&étéﬁ aré useful and should be encouraged, but only as part of a
much broadér effort which providéé Sustained and mééningfui incentives for

émployers.
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WHAT:

WHO:

HOW:

HOW MUCH:

FAMILY DAY CARE
FOR YOUR CHILD

a program of high quality child care which is especially appropriate

for infants and roddlers; and is provided by carefully selected,

trained and monitored caregivers in the caregivers' own homes.

available to employees of : Priority for service will be given to

infants and toddlers, preschool age siblings of thcse children and

other preschool children of employees as space is available.

representatives of Child Care Dallas will meet personally with euch of

you who wish to enroll a child in the program to explore your needs

and expectations for ‘care. From this information,r our scaff will

refer you to caregivers who most closely macch you znd ycur child's

needs. You will select the caregiver who wiil care for your child.

the cost of the care is $49 per week per child. This includec meals

and snacks that ordinmarily occur durIng reguiariy schednled hours of

care; however, parents of babies on formula and/or prepared baby food

are asked to supply these. The fee is based on enroliment rather than
attendance.

caregivers will be rexruited from areas near where you 1ive, along

your way_ to work, or near your worksxte——depending on your fgrefer-

ences. Completion of the questionnaxre which you wiil receive today

will help our staff know where *“o recruit caregivers to meet your
preferences.

homes are being developed mow. Our staff will be arranging meetings

Witn you soon in order to plam for your child's enroliment. After

veur child has been in care a short time; one :=f our staff will meet

with you to discuss your satisfaction with the care. We will continue

to be available to answer any questions or discuss any concerns you
may have.

there is a great need for quality care for very young children in the

Dallas area. Center—based for infants and toddiers is scarce and

generally we=iy costly. Many centers find it difficult to provide the

individual attention that little children require. Family day homes

offer a natural, intimate setting in which your child can be cared for

by the same person each day. The hours of the hone can be tailored to

meet your work schedule; and care within the home will accommodate the
individual needs of your child.

nlng to_look at how theyrcan help their empiqyees secure good child

care. This program represcnts a new and immovative step in that
direction.
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3.

8.

APPENDIX B
What 18/arc tiie age(s) of your children? Circle all that apply.
3-4 yrs
4-5 yrs
5-6 yrs

13-18 nios
19-24 nios
25-36 mos

6-11 yrs
12 or older

0-3 mios
4G mos
7-"2 nos

In what arca/zip code do you live?

liow long does it take you to get to work?
15 minutes or less 30 minutes - 1 hour
15 - 30 minutes 1 hour or more

What hours do you work? ' -

Hliat form of transportation to work do you use? Circle the one you use most often.
Van pool
Other

Car, independently Bus
Car pool Walk

What child care éiiéﬁééﬁéht(s) do you now have for your (each) child? Circle one

for each child.
Child 1 _ Child 11

) age o age
Rclative in my own home Relative in my own home
Non-relative in my own Non-relative in - own
home : home .
School Schoc?

Relative in their own Relative in their own
home home

Non-relative in ti:®
own hone

Day care center

Other

Noi-relative in their
own home

Pay carc center
Other

SREVE T SR
age

Rejative in my own home

Non-relative in my own

ﬁbﬁé

School

Relative in their own

home

Non-relative in their

own home

Day care center

Otter

What i& the main réason you chose this particular arrangement? Circle onc for

ééch child.
thild 1 Child 11

Cost . éﬂ?f i

Only one available
Best available
Closc to home
Closc to work

Only onc cvailable
Best available
Close to home
Close to'work

liow long have you had this arrangement? Circle one for each

Child 1 child 11

0-3 mos

4-6 wos

7-12 wios

13-18 1ios

19-24 nios

25-36 nins

Over 36 mos oo

0-3 nos

4-6 nios
7-12 wos
13-18 mos
19-24 wos
25-36 mos
fvor 36 mos

Child 111

Cost )
Only onc available
Best available
Close to home
child.

cthild 111

0-3 mos
ﬁ-ﬁrhbs
7f1?7mcs

£3-18 iios
19-24 tios
g5:36 nos
over 36 wos



9, How nlany othcr arr-anqements hnvo you had for your (cach) child currently in
care? Circle ohe for each child.
Child I Child 11 enid 111
1 2 3 1 2 3 "1 2 3
5 Over 5 4 5 Over 5

4 5 Over § 4
10.  What cnded cach arrangement? Circle one.

bissatisfaction with care 1 moved
Caregiver quit Price too high. Other —

11. Have you ever lost time from work occause of problems with child care?
Yes . No

12. If so, how many days in the past year?

13. Have you ever arrived late for work or had to leave early because of problems with
child care?

Yes Mo

14, If so, how many hours of work have you missed in the past year?

15. Approx1matcxy what are you pay1ng each week for child care now?

Child 1 Child II Child 1if
$10-20 g $10-20 $10-20
$21-25 ' $21-25 $21-25
$26-30 $26-30 $26-30
$31-35 $31:35 . - s
$36-40 $36-40 . $36-40
$431-45 $41-45 : $91-45
$46- 1 : . $4G-50 $46-50
$51-= - $51-55 : $51-55
$56-60 ©$56-60 -~ $56-60
Over $60 Over $60 Over $60

16. Arc your current arrangements satisfactory?
Yes No

17. .1If not, why not? Circle one.
Cost is too high My child docsn't seem happy
Turnover among caregivers is too great Too far from home or work
Not cnough attention paid to ay child Hours ion't meet ny needs
Other

loyer to provide scme fo1.

18: Do you think it would be a good idca for sivs of
of child care assiztance for cmployces? B

YE S Nb
19.  Hhy/why not?




20. What factors would be important to you in selecting a child care arrant ~ment from
anotig Lhost that are convenient and affordable? Please indicate by placing a check
in the appropriate column whether coch of the factors below is very iuwportant,

Very Soiigwhat  Not At AN
Important lmportant lmportant

reliable and always available
regulated {licensed or approved)
serves nutritivus aieals

safe and clean environment —
will care for sick child —

firm discipline _ pp—
warm caregiver . o S
opportunity to be with other
children S . — — —
well cquipped with toys und
marcrials : . e
{nvolves parents in docisions e — —— -
well trained, expericnced
caregivers L =
small number of children _ : —_— —_
child can be with vounger
and_older brothers and
sisters _ -
conmunicates with parents .
abeut detaiis cf child's

day . : ]
individual attention for each
_chile .
caregiver_is someone I like - - R
respectful of child's language

and culture U

'What other factors are important to you?___

21. Hould you prefer child care near your home or near your work?

Hear home Near work

22, Why? ? e

23. If namo_of emnloper participated in the pilot project described in the memo, would
you give up your current arrangement to use ghé new system? Circle one
Yes . No

24. If yes, under what circumstances? Circle one

Lower cost More convenient My current arrangement ended ¢ .ner

25. If not; why not? Circlec one
1 don't want my child to expericnce a change
1 am satisficd with my current arrangcment
1tis not the roie of my cimployer to assist mc with child care
1 like to scparate ny work and ﬁéfﬁohai 1ife
other S




26.

27.

- 28,

29.

30.

31,

32.

33;

Can you pay up to 50 ror week for rhild care?
Yes No

If you were to usc i .itoe «ald i (ncourage you to Stay with the
company?

Not at all Slightly s than Tikery Definitely

Do you think that this sys:oii ivitt benefit the company in gencral?

Yes No

If so, why? B 7 7

Aid recrui tiient Cositribute to morale Reduce absentecism
Reduce turnover Improve public image Other

If no , why not?

Won't reduce absenteeicm Hon't redice turnover

Won't improve putilic image It's a benefit only to a few
Other e —

Yes No

If yes; how?

If no, why not? I

What problems might there be in gaining cmployees' acceptance of this project?

Do you have any conricnts or suggestions to add?

n

ooy
o

Thatik you.



PERSONNEL. MTMORANDUM

NO: PM=82-32 Avugust 23, 1982
FROM: Zunice Mar-s, Vice President, Personnel
SUBJECT: CHILD CARE

Blue Cross and Bluz Shicld of Texas recognizes how efféctive some type of child

care progrem could be in attracting and retaining quality employees. We have the
opporfunity to bc among scveral companies to participate in a pilot child care

progrom if there is sutficient employce interest.

The Child Care Association of Meiropolitan Dallas, a United Way agency; will be
developing a new chiild cure system primarity for infants and toddlers in response to
the severe shortdgz of careé for children of ihis age. A network of family day
homes which can keep a maximum of 125 chiidren will be established, staffed by
carefully selecied and trained worlers and supervised to ensure a high quality of
care. Cost would be approximately $50.per week; which in sorne’ cases is half the

cost our employees are now paying for child care:

The !ocation of the centers; the nced for development of the centers and the
number of spaces allocated to Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Texas employees will
depend on the response we get to a CHILD CARE QUESTICMMAIRE:  If sufficient
questionndires are completed indicaiing interesi, then Child Carz Association of
Metropolitan Dallas would hold meetings at our offices to explain their programs.

3,

If must be emphasized that there will be a maximum of 125 snaces for all four

companies participating in the rrojest; with spaces to be awarded on a first come,
first served basis. Consequenily it is vital thot you complete the child care

guestionnoire just as quickly o Shle.

Questionnaires will be availahic a1 the fellswing locations

Brookriver: Terri Botvidson, Room 705

Home Office: from a table just inside the doo: into Personnel
in the West Lobbya.
Dallas Saies Cffice: Don Zimmerman's office

Pleass velurn all auest~  nires o Ann Nash; Persunnel;, West l-obby; Home Office;
PO Jaier inicas Aimist 24,

Distribotions. .
rlome G!iize Employces
23 uokriver Simpleyees

Dailas Reai:nul and Districi Office employecs

APPENDIX C




Biuz Cross.
Eluz Shield

of Texas

B O. 225730 « Dalias, Toxas 75205 « (214) G69-6427

EUNICE C: MANES
VICE PRLSIDENT, PLHSONNCC

geptcmbér i, 198 THIS LI7Tox WAS SENT TO ALL
EMPLOYEES ON MATERNITY LEAVE

Blue

Cross ard Blue Shield of Texas has the opportunity to be among several
companies to participate in a pilot child care program.

ociazicn of Metropolitan Dallas; a United Way agency, will be

The Child Care Asso Dallas
developing a new child care system primarily for infants and toddlers. The location
of the centers (either near the worksite or along commuter routes); the child

composition in each home:; and the number of homes will be determined by
participating parents and the Association. 'This network of family day homes will
be staffed by carciully selected and trained workers, and supervised to ensure high

quality care. Cost would be approximatcly $50.00 per week for each chiid:

We woiid like to know your interest in this program. Please complete the encloscd

form and questionnaire and return by September !0. This does not “"commit" you -
it simply gives us an idea of your potential nced and allows us to know ‘who to
contact with further information. The Child Cars Association plaris to hold
meetings at our offices to explain their program and answer employce questions:

As these meeting dates and subscquent enrollment times are announced, we will let
)'Oti know.
The number of spaces allocated to Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Texas is limited;

with spaces awarded on a {first-come, first-scrved basis. You will want to keep

this in mind, therciore, as you make your child care plans.

1f you ﬁz}%iféﬁéﬁ’y;'ciuéstibns; plcase feel frce to call Bonnie Dangel, our Employment
5 anager, at 669-6370.

Sincerely yours;

Eunice C. Manes
ECM:cm

attachmenis: Respense Form
Qucstionnaire



Duz Date: Scptember 10, 1982

YES, I am intcrested in the pilot child carce viogram for
my child(ren). (This is not a commitment to crroll:)

Plcase kcep mc informed as information develops.

Employee's Name o

Social Security Number: .

Home Phone: -

Approximate Date of Return to Work: _

I I have completed the questionnaire.

NO, I am not interested in the pilot child care program
for my child(ren).

[CINOTE: Please csmplete the questionnaire; even
though you are not interested, so that our
survey information will be complcte.

THANK YOU.

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM, ALONG WITH
COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO:

Blue Cross and Bliic Shield of Texas

P. O. Box 225730_ __

Dallas, Texas 75265 . o o
Attention: Lunice Marcs, Personnel Department

(A postape-paid; scli-addressed envelope is provided for
your convenicnce in returning your quicstioniuiire:)

APPENDIX D 94
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PM-82-41 October 6, 1982

SUB3JECT: CHILD CARE MEETING

Blue Cross and Bluc Shicld of Texas is pleased to offer our employces an

opportunity to participate in a pilot child care program which is being developed

by the Child Care Assocxanon of Metropolitan Dallas.

Due to the favorable response to a recent questionnaire; we have reserved a
number of spaces for our employces ¢ id will be onc of four companies involved in
this child care system. Those employr=s who have interest in this program should
make prbr:iér arrangements with their supavisar to attend a mEEtihj'; which will
last approximately one hour.

RiGFIRRBSON FACILITY BROOKRIVER
Dctober 13, 1982 ’ October 13, 1982
10:00 a:m. 1:15 poms
Auditorium Cafeteria

A representative from the Child Care Association will be available to fully
explain the netw.rk of family day homes that they are EStébliSIiihg Ibr, primarily,
mwfants and toddlers: The representative will also answer any questions you may
have: Cost will be about $50 per child per week; through payroll deduction.

The number of spaces allocated to Blue Cross employees is limited and wili be

awarded to those who sign up first. Employees may enroll at the end of the
meeting v:. October 13.

If you are interested in this program but are unable to attend the meeting, please
notify Ann Nast. Personnel; 665-6428; prior to October 13.

Through this program, w= hope to give our employees another alternative from

which to select the best type of child care arrangement for their familics.

DISTRIBUTION: All Dailas Employees

APPENDIX E




Valerie Best. left. of Child Care Dailas. counsels Sharonda Dirks on the new
pilot prograr

A innovative; highly individualized
child care pilot program will give
Blue Gross and Blué Shield of Texas

employees an onportunl ty to place

their children in home care settings.
) The program was announced
last year. Employees who have signed
up for the program are riow if the
process of choosing the homes and
caregivers for their chilcren.

,,,,,, Sporisored by Child Gare
Dallas; a United Way Agency. the prc
gram is a national demonstration
project; four companies including
Blue Gross and 3lue Shieid of Texas

are participating locally.

“It provides the same rype of
care that the child wouid receive in a
homeé environment,” explained Em-
ploymerit Seriior Manager Boriie
Dangel, coordinator of the project.
~ Licensed and trained care-
givers will tzke care of no more than
four children each, including their

own: in their own homes. The max-

imum of four children includes a
maximum of two infants.

The weekly fee of $49 includes

meals and snacks for the child. Gare-

givers are recruited from areas where
tiie employee lives. works, or on the
route to work as the eémployee re-

quests. Ganeglvers are selected mdl-

vidually by the employee prior to en-
rollment of the child. .

_ __Bonnie emphasized that thlS
type of care would or'r'linanh o8t the
employee $75 or m- S <
the employee is getu. e
quaility care at a redw

After the chiid + e

£aZ. ‘or a short time: Ghild Sare
Dallas counselors will meet again
with the employee to discuss satis-

faction with the care provided and

will continue to be awailable to an-
swer any questions which may

Child Gare Dallas began this

pnogram out of a need for quality
care for young children in the Dalias
area, particularly for parents who

don't have the alternative of having

APPENDIX F 96

Peggy Cane. left. gets child care mfor: .
tion from Diana Range. right. Child Care
Dallas. Both Sharnnda and Peggy are
Customer Service representarives.

the child cared for by a farnily
member.

{n addition. space in child
care centers. especially for infancs
and toddlers; is scarce and costly.
Also. it may not provide the type of
individual a:tention the parents
Wduld prefer the child to have. “Fam-
ily . homes offer a natural inti-
mate setting in which your child can
be camd for by the same person
each day.” according to Child Care
Dallas.

Besed an interviews with inter-
ested employees, Blue Gross and
Blue Shield of Texas reserved 20

spaces in the program. To date. 15
employees have signed up and €hild
Care Dallas is working with them to
select homes.
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FOR INTEROFFICE CORALSPONDENCE ONL Y ng\{} THE SOUTHLAND CORPCRATION

SUBJECT

i.i:lii? EACHLETTCN TO ONE SURIECT

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

D

Septcmber 15, 1982 REPLY BY:
Diar. Boyd, Corporate Personnel

PILOT CHILD CARE PROGRAM

Dear

As you know, we are looking at a proposed emplover-assisted
child care program to assist employces in solving their child
care problems and at the same time reduce absenteelsm, decrease
turnover, and increase productivity. An integral part of the
procedure is to have a meeting to explain more fully how the

proposed program works and to determine an interest.

The employec(s) 1listed belew has/have becn identified as possible

participants in our program. Ve respectfully request that he/she/

they be alloved to attend a mceting concerning the program. We

will do our best to limit our meeting to the minimum amount of

time possible.

Tharik you for your cooperation.

NAME PLACE OF MEETING DATE/TIME
North Wing Auditorium Sept. 20th, 4:00 p.m:

€L
LN
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FOR INTEROFFICE CORRUSPONDENCE ONLY (Q E TH E S 0 UTH L[_\ N [} C 0 R po NATIC!

paTE Scptamber 27, 1982 ' REPLY BY:

7o All Emplovces Intcréstéd In Southland's
Proposed Day Care Program

sustecT TFollow-up on Pilot Day Carec Program

Dear Fellow Employees.

As a follow-up on the mesting that was held September 20, 1982 you will
find attached a summary of the information covered. -

I have requested that twenty-five (25) spaces be reserved for Southland's

emplovees and their infants/toddlers: These spaces will be available on

a first-come first-served basis. In order to reserve a space for your

child, please f£ill out and return to me the request form below.

DB:bh

I would like to reserve . space(s).

I would like to use reserved space(s) beginning , 1983,
My child will be _ weeks/ycars old.

My home address is - R

_2ip

My work number is ___

My home plione number is _

My name is

anr LACH LETTER TO ONE SURJECT APPENDIX H

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Dian Boyd

As the price of child care goes up and its
availability diminishes, the management of
Southland has become more concerned
about the problems employees face in find-
ing acceptable care for their children.

To assist corporate office employees in
solving their child care problems the com-
pany will be participating in a unique model
program with Child Care Dallas; formerly
kriown as Child Care Association of Metro-
politan Dallas.

The proposed employer-assnsted care
system is a program of high quality child care
which is espec:ally appropnate for infants

giver will be recruited from areas where cor-
porate office employees live, alcng their ws'y
to work, or near employees’ worksite .
depending on preference.

The first horries will be available in Jana-
ary 1983 Chlld Care Dailas will arrange

with each employee personally who wishes
to enroll a child in the program to expiore
the needs and expectations for child care.
From that information, Child Care Dallas
will refer those employees to caregivers who
most _closely match that employees and

approval of the caregiver who will care for
their child. After the child has beenin care a

short time; one of Child Care Dallas’ staff
will meet with the employee to discuss their

sansfacnon wnh the care: The staff Wlh <one

any questions or to discuss any concerns
the parent may have.

The cost of the care will be $49 per week
per child. This includes meals and snacks

that ordinarily occur daring regularly sched-

uled hours of care; however, parents of
babies on formula and/or prepared baby
food are asked to supply these. The fee is
based on enrollment rather than attend.
ance.

We feel this system can be an advamage
for our employees and their children be:
cause of the stable, secure child care ar-
rangements which are critical not only to 2
child’s development, but alsc to his parent’s
capacity to handle the often conlflicting
demands of work life and family life: This
service; however, may not meet the needs of
all working parents/employees 5o Personnel
has purchased copies of REPORT CARD
which is a guide to 335 Dallas area child care
facilities.

REPORT CARD includes preschool; kin-
dergarten and elementary school programs
as. well as before and after school care for
schocl-aged children. This book_ will be
made available to those parents looking for
larger group situations, acaderically oriented
programs, Montessorni. or religious based
curriculums. Cost of each program is
published:
~ For more mfonnanon a,bout Child Care
Dallas’ proposed.employer-assisted pro-
gram or REPORT CARD contact Dian

Boyd Corporate Personnel at 828—7782

Corporate Connection Editors

_ Bert, 559-0850
Karen_ Miller; 7364
Anita Trutha. 7220

Mickey Negron; 7130

Execunve Editor

News Editor
Special Events

Sports Editor
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v Dopariment
of Human Ruesources

_______ _FAMILY DAY HGME
STANDARD-BY-STANDARD EVALUATION

Form 2
August 1

Jdame of Facihty

Adadress of Faciliy

Drrector and/or Responsibic Persons

£ Date of Current License, or D
Date of Appiication

Standards marked by ® do not
require the presence of children.

. 3
g e 3
= 2 3
1000 ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION 8 28 = 3 Notes and/or Observations:
1100 Orgamzltlon
1. ® Owner submits application . ::.:::...:. O
e Caregivernamed . ..............0 0O O O
® Carngivergives3references . . ........ OJ O O O
?00 General Administration S
1. Licenscavailable .. .............. O 0O 0 Qg S
2. ® Minimumstandardsavailable . ........ 0O O O O —
3. Depanment notified of serious occurrence, o
. sbuse/neglect .. ................ O0a0aag
4. ® Owner affirms that any employee or other
person under indictment or against whom an
dffitiﬁl 'crjmih'al complaint is returned will be
reassigned or removed from contact with =
children . ...........c00uuunnn O 0000 —
1300 Enrollment
1. Enrolimerit agreement wuh requured mfor’ -
B mation foreachehild . . . ... ... ..... 0 O O O o | -
2. ® No racial discrimination . ........... O 008 ——
1400 Records I
1. Progressrecords . . .............. .00 008
2.  Daily attendance records (three months) O 00 0=
3. Affirmation that complete financial records .
AreKePt . ... 8 B8 8 B8 -
4. Records available to Department during
hounofoperatlon..........;....EE997**

109
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!tlﬂdlrd’ m.'ﬁﬂd W e do not s e ! ;:o'".i 3
__raquire the presence of children. g . g é ; Po
T .. &

o E ¢E < 5
9 PERSONNEL 3 28 2 =z Notes and/or Observations:
2100 Staff Qualitications and Responsibilities o
l- 1. ® Care giver 1B+, read and write . . . . . (.. 0 08 8 — i
5. ® Care giver has not been convicted within
m previous 10 vyears of offenses EBVEEEB in
l standards ... O0 - o 0O
3. ® Care giver submits required informationto
Depanment..;;;..:;;;:;::;;;;E]EDD — .
' 4. ® Care giver responsible for standards. Care _  __ o
giver or responsible adult at facility . . . .. 0 T I o e ——
6. Complete personnel records maintained o [ o Y O Y T
B 6. ® Care giver able to handle responsibility 0 O R O (O
' 7. ® No person having contact with children
convicted within previous 10 years of of- __ _ _
= fenses covered in standards - ;o O O a4 — —
' 8. Persons whose behavior or health status
endangers the Chlldrén not aalowéa Et ihe o
_ facility . .. ..oviiiiiiiiaiaaas .8 0O 0 0 ——
l Q.OPersonshaveTBexam;;;;:;;:;;;;;E] == I -
10. Staff relate well with childrert . . 0 0oL .00 0 O = = | -
] 2200 Staff-Child Ratlo o ) S
l 1 No more than six children underage 14 ... (0 O 8 O
2.3.  Staff-child ratiomet ..............0 O B8 B = —
> 4.  Children supervised at all times . . . ... .. [ R R R =
l 5, Children notoutof control . . . .. ... .0 O .o e
. 3000 BUILDING; GROUNDS; AND EQUIPMENT
3100 SNa o o
1. ® Thirty square feet of indoor space . . .. .. O0oaoag
2. ® OutdoorPlayarea : . ........ .....O0 0O 0O O ———— e ——
3200 ‘urmshmg! o o
1. ® Working telephone with listed number . . . . [t R SO R R o | —
2. Resting equipment for each child = . .. : .. O [ O ad e —————
3300 Equlpmmt
Appropriate, sufflélent indoor and outdoor
B equipment and materials availabte .. .::: 0 O 0gg - —_—
1. gn;;ndcrafts........;;;;;;;;;DDDD —
2 Building .......... ..........: 00 Q08 — -
3. Readingandlanguagé .............3 B8 O O -
. Dramaticplay .. .cceeeenn . .....B8 08 8 = e
S. Largemusele . ... ... 8000 —/)mm—- — —
6.  Wanipuiative . . ....... ..........88 8 08 — -
o MUBE .o it B8 808 0 = —_—i

-.A\
o
el |




€tandards marked by ¢ do not -
require the'presence of children, . - §
3400 Toileting Arrangements 8 28 Z 2  Notes andlor Obsarvations:
1.  Bathroom and toilet equipmentadequate . : [J [0 O O _ -
400U FIRE, SANITATION, AND SAFETY
4100 Fire S
1. First responsibility is evacuation of children D | I o I | e
2. ® Annual firé inspection . .. ... ::. -0 00 g —
3 Firedrillsevery3months . .. ........ 0 O O O — -
4. ® Housestructurepermitsexit . ........ [0 O O O -
a. ® Overonestoryapproved . . ... .:..... 0 O O:0O =
b. ® Twodoorsondifferentsides ......... 0 O O O
¢ @ Doorsopeneasily ... .............0 O O O —
d. ® Doors and pathwaysclear .. ... ...... O 00Oag
5. ® Heatingdevicesnot firzhazards . . ...... O O O O .
6. ® Combustible material kept away from heat
SOUTCBS & & & i :::criiiiiiiiean. O O g g ——
L3
4206 §amtanéu L
1. ® Annual sanitation inspection . ........ O008 ——.: = —
2. ® Buiiding, grounds, and equ:pment cleaned .
andrepaired . ................. O0008 — - —- -
3. @ Adequate light, ventilation, and Heating . .. (0 [ [J 03 e —— —— —
4. ® Adequate water supply . . . ... ....... (0 e =
5. ® Garbage kept in containers with tight lids,
away from areas used by childrén, removed @ =
_ from home twice aweek .. ......... O 000 == — —
6.  Home free of insects and rodents . , .. . .. 0DOo080 0 ——
7. Staff and childrén wash hands . . . ... .. 0 0 g g =
4300 Safety
1. @ Building, grounds, and equipment safe and in 7
goodrepalr...........;;;;;.;.5DDD___ - ———. D ——
8. ® Electricaloutletscovered . ;. ::::.:.::. O D D — e == = = G- .=
b. ® Eiectric fans and heaters out of chiidren's o o
reach ... ... .. 00O 30O = — o=
€. @ Window air conditionersszreened . .. ... O O O O _ e —.Zz=
d. @ Stairs and porches aver 2 feet have r miingg .00 O OO .. S s e
. @ Stationary outdoor equipmentanchored .. (] [J [OJ O - — - .
102
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. ool . M » 3 Form 2
_Standards marked by ®do not 3 , g 5 Pat
require the presenca of children. P é
8 28 Z 2  Notsssndior Coservations:
() ® Yarddryandsafe .. .............. 0O 000 -
{g)  Noexploding or shootingtoys . ....... O 0adao
h) ® No poisonous materials on toys, furnishings, 0 O (O [
OreqQUIPMBNT . . . . v v v v v v e v e nn. O 000
® No toxic siih<tances accessible to children .00 0 DO-
000 PHYSICAL HEALTH
5100 Health Requirements for Chiidren
1: Health statement prior to admission for each , B
chiid .............:..:.......8 0 0O O
2. Annual health statement foreachchild ... 0 O O O —
3.  Home complies with lzws, ruies, and regula- o
tions regardlng immanization of éh:ldren O 00O
4,  Children tested for TB according to recom-
mendation of Texas Decartmentof Heaith [ O O ! —
5200 Miness and Injury S
1. lllchild notadmitted . . . ... ........ I o o I
2. lliness handled to protect all children . e O 0O 0gQg
a. n chnld separated on cot, parents called, S
_ enildclosely watched . ... ......... O 00 -
b: First aid given, emergency medical care S
obtained whenneeded . ............ O 000
3. Admission or readmission after contaglous
disease accordmg to recommerdations of
_ Texas Departmentof Health . ........ I o O (| =
4, rirst aid supplies handy and guidepostee. .. L O O O — - -
5300 Medications
1. Medication given asrequiredbystandard .. (J O O O
2. Medicines outof children’sreach ;.. ... O O O O -
3.  Refrigerated medicine separated from faaa 000 0O
4, Medicinereturnedordisposedof .. .:.: () 3 O O -
5400 Emargency Fhone Numb-n e
1. ® Emergency phone numbersposted . . . ... O O O —
Z Parents’; BEysncmns talephone numben . — .,
cessibie CLiliiiiiiiiiiiaia..d 8 50 ——



L 3 ol
Standards marked by ®do not : ¢ H o
- s = -
require the pretencs of children. 2 5 9w
0 ZO Z  Notes snd/or Observations:
5500 Ammah : o
1. ® Animais vaccih'até'd ............... o O D D
2. ® House and yard free of stray animals . . .. O ogad

6000 FOOD SERVICE AND NUTRITION

6100 Food Scmoo )
t. All food and dnnk safe stored prepared
distributed, and served in a safe and sanitary ==
- T O0od . . .
2. ® Cleaning supplies clearly marked and separated
3 Single use iterns discarded after use. Wash:
] zble items washed after eachusé . ... ... O d.
4, Children encouraged but not forced to eat . O O
€200 Nutrmon
1. Home ensures nutrmonal well: benng of child o ) )
4.  Regular meals andsnacks . . . ........ O 000o
b. If food brought by Chlld does not meet
requirements, home supplies addmonal food

NECESSATY . & vt v e v vt e oe an e nae e OoOooo
c. Special diets approved in writing by a physa- o o
L Y Y o000

7000 ACTIVITIES
7100 Operstion
1. Activities suned to ages, mterests. and abili

ties of the children . . ....... .....0 0 O O.
& Supérvisednap . .............. ..808 8 8 O-
b. Outdoor play and indoor quiet and active
) BCTIVILIOS . . . .o vv et ...0 80 8 0z
2. Satetyensuredonfieidtrips .. ........00 O 3 O< .-




Imdards marked by ¢ do not
auire the presence of children.

iq

Complisnce

7200 Dm:apllne and Gu»&ance o

1.
2.
a.

T N
an o

Promotes self-discipline and good behavior Bl
No harsh, cruel, or unusual punishment , .
No shaking or hitting; no spanking of chil:

drenunderS .. ................ O
Written policy, it Spanked meets require-
ments . ... ... .. e e D
No chnld placed in Iockeo room .. .... ]
Children not shamed . ............. O
No abusive or profane language . .. ... .[J
Pumshmcnt not associated with food, naps )
toilettraining . . . .........¢c..0.... l:]
7300 infant and Toddler Care
Infants under 18 months in safe place O
Infants not leftalone . . . ........... O
Ctibs for infants who cannot climb . . . . . O
Infants talked to, held, and played with . . .[]
Outside crib tire a./m. and p.m, .0

LI IESITIOIPY

ow.tn\.(n\.q\

-8 |

Awake infants left in cribs for no Ionger than

onehour ...............0.0.... E]
Feeding bottles marked . ... ........ 8
Infants have approved dnet plan e e e =

Infants undeér 6 months held while bottie fed
Infants not held for feeding fed safely and

.comfortably . ................. O

Diapers changed promptly ... ....... =
Appropriate diaper changing surface . .. ..
Individual washcloths and towels or dis-
posable towlettes . . . ............. |
Soiled or wet cloth diapers promptly rinsed. )
Containers for used diapers cleaned daily, . .

7400 Children Needing Special Care

Recommend: tions foliowed for child with
Specialneeds . . ... ... .......... B8

75C‘0 Evening and N:ght Care

1. e Evenlng/nlght care fire and safety s:arida'rdii
2. Staff awake until children are asleep PR =
3. Opportunity tobathe .. ....:...::;::8
4 Child has cot with mattress and pillow ; ; :LJ
3. @ Pillows and mattresses have washabie protec.
) tlvedaiiii'lﬁéi;;.;;;;;;;.:.’:...E
b. Each child has own clean linens and cover L
7600 Water Activities
1. Splashing and wading poals: . . ..., ....0
a. ® Drained and cleaned after eachuse . . .. .[J
b. ® Stored out of children'sreach . ., ... ...[J
€. Usesupervised as requited by standaid . . .[J
2.  Swimmingpoois: ... .......... ...00
a e Encinsed by a 6 fout ferice; gates Iocked )
when not it use: machinery rooms Iucked .D
b. @ Maintained acceiding to D-panmcru of
Health standards . . . ... ... RN

ERIC

JAruitoxt Provided
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Standards marked by ® do not o
require the presence of children:

Complisnce

00 wa

Non-

Notes and/or Ohservations: ;
c. ® Enough lifesaving equipment . . . ... ..

d. Certified lifeguardonduty ... ... ...,

00O comptiance,
(00 WNot€Evauared

ag

7700 Transportation
1.  Children safely seated when vehicle in mo-

oM i e et e e e e Oo0oaoaQno
2. Children loaded and unloaded sately . . ... 00 O O O
3. ® Firstaidkitinvehicle ........... [ i I s R R
4: Open back of truck not used for transporting o
chiidren ... ... e e o 0O Q0 S z -
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_CHILD_CARE_DALLAS

FAMILY DAY HOME ASSESSMENT PROFILE

e of Caregiver:

Date of Initial Assessmént

— I, ENVIRONMENT

- A, _INDOOR

TNITIAL

ASSESSMENT |

FOLLOW-UP

" There is a speCIa] Tchildren's™ play space which is warm, 1n\1t1ng
__and attractive.

A quiet "private” place is easily accessible to each child:

Areas of the House are open for children to move freely.

There is adequate space for each child to rest/nap.

~ Cribs are spaced so that infants cannot climb into another crib.

Low shelves or containers are used for toys when not in use.

A container is provided for each child to keep her special things:

 Space is organized to meet the developmental needs of the children:

Home is well Tighted. -

There is adequate ventilation (heating/cooling):

Materials and equipment are in good repair.

B. OUTDOOR

butdoorrpj§y area is fenced.

Qutdoor équipmént is in good répair

Splintered; rusted or otherwise broken, unsafe equipment is removed

from play space. . _ .

Plan of outdoor space permits var1ety of activities to include:

water, digging, and messy activities; o

Climbing, crawling, and sliding;

Riding and hauling;

red upon initial assessment.




_CHILD CARE DALLAS

FAMILY DAY HOME ASSESSMENT PROFILE

e of Caregiver: Date of Initial Assessment:

T EAVIROWNENT

B__INDOOR

__INITIAL
ASSESSMENT

FOLLOW-UP

There is a special "children's" play space which is warm, inviting

A quiet "private" place is easily accessible to each child.

Areas of the house are open for children to move freely.

There is adequate space for each child to rest/map.

Low shelves or containers are used for toys when not in use:

A container is provided for each child to keep her special things.

Space is organized to meet the developmental needs of the children.

Home is well lighted.

There is adequate ventilation (heating/cooling).

Materials and equipment are in good repair.

B. OUTDOOR

Outdoor play area is Tenced.

Dutdoor equipiient is in good repair.

Splintered, rusted or otherwise broken, unsafe equipment is removed

ﬁlgnﬁof,gutggqr'§pacg,permi§§,variety of activities to include:

Clifbing, crawling, and s1iding;

mad_iihnn initial acesecmant  Nthom ctandarde miiet ha mot nnrd rhildran aré in PAPG.




T, ERVIROWVENT

B, OUTDOOR (contlnued)

TNTTIAL
ASSESSMENT

FOLLO

W-Up

Creat1ve activities.

Materlals are changed in _response to chlldren s interests or to

There is a conven1ent storage space for outdoor equ1pment and
mate: ials;

C. SAFETY

The home and equ1pment are arranged so the total environment used
by .the chi safe, .

Gates or other protettive barriers are used where necessary.

Safety locks are used where household cleaners, yard sprays, drugs,
and other dangerc Y

There is a well-stocked first aid kit and thermomEter,

Caregiver demonstrates knowledge of flrst aid.

Caregiver demonstrates knowledge of treatiient of ser1ous 1nJur1es.

There is a plan of action for child with rlslng temperature, rash,
vomiting; continuous -serious illness.

Children who have fever, rash, vomiting, or other signs of severe

illness are not accepted for care.

“There are clear guldellnes agreed to by parents, for accepting
children who are ill, .

Information about illness is communicated to parents of other
children in care. . _

Medications (both prescription and non-prescription) are glven

only with written parental permission.,

Emergency numbers are posted nearrthe telephoné.

There is a bian for care of other children during an emergénty;

,,,,,,,,,

Seat. belts, nfant and/or toddler seats are used when children

are being transported in the car,

Good health habit: are practiced and taught %o children (hand-
washing, brushing teeth, etc.).

Meals are planned to meet nutritional needs of young children:

!hdr
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T. ENVIRONMENT —

INITIAL

__ €. SAFETY {continued)

ASSESSMENT

FOLLOW-UP

Efforts are made to 1imit the amount of refined sugar and food
additives {i.e. orange juice instead of punch);

Fresh foods (eggs, vegetables, fruit juice, m1]k; etc.) are served.

There is a plan for natural disasters(i.e. tornadoes, flooding, etc)

11. DEVELOPMENT —

A. EMOTIONAL . _

Hrganizatlon of daily schedule - there 75 a consistent sequence of

daily activities, L

Routines are flexible as necessary.

The da1ly rout1ne lneludes t1me for arr1val, 1ndoor and outdoor

Children's TV vféﬁing 15 limited to two hours per day and
restricted to children's programs.

~ Children participate in family life activities in age approprIate
ways (help with snack preparation, set table, put to

Children have experiences outside of the day home {walks; go to
park or library; etc:) -

The individual differences and needs of each child are responded to.

A reasonable amount of childlike behavior is accepted.

There is no_physical punishment, verbal abuse, shaming, or

rejection of a child whose behavior is being limited.

Ch1]dren are a]]owed to express a range of emotions.

appropr1ate]y with the children.

Snacks/meals are pleasant with positive communication.

Caregiver is involved with children the majority of the time.

Affection and warmth are offered in words and actions.

114

Caregiver patiently listens to children and answers questions.

Caregiver tells children what they can do.




11, DEVELOPMENT

—__A.EMOTIONAL {continued]

“INITIAL _
ASSESSMENT

FOLLOW-UP

~ Specific praise is used tofrggogglge p051t1ve behavior (i.e.: "You
_put the book righ

Caregiver distinguishes between unacceptable behav10r and chlld

(i.e: "You must not hit John" vs; "You

Inappropriate behavior is stopped firmly; calmiy; and conSIStently

_in an_age appropriate manner. -

B. PHYSICAL

Categlver prov1des a-calming transition period (quiet piay, story)
before napplng

Children's individual "gettlng read for sleep” needs (SpECla]
object; ritual patting) are known. . _ )

Infants are held while being bottle fed.

Weaning is done gradually.

Good nutritional practices are modeled.

Children are urged to taste all foods, but not requlred to flnlSh

“Bs children become able to feed themselves they are encouraged to
do so. _

Children's readiness for toilet tralnlng is khOWh.

Children's efforts towards bowel and bladder control are praised.

Gentle reminders at apprepr:ate times are given to children

being trained,

There is no sﬁaming, embarrassment, or punlshment TFor toileting

_accidents. o

C. COGNITIVE
In addition to the normal contents of any home, the follow1ng
_should be provided:

A supply of varied consumable materials available to children
(paper, crayons, fingerpaints);

A supply of varied permanent materials sufficient for the number of
children in care(books; puzzles, manipulative toys; push&pull toys).

Materlals are approprlate to age groups in 512e and compleXIty,

Jm]dren represented in the day heme ,,,,,,,,,,
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T1. DEVELOPMENT

€:_COGNITIVE (continued) —_—

“INITIAL

T ASSESSHENT

FOLLOW-UP

Language development is encouraged through stories, word games,

action songs, and other verbal activities. -

Opportunity to Took at and become familiar with books and be read

to every day.

The opportunity s presented to engage in manlpulatlve play and

practice new skills, _

Opportunities for dramatic play and make believe are presented

A var‘ety of musical lnstruments record or tape player, records &

tapes apprepriate to age level Interests of children are available; |

Natural macerials and materials from the child's own home are an
important part of the program. o

Opportunities for the chilaren to: create, scrlbble draw, palnt
construct, cut; glue; etc. o .

TI1, CAREGIVER-PARENT RELATIONSHIPS
li

Communicates daily with parents (informal discussion about child's |
day, progress, interests, etc.)

Uses phone calls and/or sets aside timr for occasional parent

‘visits" to discuss child's progress; mutual concerns & future plans; |

Collaborates closely with parents to coordinate approach to:

toilet training; .

Weaning;

Food transitions;

Self-help skills;

Intake;

Departure.

Children's "home routines" are known.

When "home routines" can not be followed, alternate plans are
discussed and agreed upon with parents.

Respect for the child'~ family is communicated: p051t1ve references
_ to family are made duting the day.

e

Ny
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Children are encouraged to talk about their parents.

Children are helped ‘to make transitions to home at end of the day




FAMILY DAY HOME SOCIAL STUDY SUMMARY

The Family Day llome Social Study Summiry {5 intended to be a %ynopsis
of all the findings resulting from the interviows _you've had, the documents
gathered and inspections conducted. The home study should nddfé§§ (at a
minimum) the following topics.

1. Family Composition

a. All adults living in the home; their names; ages and relation-
) ship to onc another. -
b. Names and ages of all children in the home.

c. If the prospective caregiver is married, the length of the

marriage znd her hustands occupation.

d. The family's rcaction to the wife/mocher's desire to become a
family day home caregiver.

e: Overall "tonc'" of the family.
2, tliome

a. Description of the home. o ,
b. Overall conditicn of the home: indoors and outdoors.
. 1I1dentification of primary play space;

" 3. Motivation

a. The prospective family day home caregiver's motivations for
. ca~ing for childrep.
b. Her understandings rclated to our relationship to her home;

4. Results of Licemsing Requirement Study

What is previous training or experience?

What did references reveal? ) )

What is the condition of the prospective caregiver's

~ health? her family? _

d: Did fire/health inspections identify deficiencics? MHow ware

they corrcctad?
e. Whot were the rcsults from the Standard by Standard evaluation?

0w
e [ 3 ®

5. Evaluation
a. Strcngths of the prospective family day home éif&gi%&i.
b. Weaknesses of the prospective family day home carcgiver.
(arcas which training ts weeded)
¢. Limitations of home: Ages of children to place in the home,

developmental stage or type of childrer which this home {s
appropriatce/inappropriate.
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RICHARDSON DAILY NEWS  Friday Ociober 21, 1883

Child care effort looking for homes

0 fomoci oo g g, esii oo - - 41f —-—7 ,,",;7,”7"7”,&””77
Program teams corporations, working parents with substitute mothers
By KATEBULLIVAN : for ths children of women working in cotton mills, they work wifl b sxpected to pay about $25 per
RDN News Editor ' earllor thia yeer racelved 2 §211,854 foderal grant shild when the prant patiog exda In Pebrugyy

I Lo start the prograim, which could asrve as s madal 1385, Ms. Pnge 8:i¢ The corparations pay noth-

' DALLAS — Child Cars Dailss is looking for for otber day-care programs throtgitout the ing nuw, br' some, among them Blus Cross ol
worlizig parente, substitute motFess and corpora- nation: Blue Shield of Tozas, have used compaty Honalet;

thoeo Interted in tsaming up to provide day-care __ Twenty-two children are being cared for now in ters to help pablicizs the projsct.
Sie young zhildren in Dallas-area homes. 12 homes which have been screencd by the egency .. ... T
- Pour people in Richardson now are caring for s part of the program, and five corporatiung are  Thirty doliars a week per child will go ts Child
chitdean i Lisir honass through the Corporate Ini- participating. A nusmber of other corporatious; in- Care Dlilarlwto,igrinrvﬁ!i raining for the day care
tistive progrem; but ware homes arv nesded in cluding several in the Richardson-North Dallas mothrs, biiy the cribe, toye and other squipment
Richardson, Garland, Planc and Northeast Dallas, ares, have exprewed it:'areat in the program, My, Piced by the agancy ir each dey-car: homs, and
Diana Range; program mansger, said satlior this Rangessid. =~ ~__ pay administrative costs, including the salaries
wosk. . - Total cost per child is $74 i week. Parents pev S =0
* Child Cere Dallas; eatablished in 1201 lo cire $49 of the iotal and the corporations for which 8eo Children, Page $A

L T *ﬁi _ _ . R

leﬁnuud from Piii ll - Bi-ﬂii iiia, Whiijh averaEe !i. q
- of people Who visit each home at !!*!gégg Lu;.,s%g he aversge
least once evpry two wesks and woik *6° Of the fathers

out epocil programs for each child  “Most iof -thom aré professionl
e ag-are othors i g P08 Who dalaysd taring the

than the going rate in the Riehurd. o~ .
in privats. homes, Ms. Range sid, '8 g, i 4, i the oo
mothe s ade some day-cere TS e they have valusbls am-

mothers relctant o sign up for the ! 5088 W a saving becanse of o

P Bbe 3l the progrim lnsludey ChIM eare probiazen 121
0 auC the program indludes ™ FICHT pODISDAT
- buch advantages for the day-care - Home-based cars fs more practi
[ 21 Fothers s free use of oquipment, 08 for_smployers than corporate
~f) froe training and help from fatles- day-rare canters osecauss the em.

sionals in desling with chlld care Ployars av no construction costs
problems. - " and the program can be adjisted
- Each day-care mother can eare Qucly to most the needs of employ-

for two children undsr the age'cf two oee: shesaid: = L
and two older pre-school_sgs chil-—Purthar infarmatiss et <t — -




GARLAND DAILY NEWS

Tujii, November 9, 1082

'  Federal grant targets
infant, toddler care

A r deral grant providing
quality care for children of par-
ents who wark for one of five tar-

geted corporstiont ' _was
iced Monday by Child
Cars Daliss, a United w.y
tfﬂ!ntu )

‘vides .Enmt_g;gvu fundi for
the demonstration project, said
Dmnlﬁnp yroject manager.

“Parents will pay the costs to
tha day mothers. Cost_to parents
will bs $49 pér week,” she said.

Comparable ¢ care for infants and
toddlers runs in the $50-100

range for what Ml. Range called

qul,l!ty care.”
e want to hear from moth-
ors who are interested in keeping

infents snd thCﬂCl'l,";M}LRjM

said. Her W number is
630-7911. ™

__Corporations involved include
Bilue Cross/Blue Shield, South-

land, InterFirst Bank, Republic-

Bani and Mercantile Bank.
e want applications from
prospective day mothers and will

begin placing children by the end
of the week,” Ms. Range said:
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The Dallas White Rocker

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 23, 1982

Child Care Program

needs house mothers

_A_locally-based national
pilot day-care program
needs support in the White
Rock area; a Child Care
Dallas official said.

__A non-profit United Way
agency, Child Care Dallas
has been chosen from 5000
applicants as_the model of
the Parents Choice Project
— a broker system in which
the agency helps parents
find appropriate child care
from existent  community
resoirces. Child Care is
looking for mothers with an
infant or toddler to care for
three children aged three
and under in their own
homes. =

Forty-five per cent of all
women with children under
age six are working, putting
preschool ehildren in need of

child care services; accord-

ing to the agency. Eighty-

four per cent of Texas'
working mothers are work-
ing out of economic
‘necessity, and an estimated
31;000_ Texas preschoole: Ir]
are left alone to fend for
themselves while their par-
ents work.

received grants for a

two-year start-up period for
toys. equipment and admis-
istrators for the project,
Working mothers are to pay
$49 per week to have their
children Jooksed after in this
personalized system, that is
to be mblnhod <t~ bgr

self-supporting and actuarily
sound, as a response to
federal cutbacks.

House mothers, who will

take in the children; will
receive $44 per child, per

week: with training, equip-

ment and food provided by
the agency. House mothers

in White Rock are now being

sought. _ T
__Child Care is also seeking
the support of corporations
to use the new_system to
refer working family em-
ployees to the day care

system. Corporations_ that
have joined include Souith-
land Corporation; Blue

Cross, Blie Shieid and
Republic_Bank of Texas.

homes have been found in
Richardson; Garland . and
Mesquite. and will be
opened in January. Mrs:
Range hopes to open 38
day homes by May 1983,
serving 125 families;

- Offices for the demonstrs:
tion project will be opened
by Jan: 3. Anyone intérested
in becoming a house mother
is urged to call Diana Range
at 630-7921; o
__Child Care Dallas was
founded in 1901 by women
whose names are still heard
around Dallas: Tenison;
Sanger. Lawther, Dealey,
Everts, Harris and Jalonick;,
to provide day cdre and
kindergarten to the children
of East and North Dallas and
the Cotton Mills Distriet.
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BROOKHAVEN COLLEGE CHTLD DEVELOPMENT

 ‘Training for Child Carc Daillas
Corporatc Initiative Child Care Program

CD-100 Dirceted Participation in

Early Childhood Progriuns

Coursc Procedures

This course provides 30 hours of training for family day home caregivers:
Activities in completing this one-credit course provide observation and
participation expericnces and activities with young children and family
day honic caregivers.

Activitics include:

6 hours_of obscrvation and participation at two (2) Child Care Dallas
Family Day liomes.

- Written assignments to complctc the objectives relating to observation
at the family day homes.

- Seminar/Workshop participation, activities, and assignments.
- Viewing and listening to audio-visual prescntations. -
- Participating in group discussiois.

The obscrvation-participation and written assigmments cquai 10 hours of
instruction. The four Saturday seminar/workshops on April 9th, April 23rd,
May 7th; and May:14th; 1983 cqual 20 hours of in-class instruction. =
The Saturday seminar/workshops will be held at the Brookhaven Parent-Child
Study Center (Building G) on the Brookhaven College campus from 9:00 a.m. to
2:00 pom,

Your CD-100 grade will be based on the comnletion of observations, written
assignments and seminar/workshop participation activities us assigned by

your instructor, lilda Linn.

IT assistunce is necded in completing the objcctives, plcase call llilda Linn at
620-4144 or Marjic Nolley at 0620-4140.
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GUIDELINES FOR COMPLETING THIS COURSE

Before observing at family day homes, read through the
objectives and the observation-participation assignments
in the course guide.

Using a dictionary, define all terms you find unfamiliar

or new to you.

Arrange observations of family day homes through €hild Care

Dallas Corporate Initiative Child Care Program Staff.
Complete six hours of observation at two family day homes.
Complete observation-participation written assignments.
Participate in the 20 hours of seminar/workshop instruction
at Brookhaven College.

Written assignménts will bé graded and returned to you
upon completion of the course.

126

PEE ;



OVERVIEW OF OBRSERVATION SKILLS

Observation skills are 1mportant for both observers and

caregivers. Watching children provides useful clues about their

needs and development: The obscrver sees child development

principles and thcories in action. Alert caregivers continually

watch children's rezctions to each other, to adults, and to their

environment. Based on such observations, more successful activit:

routines, and guidance can be planned.

Objective recording avoids using "judgment words" like "pret1
"bad," or "happy." These words assign theé observer's meaning to.
the,chlldfswactlons. An observer avoids judging or putting a vali
on the child's actions. An observer only writes down what is
actually seen.

- Reémember you are a guest in the careglver § home.
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- Concentrate on iiéféﬁiﬁ§ and seeing what is happening during yc

observation.

- Remaxnilnconsplcuous,Vlnteractxng with caregiver and/or childre

only as often as necsssary to complete your assignment.

- Do not discuss the children with the caregiver in the children'
presence.

- Rembmber this is only a threée hour observation, avoid being
judgmental.

- Remember the caregiver's primary responsibility is to the
children in her care. Please do not expect her to discuss.
your assignments or give you advice on setting up your famlly
day home during this visit.
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OBJECTIVES

Identify and discuss the caregiver's characteristics and

responsibilities.

Discuss how a caregiver's behavior influences a young child's

total development.
Identify_the importance of a caregiver's understanding each child's
individual needs and developmental stage.

Identify routines necessary for the care of young children.
Identlfy ways to insure a safe and healthy env1ronment for
young children.

Identify appropriate indoor and outdoor environments for young
children.

- Identify age-appropriate toys and equipnient for young children.

identIfy nutritious, well-balanced meals -and snacks which are
appropriate for young children.



CD-~100 OBSERVATION-PARTICIPATION ASSIGNMENTS

After observing at each family day home for 3 hours,
describe specific caregiver characteristics and/or
responsibilitics that you observed. (Use the attached
information sheet "Family Day llome Caregiver..:" to guide
you in answering this assignment:)

Write a report after each observatxon.dISCUSblng the
following:

- What child/adult ratio did you observe ?
- What were the ages of the children?

- What routines did you observe’ Give an example
of each. , o o
(routines include:
toileting .
hand-washing
eating times
rest/nap times
arrival/departure times

transition tImee——actIvrtIes

that move children from

one activity to another)

- What specific ways ‘were the family day homes arranged to
allow for children's activities?

~ What activities were available for the children?

-~ What age-appropriate toys and equipment were available
for the children?

- How did you feel while doing this observation?

(a) Before you observe at the famtly ~day home, list as many

ways as possible to and list as many

ways as possible to child-proof a yard.

{(b) Discuss how many of these were done at the family

day homes you observed.

i
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€D-100 OBSERVATION-PARTICIPATION ASSIGNMENTS continued

(a) &After observing at each family day home, describe the
caregiver's behavior and interaction with the children
durlng mealtime. Include the.menu as well as what the
caregiver did to make the mcal relaxed éhd enjoyable.

(b) Describe the caregiver's behavior and 1nteractlon during

bottle-feeding time.
(c) Describe the childrén's behavior during mealtime and/or
bottle-feeding time.

activity or happening 1nvoivrng a child that you would llke to

remember: Include the sequence of events, why this impressed

you, and any other information you would like to share.

fu—y
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A FAKITLY DAY HOME CAREGIVER 1S ABLE TO:

-Provide for cach child according to that child's developmental stage and

individual nceds.

“Be sensitive to children's feelings and ideas.

-Liston attentively to children in order to umderstand what they arc
saying and thinking. :

-Communicate with children in a language and manner cuildren understand.
-Relate to both children and adults with understanding and concern.

-Be emotionally responsive,; taking pleasure in children's successcs

and being supportive during their troubles and failurcs.

-Exercise maturity and control without being threatening:
-Maintain patience and consistency with childrén throughout the day.

-llave sufficient scamina and agility to meet demands of running a
family day honic.

‘Maintain and bc responsible for her own health and the health of

her own family.

~lclp children to eat properly through a positive attitude and cheerful
surroundings; ‘

-Moct children's nceds without sacrificing all her own and her
family's nceds.

-Establish rclationships with parents which facilitate the frec flow

of information about their children's lives.

-Communicate and interact with parents in order to understand and
consider their vialues for their children and the priority of those
values.

-Create_an atmosphere through cxample and attitwle where it is
natural and acceptable to express feclings; both positive and ncgative

(such as love, sympathy,_ enthusiasm; pain, frustration, loncliness,
anger,; or discgreenment.)
-llold and touch children in such a way as to convey respect und, when
appropriate, affcction.
-Interpret children's behavior to others in ways which foster under-
standing and cooperation while accepting children's need to work
out their own differences., j. 31
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-Lstablish reasonabile rules and limits which arc understood and upheld
by both children and adults,

-Identify and usc ‘the strengths and talents of parents, giving thom
every possible opportiinity to participate in and cnrich the children's
progriun.

and cclebration of holidays). into the children's program in order

=Incoiporate soiic of cach lumily's culture (food, language, music

to of fex continuity between home and day home:
-Demonstrate respect for differing family nceds, valucs and customs.

-Identify possible safety or health hazards and take the neccssary

steps to etiminatc them,
-Maintain 1ight;ventilation and temperature at the bost possible levels,

-Organize the home so that the children can be appropriatcly responsible

for the care of belongings and materials and for their individual
hcalth necds.

-Atrange the day home to allow for chiliren's niced for activity

and movement as wcll as quict times.

-Teach sound hecalth and safcty practices and serve as a model to the
children.

-Verify that cach child h'lS I' txif: ﬂlcd appropriate health requircments
and keep appropriate health trccords.

-Respond caliily in emcrgency situations and take necessary action.
-Provide nutritious,wecll-balanced meals and snacks which appcal to
children.

-Plan meals in advance and preparc meals and sniacks so that yoting
children are never left unsupervised.

-Practice sanitary procedurcs during food preparation; ical service,
cleanup and food storagc.

-Use_tlic kind of matcrials, activitics and expericnces that cacouruge
cxploring, cxperimenting; questioning; that help children fulfill
curiousity and gain mastery:

-Adhcre to applicable standawds Tor day homes:

-Maintain cquipiicnt, anticipatc needs and keep adequate supplics for
the running of a day home,

-Fvaluate her own competence as a daymother.

Source:  Fumily May llome Training Notebook, Pilot Iidition, State Depirtment

of TulsTic WelTave wind the Texas lepartment of Commmity Allairs,
April, 1976,
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NAME

ekatoledokedatotatad

* SAMPLE *

Yo v Yo Y e % de 3k e K
INFORMATION ON CHILD

I. Developmental History

A)

Pregnancy and Delivery

BIKTH DATE ____ _ _ _

state any special problems:

B) Physical Development o
_ __WHEN__

EARLY EXPECTED LATE
rolled over _
sat up_ - —_
crawled -_ —_—
walked
€) Weaning and Eating
1. Is child compietely weaned?
2. At what age was child weaned?
3. How? .
4. Does child feed himself? . -
5. Does he use spoon and fork?
6. What are his favorite foods?
7. What foods does he dislike?
8. Does he have any feeding problems?
9. Will your child eat breakfast at the day home?
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D)

()] [$,] S

(8.7

F)

Toilet Training

Is child toilet trained? yes  no partially . -

Age when toilet training was begun?

Method used to train? _ ' o

Age when toilet training was completed: daytime
nighttime —

Frequency of accidents?

Word used for bowel movements? _ _

Word used for urination? _ _

Does child ask to use toilet? o

Sleep

Is your child used to taking an afternoon nap? _

Are there special routines that help your child go to sleep?

Does he sleep with a favorite -toy?

If so, what? _ _

Usual naptime? -

Usual bedtime? _ - - o

Usual morning wake up time? o

Does child sleep in his own bed? If not, with whom does

he sleep?

Any sleep problems and how they are handled -
Problem How Handled

Speech

€an your child easily express himself? .

Can yoit child be clesrly understood? o
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I11.

F) Speech (continued)

3. Are you concerned that he may have a speech probiem? -
If 50, of what nature? ] _

4. Is your child bilingual? ___ What Languages?

G) Health

1. Have you ever had concern about your child's physical or mental
development?
If so, when and what? o

2. Is your child taking any medications? I so, what?

3. Is your child allergic to any foods? ' _

4. Has your child ever had any serious illnesses; accidents, or
surgery? If so, please list:

What When

5. Has your child ever been a patient in a hospital? ___ _ _
When | How Long Reason

Previous Child Care Experiences

1. Please list previous child care
Date (or age How _ Where? Child happy Parent happy
of child) Long? — - Wwith care? = _with care?
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II.

I11.

Previous Child Care Experiences (continued)

2. Has child been around other children his own age?

How does he get along with them? o o

Is he an active child? o o o

Is he so active that you would say he rough and noisy? R

()] oy Lo W

How does your child feel about staying with unfamiliar aduits or
children?

7. How do_you think your child will adjust to the day home in the
first few weeks?

easily with some difficulty with great difficulty

General

1. What do you 1ike best about your child?

[ B

What does he do best? L

3. Does he like help from you or does he 1ike to do things for

himself? o
4. What are his favorite play activities? o
5. Describe your child's fears o

6. What types of situations might be upsetting to your child?

7. s your child attached to a special toy or object? .
Will he be bringing it to the family day home? o

8. When your child is upset, what seems to comfort him the MoSt?

9. How do you discipline your child? R
" Is it effective? o

10.  How freguently do you find yourself disciplining him?
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11.

What worries you about your child the most?

12.

Is there anything I haven't asked about your child that would

help us to know him better?
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ousion_specialty retaller
also has reorganized iis
sing - office,- replacing It
y divizion, which If calls an
markeling team, @ com-
wndisig with. marketing
d sales promation.
pany also_will be cutting
management jobs and has
the post of general mer-
manager,
°

the limes: Yet another
wentives comes from _ho-
r rental firms compe'ing

Q
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lhilmc Hatel Cori. i lldge(

~ Reat & Car will offer free, 24-hour;

unllmngd,m!)gngg,m,ql a umpln
Town Car for_each night's stay_be-
tween Feb. 1 and Dec. 31, The pro-

Dallss.
And the Shersinn-Park Cestral is

participating in a bonus plan through
April 10. Regular-rate guests
certilicates. redeemable for

AD NOTES

the World Trade Center's consultant
for tree advice on their toy sdvertis-

ymbgnwnhugmrmmym»-

oom - L=
osts_ in major dties. The certificates ! + Golllcumes.

. will be valid thirough Sept. 12 for &

subsequent siay in Sheraton hotels

- and inne.

The winnes bs: . :Thié Dllas Ad-
vertising Lesgue will hand it antia-
a)_Pro_Bono Publioo award o Mary
Kay Cosmetics of Dallas at a Junch-
eon Feb. 8, _

[ - . — - .
__Fun shd Gemes: The Dulla
Market Ceniter_plans several special
everits diring the Dallss_ Tey Show,
March 20-24. The Toy Maniufactur-
ers of America will conduct a linch-
eon_seminar on toy safety March 20,
Later ihat day buyers can meet with

- New. & Improved: Michael
Beaty has formed The Mickael
Beaty Agescy for print and broad-
cast models, Aerospace Technalogies
Isc. is the pew name of Dalworth
Taol_and Manufacturing;, Fort
Wi

"Go!orloooh‘u"hlhe!lmne

campaign. Missaarl Pnelﬂe Alr-
Freight has expanded itc Dailas op-
erations with Andy McDewell as re-
al manager and CA “Chmck”

Muse Alr has created i "Sriokers

ing gum, a swizle stick and a Su.
per60 pin, plus an offer of free re-

turn fare if the cannot

N pessenger (
sdjust (0 a toally smoke-free envi.

ronment. The fare offer applies only
o Muse's - Houston-Los Angles or
Hotston-Midland -Odessa rotites. -
Rasdal Contract Furalshings s &
new Dallss-bised rép for seven mak-
ers_of commercisl wallcoveringi

Southwest Pump Co. has introduced

the 2 § 2. an_electronic_gasoline

pumpmllunludlourun-tn

"*ﬂg-brcg of Chicsgo re-
cently opened a new Dallas sales of-
fice. Dallss s one of 11 cities with a
new -Hall-Mark Electrenles
Alto Bwitch of North Andover
M

Telecommuication Asdit Gmi
which _audits company_ phone hills;
has been formed in Dallas. McBride

ad Brewn_ Advertisiag has moved

o l.nget offices at 10210 Central

!Tllhﬁvh(i" Fort Worth has
opened-a downtown -branch. Talea
Teéhnhuﬁmdlﬂd\uﬁmh-
been formed to market mobile satel-

h(e daﬁ commumca[iom lyllemn
and consujtng adrvices 10 the petro-
Jetiimi. marine and deferise indoatries.
__Core Laboratories of Dullas has
opened a new core analysis Igbongz-
Corp., 3 computer-aided. Mm
firm, has opened a Dailas office
hande sales in the South- -
— Tod Ridd:i1 and Asseclafes of the
Daliss Trade Mart and. Res Morris
hudl" clites Kave merged their stiow.
room _operations. EMS Print Shep
and Office Sepply has med 8 pec-

cartern Texas. Cordove Investors i

8 new Dallas petroleum investment

lim. ARA Malsiessace Mavige- division

meént Systems has expanded 165 liné
d&ﬁlﬂilﬁ‘iﬂiﬁim:" cé products.

[ ]
New accounts: Kelier-Cres-

eralor &)uihlhnd Cnrp
_Crime_ & Assoclated and (
Commeaieatioes will handle &
PR for Spectradyne_ Inc. of R
son, operstor of _hotel pay-pet

qf Saunders: Lubins

White, to handle media phnnin
placement for Dailas-Fort W

thes
e, will ha.ndle _publicit
nlhlllgo pl‘pduc]

Charge,” which b
praduction. April 1. The film w
shot in Dallas, Amarillo and Mq
rey. The Wilioa Ca. now handle
and PR for T-N-T (Taste and T:




Dallas employers offer child care bene

allas ceplo T3, in-
Dallss

Times Herald and RepublicBank
Dallas, are offering a new child
carebenefitprogram. ___ __
_The program,_ offered through
Clnld Care Dallas; a non mm

anrun.nl. mlﬂ

m;ooo lﬁlv;wi!ho cost of tha
gram, w participating

ees will pay the rest of the cost, $49
per_child weekly. Currently; the

participating employers are not

contribuun[ directly toward the
program’a costa.
However, vlnnibo{nmuyﬁ-
i two years, CCD will ask pertici-
pating employes to_fund a portion .
of_the progran, said Roberta Barg-~ .
mpmdm of Child Care .
Dallas. She added that CCD is try-

ing to line up more employers to

participate in the program.
Child Care Dallas coliected in-

formation from employeses at the
pn!ﬁeipnmg eompuiu on their
care needs. CCD then -set up

eﬁﬂi care arrangements in 38 pei-
yate homies in_ths Dallss arsa o
provide care for up to 125 children.
Pnrucipunmplgymgtm
Dallas Times Herald will pay their

share of the program's costs

through payroll deduction, said
Mary Trossen, employee relations
manager. As-of Jan. 19, five active
employees, plus two otlier warkers
on ma!emg leave, indicstad an
interestin CCD program..
__The program is open | to_all 1,500
full-time Times Herald employees.
“We're looking at child care as

something employers will have to

gay attention to,” explained Ms.

— Only llo! thc lmmphycuaz
Southiand Corp.’s heacquarters, all
of whom are eligible for the bene-

will pay CCD directly (or the cost
of the program.

Southland presented- the pro-
gram 1o its employees in November

and expects the prognm to com-

spokesman said.
,,Sm.uhlan;l will vmllh several
factors—including. convenience,
improved employee attendance;
quicker return to work after ma-
ternity leave, quality of child care
and-employees’ peace of mind—to
decide whethor to continue the
benelit after the grant expires, the

tpok!ima

_Some 3 employjan mﬁﬁb—
licBank Dallas are eligible for the
child care benefit, which it publi-
cized in the company newslstter In
October, said Beth M. Brown, em-
ployee rehuom adminlnrnor.

More thon loyees a P
meeling explilnl the hmcﬂund h .
2uuveihown.u interest. 1 4 O

The bank has reserved 16 spaces
in the._program, Ma. mwm
Emphmm y r
“mmmd’%:%ni T

not ABBENRTY O

et decided whether'to fund the = APPENDIX S

ERIC
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the coed now paid by the federal gran!.
The companica go inlo the program
knawing (hat in_two. years lime they
will have (a make (hal funding dect-

Roberla_ Bergnins _the project

fullyumdd
— "We will seek-answers ta four ques-
fions." she 3aid. “Does - decrease
Temphigce) Inrnaver? Dues i dEcEane
absenteeism? Mas_ it__increased
productivity? Has # increased job
salisfaction?”

“Out fong-range gnal is that enrpo-
ralions more- and more will see the
need for child coce.” said Madeline

141

Mandell, exerulive direclor of Thild
Carelnallas ~We hope they will under:
stand -the issues Invalved and under.
slaind (hal prople_Jiist can’L go.oal there
and find highquality chileare,
___"We hope Ibey will make H univer-
sally available to all employees. nol
just Heaweek.”
~ Mrs. Bergman werd lo the compa-
nies involved and canducied informa:
Lon_programs._{*acints who_indicaled
an intercst in the program usually had
mlyomchild They were "'very »
" she said. asking inlelligent ques-
lm ihat showed decp concern about
The qualily of care. Kost_of ihe women
involved were in théir J08. Annual in-

coriiek of parehls wha indicated Ihey
20,0810 $30.000 per househotd,

SicRank said his company was commil.

tedlo 1S placements in the program. -

chidrenplaced inthe rangram.. =

__We _werr a fittle surprised to find
That 25 or 38 percent of the applicants

were_from expectant parents_The av:

about 3 They Icnd 12 be in mtddle

maq!gegg@ ‘Mrs Bergman sai

Day home molhers are prepared lo
l«i Ine chitdren under_ heit - care
beeakiast; & moriing xnack._lonch and
a0 aflernoon snack. The foods are sim-
ple and the agency figures the cost will

aversge about §1 21 per day A Chid

Care Dalias nufritionist has drawn up A

menu {or the day home mathers to fol-

M

 CHild Caré Dalas lisild the umber
of children in one_home 0 lour, includ:
ing the_children of (he mother. Every
day hume has a person designated as

Workers With Child Care

;m allcm.'llrravrpr “whe

the chlldvrn [ the

Niana Range. the ProRrani mianag.
et also Slreases “beirtging.” Ihe liok

care mather with whain hr m.'l\ _<pend

masl of his lime. Bridging means in
part, (hal the day home mother .md the

U _there isn't & gmﬂ;rlaurmshw
bellm parent_ and day mutber, that

sitaalion 1sn'l going 1o work out. * Miss

Range said
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| Grant Helps Corporations With Child Care Problems

AKKE
/riter

. Michael
jill be 2

onth and

. that's sbout _how long his

working mother has been
struggling with the child care
problem.

At first be atayed with rel:

stives,” his mother, De-
borah, recounted; “Them I

put him in a day care center.
But I didn't like that at all.
Thiey had trouble with people

showing up in the mornin;

Sometimes in morning they

taking care of children of all
:lglel. trying to watch them

“Then I tried another one
and that didn't work out. Ben
just didn't iidjust too well, At

the dey care centers they
switch persontiel ao often that

he néver got to know any-

‘fFog two years, it has bexs
a constant problem trymg to
find someone reliable.” _ _

The anawer to Mrs. Cavin's

problem came through her
employer, Republic -Bank

Dallas. The company is one

of three taking part in a feder-
ally funded program to devel-

op and ‘manage 8 family dny

Cnurdinahn&thg program
is Child Care Dallas, a non-
profit_organization founded
in 1899 to provide care for the
children of women workini in
Dallas cotton mills. Support-
ed by United Way, Child
Care Dallas cares for 765 chil-

dren through eight child care
centers and 30 Iamlly day
homes.

It recelved a $211,634 pant

_from the U.S. Department of

hore cate for children of em-
ployees _of several Dallas
finns. Charter members are
RepublicBank, Blue Cross-
Blue Shield of Texas and The
Southland Carporation,

The cost of the program is
about $72 per child per week;
of which $49 is paid by the
parents.  Money from the
grant will pay thie rest; which

includes administrative ex-

penses and the cost of equip-
ping the day homes . with
necesssary items such as
toys; cribs; strollers; high
chairs, fire extinguishers and
first aid kit3._ .

Several other_companies,
including both Dailas daily
newspapers, have Indicated
an Interest in the program. If
it is to continue beyond two
years, . _participating. compa-
nies will have to pick up Lhe
cost now paid by the federal
grant. The companies go into
the program knowing that in
two years time they will have
to make that funding deci-
sion. . .

Roberts Bérgmun. the
project lirector, said the pro-
gram will be carefully evalu-
ated.

“We will seek answers to
four questions,” she said;
"*Does it decrease {employeel
turnover? Does it decrease
absenteeism? Has it in-

creased productivity? Has it

increased job satisfaction?”

__"Our long-range goal is

Mandell, executive director
of Child Care Dallas. “We
liope they will caderstand the

fssues involved and undpr-

stand that people just cav't
go out there and find nigh
quality child cere.

“We hope they will make it
universally avsilable to all

employees; not just those who
can afford $49 & week.”

Mrs Bergman went to),l;q
compenies involved and con-
ducted_ information__ pro-

grams. Parenta who indicated
sn interest in the program
usually had only one child,
They were ‘'very articulate,”

she said. soking istelligent

G lestions_that showed deep
concern about the quality of

care. Most of the women in-
volved were in their 303, As-

indicated they would enter
the program, ranged from

$20,000 to $80,000 per ho
hoid.

Spokesman_ Mark Mc:
of RepublicBank said
company was committed t
placements in the progran

“If s mother has prob
getting a baby sitter, it
comes_ 8 problem for
bank," ke said.

_Mrs. Cavin, for exampli
an expenenced specialisi
customer pension snd pre
sharing plans. She i gned
sfter attending & meeticj

the bank. Hichael Benja
was one of the first chi¢
placed in the program.
“We were a litsle surpri
to find that 25 or 30 percet
the applicants were from
pectant parents; The ave:
age of the expectant moth
about 30. They tend to b
middle management,” }

Bergoan said.
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1Lis to continue beyond two years; par.
ticipating companies will have to pkl
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granl _The companies go info (he pro-
gram knowing thal i two_gears ilfie
they will have to moke that funding
dec

_§8id. "Does Il decreate
turnover? Docs it decremne

. Sbxenteelsm? [as It Increased produc.
tivity? Has It Increased Job pathafac.
flon?" -

_"Our_long-ronge ml 15 {hat cor.
porstions more and more wilf see [he

slini the issurs Jmoiuﬂ

there and lind high quality chlid care.

¢ hope they _will take |l_wnlver.
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Jusl Lhose wi Iford §49 o week "
Mrs. Bergman went to ih- rom-

panles involved and conducted tifor.

K] lmmmwlemM 3

r. baby sliter, it becomes & peoblem for -

the bank,” he

e, u,u uge-
rlencdsbei:lillll i customer. peraion
and prafll-shating plave. She signed wp
ending 8 meeling at the bank.
Benjamin was ooe of ihe firet

olly e were a lttle verprised 1o fod _

Uhat 39 or 30 percent of Lhe spplicants
were from expectont pq The

averagesge of lbe expectsni mother is
abost 30 Tbe;len&li ﬁe In middie

feed Ihe childres snder their care

281, 2 morning snack, ln:h and
an Aliernoon snack. The foods are sim-

SL.21 pee day, A Child
tritionist hes drawn up a

ay home molhers to fol-

ChIKd Core Dellen limiis the nsmber
of childeen in one home o four, Includ-
ing the children of the mother, Every
ﬂny haimie Bas A perdon designated as
on “gllernate core glyer” who  can lake
the children il the day care molher

ple and (ke agency Lifires the coat will 3
age

- O, spends the day
Karen White, sight, us pari. ohﬁimllylnldpnm
to develop famlly day care bemes. Michael stulfs candy

becomes ill. Alternstes must be yome-

oae wilk whom the chiidren sre some-
wial farillar,

belweenihe cilla s parenls ai _thediy
care mother with whim he may spend
most of his time. Bridging mesns. In

part, that the day home mother and the

parents mest have compatible views

on child rearirig and discipline
- "I there isn't a-good reistionship
belwesn parent and day molher, tha

sltuation Is 't going to work out,” Ms.
Range said

program ks iv coatlbie atier Phal, pariicipaiing compasies
will have te plck op the oot now pald by the rast.
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A Sampling of

ne of the oldest aid finest
local examples of a pri-
vately owned, for-profu:
‘day care center is Child-
ren's Place at 6317 Argonne St.. Di-

rector Barbara szb is 2 mother with

a master’s degree in early childhood

developmgnt and many years of teach-

ing experience: She is the past presi-

dent of the Greater New Orleans

Association for Education of Young
Children: The Children’s Plac?, created
in a residential arez b the lake five
years ago, is now so popular thateven
non-working mothers bring their child-
ren from as far away as Harahan.

Loeb's staff is hand-picked. The ma-
jority of the teachers have degrees in
either education or early childhood
e-ucation. Some are cerrified in dance
and art, others are of the grandmoth-
erly variety. "I set much higher srarid-
ards for my center than the state re-
quires;” says Loeb, who carries a beeper
when she is away from the center
during businiess hours. “I couldn't keep
the center going if I didn't make some
profit; but I make less niow than I did
when 1 taught school. I am always a
bit skepncal of the quality of care that
centers give if they are able to gener-
ate a big profit.”

Of course not all for-profit centers
provide substandard care or make vast

her church for years and also serves as
a foster parent.

Another exarnple ot adifferent kind
of for-profit center is The New Child
Montessori at 3915 Perrier St.. This
type of innovative learning/ perform-
ing arts/child care facility is a recent
addition to the oprions for local par-
ents. Two of the owners are single

profits at the expense of the children | {PER

and their needs.

There are many people through
out the city who genuiriely enjoy work-
ing with children and are good at it.

One such center is Vada's at 5127 |

! Laure] St. Vada Irvmg, a grandmiother,

opened her center in her beautifully

maintained home in 1972 to serve the:

needs of the working parents in her

Uptown neighborhood.

After taking a business course at

the YMCA Irving decided to open

Vada's and to turn her rapport with

children into a business; Her cerniter is

licensed, and she proudly follows the

requirements to the letter of the law.
While she has no degrees in education,

Streer home.

Vada Irving pmwder a grandmotherly E.'morpbm forday care childrenin her Laurel

f Local Day Care

| she has worked with the children in |

parents and the other is a bachelor |

sympathetic to the plight of the work-

ing morther. Paulette Pugh, who serves

as the Montessori director; studied the

Montessori method in London and

obtained her pre-primary degree ar

the Montessori World Education in-

stitute in California Mary Ann Me-

lancon works with the performing
arts part of the cu:riculum. She has
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§ﬁi’ciié’ci b’o’th’ d:i'n'ce :md ﬂ’i'e:it’er in New
rered by ‘the Whole Food Company,
and the children get only natural juices
and spring water. .

A third new option in New Orleans |
: is the type of center that offers spe- |
cialized services geared primarily to |.

the handicapped or learning disabled

child. The Center For Estly Learning |
is applying for status as a non-profit -

educational institution. It is located at

4302 Canal St in the Canal Street- k

Presbyterian Church and has been
open for less than a year. Its owners/

directors Judy Mattindale and Candy |-

Everett have designed a program to
provide individualized training for
handicapped children. Martindale isa
mother with a master’s degree in spe-
cia! education. She is certified in early
childhood development and speech
pathology and also o teach emotion-
ally disturbed and rerarded children.
She is ihe former coordinator of the
Infant Education Program at the LSU
Medical School. Everert has a maser's
degree in social wozk, a BA in child
psychology and was affiliated with the
Infant Education Program at LSU.
In spite of the number of for-profit
centers, it has generally been the :10n-
profit institutions, such as churches
and universities, and ¢ corporanons, r.hat

quality care by. subsndlzmg the _pre-

grams and/or by providing facilities
and urilities frez of charge -
Historically, churches in Louisiana
and their affiliated day care facilities
have provided top day care centers to

the largest number of children. In New
Orleans; the Methodist St. Mark's

Community Center not only runs

several quality day care programs but

also acts as the primary. training facil-

iry and information sevice for day care
in the city.

‘There are also many excellent facil-
ities run by the archdiocese..

In addition; local congregations from
all differenc religions throughout the

city have put together day care and

mother’s morming out programs.

One of the oldest church supporred

centers in the state and one of the few

infant care facilities in the city is con-
nected with the Sellers Home at 2010

The Children's Place's Barbara Loeb piay: ba: erball with ber z:barge;r m the popu.’ar

center, where even non-working mothers bring thesr children.

Peniston St.,a maternity home funded

by the Southern Baptists. The home
was fourided in 1933: Coordinator of
comnmiurity services and day care di-
recrorJ anet Monroe isa mo:her thh
began to take in community infants
for day care because we already had a
skilled staff who could provide the
nurrurmg and stimulation that infants
nieed,” shie says.

The New Orleans Bapust T‘1eolog-
Ceniter at 2939 Gentilly Blvd. is one of
the model programs for the city. Pro-
gram director Janet Kemp isa mother
who holds master's degrees in reli-
gious and early childhood education
as well as an undergraduate degree in
psychology. She has been instrumen-
tal in helping a variety of other church-
es and schiools get their day care pro-
grams started.

“Our program is set up so that
parents can come and take their child-
ren out to lunch or play with them
here during the day,” says Kemp. “We
have many qua.hf yualified teachers, four who
hold master's degrees, so that we can
keep a teacher/child ratic of one to
three for infants and one to five for
toddlers. We have one hundred and
twenty seminary children and will a.lso
accept children from the oommumty

Individual congregations of the
United Methodist Chuirch have created

many fine centers. A spokesman for
the local United Methodist district ex-

plains: “The people who. belong to

our churches are generzlly highly edu-

cated people who want quahty caie

for their children. The various con-

gregations do not open a center unless

they are fully committed to provide

the best.”
The center at the Fxrsr Umrcd

Methodist Church at 3401 Canal St.

was opened initially to fill the needs

of the church's congreganon Says Di-

rector Mary Duhon, “In the begin-

ning we had a beauriful facilicy and a
highly qualified, well-paid staff but

few children. Now, only two years

later; ov: reputation has spread and

- we have seventy-fxve children and a

waiting list of sixty. Our main com-

ponents of success are low teacher-

student ratios, a good program and

lots of individualized artention.” _
The Tulane University Child Care

Center opened in Ocrober 1980 to

meer the needs of the university's

faculry, staff and students: The re-

sponse to the program from parents

has been overwheimmg Asone faculty

parent puts it: “I keep my position at

Tulane mainly so chat _my child is

eligible for the center: I can't u'nagme

a more wonderful environment.’

Dr. Par Schindler; the programrs

director; who has been instrumental

in establishing hxgh quality programs

DONRIYORING |
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all over the United States and who
has 30 years of experience in early
childhood development, explains, “Our
program is developmental, with a
strong emphasis given to providing
each child with individual artention
and gentle loving care. We have excel-
lent teachers and keep the ratio of
childrén to teachers low:" )

“I'had some background in day care
when [ was at the Ford Foundation,”
says Tulane President Dr. Eamon Kelly.
“In the future we would like to expand
the facility and resources of the center
as widely as possible to help other
segments of the community. If we
havea lot of interest from the respon-
sible segments of the community it
might be a possibility.”

Though the university has spent

vast sums of money to ensure that the

program and staff are first rate, the
facility is in the_ground floor base-
ment of a dorm. It is filled to zapacity
and has no space for many of the
children on the waiting kist.

_ ‘Tulan€’s situation is common: Many
of the best non-profit centers have
large qualified staffs; top notch equip-

ment, innovative programs and pro-
vide services on a sliding fee scale.
The problem is that these vnters gen-
erally operate in the red, which makes
exparision irpassible. o
Specialists in the day care field say

s Sandra Clavk anid Mark Pinkerion think bunnies at the New

Whole Food Company.

that the future of quality day care de-
pends on the good non-profit pro-
grams’ raking on satellite family day
care homes and other centers thar
they can share resources with. The
trained professional staffs of the “par-
ent” center would instruct and over-
see the directors of the satellite care
facilities. ,

The other trend parents and pro-

fessionals alike hope to see is more

Orleans

Bapeist Theological Seminary's Preschool Education Center, one of the model day care

programs in the city.

Pasdeste Pugh works with kids at the New Child Montessors school, an innovative
learning/ performing arts/child care facility. Food for this cemter is supplied by the

| quality care for children provided by

employers. A few local hospitals do
this, as do some of the private schools,
and somie of the big oil companies are
talking about doing it. o

A coordinating program called Child
Care Dallas, a rion-profit organization
in Dallas founded in 1899 to provide
care for the children of working moth-
ers, has received a $211,634 pilot granc
from the United States Department
of Health and Human Services to :

2| Operate a two-year program. The |

group will set up family home care for
childreri of employees of several Dal-
las firms. Charter members include
Blue Cross-Blue Shield of Texas, Re-
publicBank and the Southland Cor-
poration. ] o

_ The program is seeking answers to
four basic questions: Does quality day
care decrease employee turnover? Does
it decrease absenteeism? Does it in-
crease productivity? Does it increase
job satisfaction? S )

__ "The long range goal is to show the
corporations thar there is an enormous
need for quality child care,” says Ma-
deline Mandell, executive director of
Child Care Dallas. "We hope they wil] |
understand the issues involved and !
understand that people just can't go
our there and find high quality child :
care.” L
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ALAN CAIN NEW MPS On June 11 the Montana Physicians Service
PRESIDENT Board of Trustees elected Mr. 4lan F. Cain

) B President of the Helena Pian. Mr. Cain
formerly served as Vice President and General Counsel for MPS: Former President,

Michael E. Donovan, was named Chairman of the Board in a concurrent action.

V. TOM NEW DIRECTGR, Effective June 1, 1983, Victor R: Tom joined Blue
PERSONNEL AT BLUE SHIELD Shield of California as Director, Personnel
OF CALIFORNIA Administration. Prior to joining the Plan, he

held personnel executive positions with Rockwell

International and Security Pacific National Bank. Mr, Tom succeeds George
Whitehead who has decided to take early retirement. Mr. Whitehead will

continue serving the Plan in a consul*ing capacity during the next several
months.

"FAMILY-STYLE'" DAY Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Texas is now offering
CARE IN DALLAS employees an opportunity to provide "family-style"
- day care for their children. Sponsored by Child
Care Dallas, a United Way agency; this pilot program "provides the same type of
care that the child would receive in a home environmert," explains Bonnie Dangel,
Employment Manager and coordinator of the project. Licensed and trained caregivers
are carefully screened and recruited from areas where the employee works; lives
or other convernient locations he or she requests. Prior to enrollment in the
program, each employee selects a caregiver based on his or her own needs; as
well as those of their children. 1In order to provide the children, especiailtly
infants and toddlers, with the individual attention they require, caregivers
are limited to four children each, including their own. This type of quality
day care would ordinarily cost §75 or more per week, but througk this program
eiiployees pay only $49/week: Employees have expressed high satisfaction

with the quality of the program and appreciation to the Plan for this valued
service. For more details, please contact Bonnie Dangel; Employment Manager,

Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Texas (214). 669-6370, or see our checklist.

PLAN REPS PREVIEW On July 11-13; one hundred Plan representatives met
TSST in Chicago for an overview of Teleservicing Skills

: o ) Training (TSST), the first customer service telephone
training program designed exclusively for Blue Cros: and Blue Shield Plans. ,
Conducted by Plan trainers, TSST is ccaprised of eight modules to provide admini-
stration flexibility. The course provides customer service representatives with
skills that will ‘increase productivity, provide a higher level of service at
no cost increase, retain enrollment, and enhance the acquisition of mew business.
Program quality and content exceeds any known "off-the-shelf" product: For details,

contact Tony Narducci (312) 440-6490 at BCBSA or see our checklist.

FRANK FOURMIER NAMED On April 30 Mr. Juan Labadie Eurite retired
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, B after almost 12 years as Executive Director,
BLUE SHIELD OF PUERTO RICO Seguros De Servicio de Salud de Puerto Rico; Inc
o . - o (Hato Rey). The Plan's new Executive Director
is Mr. Frank Fourmier; former Director of the Automobile Accident Compensation
Administration; an agency of the Puerto Rican government. Mr. Fourmier has an
undergraduate degree in business administration from the University of Puerto Rico
and graduate degrees in finance from the Wharton School of Business and in law

from the Int:r American University of Puerto Rico:
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Child Care Dallas; a United Way
agency, is starting its second year
velop a family day home system
for employees of local corporations.

The system; Corporate Initiative
Child Care; is primarily for infants
and toddlers because such care is
scarce in Dallas and the nation.
Also; quality center-based care,
averaging $300 a month; is costly
for parents. ,

“Our goal,” says project mana-
ger Diana Range; ““is to show cor-
porations that home-based care is
a cost-effective solution for an ever
increasing employee problem.”” _

Child Care Dallas; a nonprofit
organization, was founded in 1899
to care for children of woren
working in Dallas cotton mills. To-
day it provides care for more than
780 ctildren of low-income fami-
lies through eight centers and 50
family day homes.

In October 1982 the agency re-
ceived a two-year $211,654 grant
from the U.S. Department of
Health and Himan Services to de-
velop an ihnovative family day
home system. The result is a model
day home network that can be used
in d'lih'ei' c< *Morat settings
throughout the nation.

_ Participating corporations _are
RepiiblicBank, Blue Cross-Blue
Shield, Southland Corporation,
and the Dallas Times-Herald.
These firms refer interested em-
ployees, including expectant par-

to Child Care Dallas. The agency’s

- Family
day home system
for corporate

employees

<taff meets with employees to ex-
plore their needs and expectations
for care. - S

Parents generally are in their 30s,
have only one child; are employed
in middle management positions,
and have household incomes of
$20,000 to $60,000 a year.

With employee preferences in
mind, Child Care Dallas recruits
women who want to care for chil-
dren in_their homes. Parents meet
with CCD staff to discuss the selec-
tion of homes. Parents select the
day home caregiver who will care
for their children. o ]

_ Parents pay $49 a week for each
child. Thi: fee inclucdes meals and
snacks but not baby formula or
prepared baby food. Grant money
i5 used to pay development and ad-
sich items as cribs, high chairs,
toys, fire extinguishers, and first
aid kits. ~ o

Although infants and toddlers
Teceive top priority for enrollmerit,
hoines will dccept preschool sib-
lings and children of other employ-
ees of the participating corporation
as §pace is available. o )
~ The objective is to provide qual-
ity care for 125 children in approx-

dren younger than 2 years and two
older than 2), which includes the
day mother’s own children.

Child Care Dallas recruits homes
through newspaper advertisements
and articles; radio and television
letters, ex-employees, pediatricians,
churches, parent-teacher organiza-
tions, and word-of-mouth.

‘‘One goal of the project is to
identify ways to recruit; Screen,
and train competent caregivers and
to foster stability among them,’’
says Range. , o
_ Caregivers have been_ recruited
from Richardson, Dallas, Gar-
land; Mesquite; Duncanville; anad

Child Care Dallas interviews
each applicant and screens her
thoroughly. If accepted; the appli-
cant undergoes 12 hours of orien-
mother is required to attend four
half-day workshops on such topics
as child development, nutrition,
safety, and health. Every day
home has an alternate caregiver if
the primary caregiver becomes ill.

_ Child Care Dallas provides con-
""""" support Services for the
program. In addition to training,
mornthly
brown bag discussions with par-
ents. It also offers guides for plan-
fiifg nutritious meals to caregivers.

Corporations can benefit from

helping their employees with child

care—less employee absenieeism;
{continued next page)
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Navional Association of Social Worke )

G!-Bﬂ-GAREtGﬁQGYhBaL
las, Texas, is testing the idea
. that 8 system of family day-

daé-hmmmﬂedeapamm- L.
iiaive Child Care, uinder a two-year,
szxz,mmyantmugmmm ,

Space inmedaylhonms now ‘commit-
wdfmssmmﬁﬂm&ra

askedwhetpsuppouu\emsop.
eration.

The grant covers part of the program’s

administrative expenses and the cost of
equipping the homes for day care. No

dl.v-modu’i;u'ealbwedinud'lhome

] The 840 per week per child fes paid by

parents covers: meais except fer more
expensive items such as baby formula.

Homes are rectuited in response to
parents’ needs. The homes and day-
mothers; and the altermnates the day-
ioﬁé@gmlmsaegnedbyChﬂd
cﬁnfam’acﬂ cording toa 96-|;emh§of

adoption-home study. NASW member
Sharon Fink is a family day-home spe-

cialist assigned to the program.
Although Texas has voluntary

registration for day-homes, the state has

given the agency to approve
and monitor yomes for the Corporare
Initiative

Progrartt.
Final statistics will not be compiled
undl the grant expires, but it appears that
the program may show that the availabil-

ity of quality day-home care has a benefi-

cial effect on employes’ job perform- ;

ance and absehteeism and job-turnover

rates. o -
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jn 1982, €hild Care Dall?® Wag awarded £ 8Tagt from the Administration on

Children, Youth and Famili®S: U s, Departmeflt of Heaith and Human Services; to
develop a family day home 5YStey to serve ©@Ployees of six corporations: The
agency's experiences in tP5 Vepture form he jagis of a practical guidebook
for corporations; child c8X® Prgyiders; 50618l gervice agencies and others who

believe in the potential 0% day homes as & ®O%porate child care option:

"DEVELOPING 4N EMPLOYER-A5SISIRp pamIry DAY HOMp SYSTEM" includes discussion

of:
% why family day caré 18 ay appropriat® Sption for employers to support
*  how to determine wBETUer rhe concept 1S viable in ome's own community
* how to secure corpo’it® participatioh In the system
* effective straregi®® IOr recruiting 204 gelecring caregivers
* ways of assuring a8’ "lytaining th® delivery of quality child care in

the system o L
parent—system Eélét%?EShiﬁé-;fraﬁ,th?,inifaaﬁéfian of the system

inside the corporati®l through utiliZaticp of the hnmes

"DEVELOPING AN EMPLOYER-ASSISTRp pamiLy DAY HOMg SYSTEM" has beem produced in
a mnotebook format and 32¢luges samples Of job descriptioms; caregiver

assessments, system procedTes, zng many otheT waterials.

Copies are $16.95 and uay P® Otgered using ™he srtached form.

- . - oL ——— —  ————
- D P ———— e e e g . (e o o e 72 v 21 e 20 e e e O o e S e e

Pleas: send me __ copies °% "DgvEroPING AN EMPyOYER-ASSISTED FAMILY DAY HOME
SYSTEM" —

Orgamization . e e S
Street e L
city e Stat® zip _

Telephone (___ ) _~—_
Amount Enclosed § - (ipciudes post38e gnd handling).

(Texas residents add $1.23 Saleg gax.)



