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This report presents information on the

characteristics, fees, and revenue sources of the formal child care
providers used by the four community-based organizations that
operated programs in the Minority Female Single Parent demonstration
programs initiated by the Rockefeller Foundation in 1982. The
demonstration provided funding to selected community-based
organizations to operate employment and training programs for
minority¥ single mothers. Programs were operated by the Atlanta Urbar
League in Atlanta, Georgia; the Center for Employment Training in San
Jose, California; Opportunities Industrialization Center of Rhode
Island in Providence; and Wider Opportunities for Women in
Washington, D.C. The descriptive information presented in this report
was collected from 151 child care providers to whom the four
community-based organizations referred participating motheres who
wanted to obtain formal child care. Particular attention was given to
those providers that served preschool children and were open a
sufficient number of hours each week to0 meet the child care needs of
employed single mothers. Following an executive summary, sections of
the report offer an introduction and overview, discuss the sample of

child care providers,

and report child care availability and

characteristics, fees, and revenues. An appendiX provides background
information amhout sample selection. (RH)
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Executive summary

This report presents informiation on the characteristios fees, and revenue sources of
the tormal chid-care providers used by the four community-based organizations
that operated prograns i the Minonty Female Simgle Parent (MESEY demonsera-
tion. This demonstration, which was imstiated by the Rocketeller Foundation in
1982, provided tunding to selected community-based organizations 1o operate
cmploviment and training programs for mimonty single mothers. These demonsina.
tion programs offerad women an array of remedial education, voecational skill
rramung, counseling, chald care, and other support services to help them attam
stable employment injobs thar pav adeguate wages. In order to assess the effective-
ness of this programmatic coneept and to bring attention 1o the phght of many
nunority single mothen, the Foundanon funded a comprehensive evahuanion of tour
of the demonstration proveams, one component of which is the child care analvas
presented i this repor. These four programs were operated by the Atlanta Urban
Leagne in Atlanta, Goorgia, the Cenrer tor Emplovment Truning in San Jine,
Calitormnia, Opportumties Industriahzation Center of Rhade Kand in Providence,
and Wider Opportunities tor Women i Wishington, D.CL

The deseriptive mtornuition presented heremn was collected trom child-care provid-
ers i atelephone survey comducted m September 1987, The survey covered a
selected group of 131 provaders that represent those 1o which the tour communiny -
based orgamizanions reterred participaning mothers who wanted to obtan tormal
child care. This groap of providers, which mcludes both Jav care centers and i
cemsed tamily duv care providers, is likelv to represent the network of providers
known to rvpical community-service agencies that provide education and training
services; thuy, the sample has some appheability bevond the demonstranion.

In addmon 1o selecting providers in the networks used i the demonstration, we
toctused on those providers that served preschool children and were open a suffi-
cient number of hours cach week to meet the child-care needs of single mothers
who work. Specifically, we focused on providens that:

e Served children vounger than 6 years of age

o Were open ot least fiw hours a du_\'

o Were open at least nme months a year

® Served u group of hildren at least half of whom were nomhandicapped

* Woere nonresidentiaf

.
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This group of providers represents those that provide the tvpe of care that s conss-

tent with the overall goals of the MFSP demonstration. That s, the providers would

heable to provide enough chald Care o coable single mothers o pursue the edaca-

ton, tanmg. amd work necessary o eftect asubstantal improvement i thew eco.

o and socnil well-being,

The kev Bisdmes of o examinanion ane as tollows:

The providers i the sample wondd be able ts provide enough e o enable smgle
mothers o prersie fdl-pme emplovinent: - providers were open oy an agerage of 11
horrs per das . 49 1eeeks g vews

The basic feos ar Both Jay care conters cond famidy day coe prosadons aeenaged 857
per week for proschool childven. The basic fees for sommger chddren (vonmger than 3
vaars of dge b areragad B8 por weeh at contorsand 3o par weck ar fanuly das aoce
provadors

Phe magoris of hoth das coevonteys and famuls provaders peovaded disconmes o
then b “'&'&'I\I\ fues

The average retenmw poy child week was 805 for conters and o0 tor famly

proriders

Centers obtamed a sibstanal proporaim fan aterage of 30 poreentd of then
revenne fromosoteces other than parental fees Iy comparient, famidy day care proe
tdevs recenned vrnuadis all of thea revenues trom parental fees.

Fhe ospos of care provaded b conters and family providors dittered m wass that
retlected the more mformad nanere ot the by provders: the famuly ds cone
proatders moote sample exhibied lower ovoradl chald to staff ragios, had Lacer enrofl
menty, serted more mfants . and were mene lhel 1o have molareom ypaee for sk
chrllren, whide the conters were luveer and were meme fikely 1o ofter formal edica
tonal and developmental progamn




1 Introduction and overview

The nead tor satey seluble, snd attorhible Chad Cne s ane ot the mose wnihime
obhatacles tacing smgle mothers who seek o cnte, and beconie successtul i the
Labor nusrker. Conseguentiy, the debare aboat sebtare setorm and other cttone o
help snale mothers and ther tannhies improve then coonomi sitanon has

sencraed tromendous mterest m ool e

O area of parteabar concenn s the cost of dald Carey not onty becase dduld e
must beattordable to the mothers who ek o onren shie Labor torce, Bt alon
becase chld-Care senoces sepresent an mportant and espenase component o
proctams dosened 1o cnable anede mothers o dosos thor examples the BT Chonees
programean education and mammge proceam for weltase reapientsom Massachosers,
anncpates spending 40 100 60 petcent of s o] budget on providimg dnld e
srvices to particpants.) The subsantol Chaldscare expendiiures icarred by such
prowrsms hus e fostervd oo mterest m o wade nmee of Cost saages, parnianbarhy those
that pertam 1o the fees Chureed by dnbdsGare provaders, the estent 1o which
discomts to those fees areavabable, and the extent toowinch childcare prosdens

covet ther costowarh sevenoe from sonsces athier than the tees pand s jarents

Fhis paper, which s one component of an evadoation of the Mot Female
St Parent (MESPY domonstiation, presents mbornnsnen on thoese spectfie cont
ates I particadarot esammes the dharacterstios fees and revenue sources of the
uddecre providers osed Iy the oo commuminc based creanizations that ottened
demonstration services. This desonpon e mtormaton supplements the Lareer i
and Bonetitcost analvaes thor widl assess the overall ettes tveniess of the Jomonstg
ton services. The itormaaon presented herem on the avadabbiny of dnldcae and
the magmitade of fees will e used i the mpact analyas o help interpret the
estinates of the mipacs of the demonstraton programs b rartscula, the imtorm
tron on the verace Jevel o fees will be compared swath the estmed camnes
potential of the smele mothers who entered the demonstration m onder 1o assess
therr abihity 1o atford formal dov care o they tahe ool levond the demonstaton
setring, The mformarion on revenue sources will be used n the benetit-cost analyais
to estinate the total costs of the tormal child Core used by the angle mothers, This
Cant eatinnation s necessany becanse the duld-care expenditores reporred by the
mothers caprire only part of the cost of care, since providers receive a substuntiad
proporton of their revenue trom sovzces other than parental fees. The ifformanon

. om revenie sources may also be usetud tor budeeting weltare-retora programa thar
miciude Child Care s part o ther overall seny e packingee,

BEST COPY AVAILABL
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The MESP demonstration was undertaken by the Rocketeller Foomndation 1o bring
natonal attention to the phght of the growing number of mupority tamihes man-
tamed by poor single mothers. As part of the demonstration, the Foundation tunded
tonr communty-hased orgamzations (CBOW 10 aperate education and tmimmy
programs tor mmoenty single mothers:

o The Athinta Unvhan Leagae £ AULY v Adlann, Gienngia
o The Center tor Emplonment Traming (CET) m San Jone, California
o Opportouties Industralizaton Center tORC) of Rhode Ishnd m Providence

o Widor Oppertonnes for Women OWOW i Wihmgton, [ 47

Thaese tour proqecrs enrolled over 4,200 women between the mitunon of services m
1981 and the end of demonsnmon tundig i J9SS,

The demonstranion programs oftered acomprehensive set of seviees outreach,
assesainent, edocation, skadls tnanme, coumseling, and child-care services cinan
cttort to help the participatng women mprove therr cconomie and social conds-
tons and those of tharr children, The specitic child-care services that were oftered
ncluded mstruction o help the women become berter consumers of chald care. as-
atance to enable the women to tind appropriate care, and subadies 1o help dotray
the costs of child Cares The emphasis placad on Cdald care was deemed necessan o
coable the smgle morthers wo partcapate tully m the edocation and Skl troming
oftered under the demonstratnm. Furthermore, child-care connseling was expected
tor help mothers doevelop the decasionmabmg skils and contidence erineal 1o then
alnmuate suceess 1 the Jabor market, The strong emphasis placed on dild-care
serstces s retlected m the substntad proporton Gapprossmately 18 percent) of the
overalt costs of the demonsiration sersices that were allocated 1o dald G

Our exammation of Child-Care contsan the demonstraton s based on doa colleaed
trom o very speaghizad sample. The set of prosaders exanined i thas seport jepae
sent those o which the CBOS retenred parniopating mothers who wanted 1o oboain
tormal chuld care. Speatically, we selecred 131 providers trom the bsts ot dald-care
provaders that were known to the CBOS o were known 1o the dnld-care reterral
agenctes that aorhed st the demonstration CBOS. This sample, which mddades
both day care centers and licensed iy day Gre providerss, s Bikely 1o represent
the network of providers generatly known to community-service agencies and
oreantzations that provide education and tnoning services; thas, it his some applica-
Ml hevond the demonstration.

The demomsation progect epersied by O T setonb muants sasele mnothers o San Tose, Woateon ddle,
Sahivecand Chlbos, Caliterne Dunng the List vear of the dennmstration, s progectaleowersad sicle
mothers i kbl Calitornn

11
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I addinon o selectmg provaders i the nersorks used by the CBOS we tocusad on
those Pre widers that served Pros hool Chubdren and were open L uttioent number of
hours vach week o meet the chidd-care needs of unele mothers who wark . Speans

wallvowa focnsed on prosaders tha
® Sovved children sommger than b s of age
e \Vore open ar least five hours a Jay
® \Vore oponat feast noe months @ovear

o Nertada grongof children at last hadt of whom were monshandicappeld

Wore nonesedenind

This group of provaders wepresents those that provide the tvpe of Care that s conaes.
tent with the overall goahs of the MESP demonstration. That s, the pros sders
would be able to provide enough chuld vare 1o enable anede mothers 1o parsae the
vducation, tramnme, and work necessan teettedr o substntd mapros cment i then

ceononue amd socnal well-bemnge.

The hey tindmes of our examunation are as tollows,

o The provuders i the sample woukd beable 1o proaade cnowgh cave v onable simgle
mesthers to prvstee pdl-tme emplosment - provders were opent oy e arerage o 1

howrs per das, 49 aeecks a vear

® The husie fees at both das care conters andd ooy das cove proadens aroraaed 357
per week for preschool children. The hasic fees tor sounger chuldren (xoaiger than
A ovears of aged areraged SOS per ek at conters and 360 per woeck at farmls s

care pronder,

o The muponns of hoth Jay care conters and faomly provaders provaded disconnts 1o

Ih&'”‘ /H\Ig' i “t‘M’\ foes.

® The arerage verenue per chibd weck was 365 for coenters and 300 for homils
freaders,

e Conters obtained a substanil Moportem Lan it cvage o 40 poveent) of then
retenue from satrces other than parental e In comparoen . famuds dan cane oo

vilers received virnaddy all then revenues from parental fees

e The txpes of care provided by conters and family proaaders digfered m wass tha
reflected the more informad nature of the fuomils providers: family Jay came provdess
i our sample ovhibited Iower overall child to staff ratos, had loweer envollmena,
served mume mfimts, and were more Iikels 1o have isolagon space for sick children,
while the conters were Larger and were more Iikely tr offer pommai cducanmal and
deselopmentad programa,

; BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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For thie most part, the st sumber of provaders mcloded i dhas stods did o
civable o fondeaw ear interences abont difterences among the four commumtios in
which the demnstraton cperatdd Hoaover the st of providers selecred srom
Atiantaappear o hune diftered frona those an the ather sires adonge o namber ot
dimensions, Speaticaily, the dharacrenstios of providers i Arhinga were consistent
walt wrearer s bbby and wreaier competinon m the dhaldeCare markets center
careappeats o hay ¢ been mere avatlable; averaoe eorollsents were smaller; o
areater number of providers accepted children vounger than age 30a oreater number
reported the avalabalies aof spacers tewer timned children awavs care wasavarlable tor
trote woeehs wh foneer honessa creater number offered educational programs: and
coste,werkly tees, annuoal recerpeand resennes per duldoweck were ol losaer,

while chhd ot et were hivher,

Our tndimes are broadh conamtent sath those tound moasarvey of 6021 dald cane
pron aders i three mban areas served by the Teenaoe Pasent Demonstraton
thsher e al 1989 Thar sarvev abso tonmd thar totdoy ttb vear child Care wos
cenerdh avababeond that the median weekly st ot cone wasapprosmarely 30
Furthenmore, the authors sound thee centers trequenthy reduced thesr tees tor the
Dibdren of loscgncome tamndies, This sarvey abso colled ted detaded mit maten
abot the demand tor core by women pariGpatme in government tramsg pro-
cramis, soformal wnpand care, the quabinn and saluling of the care provaded, Commaon
operatme problems of Chsld Core providers, o the extent of gnunet denmand o

Q}Hl\{ (SIS

Sy, the 203 per dnld week average revenoe estmate obramed moour stody s
cepnistent withy althoasehs sheluly fower than, the conts estmated Iy the Gienerald
Accountinge Ottice (19N 1o hneh-quabine chdd Gores The GAO estimated that,
frscad sear PISS ] conts tor Chald cane thar met the standinds o the Natonal
Asvoncation for the Bdoncanon of Yonne Children (NAEYCY were 34070 (eselnd-
e !iu- yabue ot \*‘ wn.md ey k‘\ .Hh; \L'T\'Iu‘*). Theswe CUNfeTs H]‘L‘T.HL‘J (RN mli
prmne, todby e Boasis, soveestms thon the weeklh costwas approsmnely S5O (5 1070
Jivrded b S22 o approanmately 28 percent greater than the esomred weekly come
estnted for vor sample. Ths ditference retlects ses eral factos, mchidinge 1) the
ealisiv e focos of the GAUY warvey on el gquading conrers, (2 itterent cont fevels
Fetween o estimaates for the toar MESE e md the more natonal GAOY ey
mates, 3 the sheht diterence in the time periods tor the sunvevs (simce our es
mates refer toeadendar vear FOSTOwhde the GAQ estimates are for fisead vear
TONSY and (4 the generad sompling varsmcee asociated with both survevs, which
wsed telatneel smadl snples four survey mcluded 151 provaders; the GAO wurvay

Pha o] cost wash e sdooed o the sadi ot Boured @onade amd sorvioes were i Bidod Neestimate
woentende o the ssbine ot donared coasdo o the prvasdors indisded oo wmple Howeser, thy sl bl
drerhr e evadence seeeas that such costare no bircer proporse naclv o canple of provaders than
i thie protders canveved I GO, i tac dotused goads s Connttate amoch asnidlos taorn o

the veat s of the prenndors moons s
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i luded TIS centens). The chowee between either o these estimates depends on the
reason tor using the estimate. Qur estimates ate probuably better tor asessimg the
conts ot general may ot child Gues while the GAC canmate is appropriate tor
planting the conts of strictlv ngh-qualing e

Our analiais s rn-wnmi m three o h‘l!‘f\'!'\. The second a'h;l;'u‘f Jescribes the
sample of provaders in more denul, meladime the process where the wunple was
selevted. The thad chapter discosses the characternties of these prosaders, The tinal
chapter thet reviows mtormation on the wes and revenue sources of the provaders.
Appendin A prescars detars on the proceduses ised toselecr the provaders incladed
m this sy
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2 The sample of child care providers

The child-care providers mcladed in thes study were chosen 1o represent the
network of formal providees known to and used by the CBOS in their eftorts to
assist jusor single mothers, 1o particular, we were interested in deseribing the
characterstics and revenue structure of those providers in the four demonstration
sites that (1Y were able to provide enough hours of care to enable single mothers
with voung children to make a substantial commitment toan cducation and than-
g program and ultmately to work, and (2 were i the network of providens 1o
which women who were enrolled i the demonstration would be retesred.

Tovdevelop our sample, we followed the path thin a mother would tike ot she
wished to obinn tormal child cane through the MESP demonstration. To do so, we
selecred providers trom rederral bists mamnaned by the CBON, or trom Listo mam-
ranaed by community child-care Heensing or refermal agencies in those cases where
the UBO rehied on such organizanons 1o reter participating single mothers to child-
care providers, Choostng to rely on these hists means that we have excluded trom
our sindy the triends and tamily members who cared tor the children of participar-
my mothers, Furthermore, we have excluded part-day progranis and those thua
served only school-age children, since onr goal was to examime providers who
wonld be able ro hedp single mothers with voung chaldren puesie a program leadimg
o tull-nme emplovment, (Agan, deranls on the selection of providers are prosented
i Appendin A

oy care centers for the sample were chosen from lists of centers mamtamed I
AUL OIC and WOW: Gt CET. the county mamtaned adirectory of conters.
Centers were chosen only it they provided foll-nine Gare 1o chddrens sounger than
ape sixs In Providence and Wishington, fanuly providers were tound throueh
reterral Bsts maintamed by OIC and WOWOin Arlant and San Jose, tanily
provaders were selected trom haas maintnned by docal Child-care reterral agencies,
Al tannly day care providers dentdied were mcluded i the sample universe s
fong as they were hicensed and provided child care tor pay to chuldren younger than
RTLAR

Although providens were idenntied through the same chunnels used by program
participants, the CET and AUL family provider samples may not be comparable to
the OIC and WOW samples. The lists for Providence and Washisgton reflect the
efforts of OIC and WOW to denedy those providors that would be most suiable
for the MEST participants in terms of their accestbility and fees, While we

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC e -
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Table 2.1 The sample of providers (fall 1987)

Atlanta San Jose  Providence Washington All Sites
Day Care Conters
Number of known day care centers” 257 177 44 281 759
Number of centers in sample 24 26 25 26 101
Family Day Core
Number of known family day care providers® 273 1,661 105 210 2,149
Number of providers in sample 13 12 13 12 50

B d oo st o d o the ¢ oW Gt ohbd G et aovnne mend By the o o

wrecnad the Bists obtaned for Athinta and San Joseom o somidar tashuon o woald be
mpessthle tor s to rephicate the scoreenimg undertaken s CBOS that were
mateh tamadnee with therr neehborhoods and the churacrerstios of ther Tocal chibd-
care marhets, Thus cross are diterences observed moonr data oy retlecr our
solocton process tand the reterral list developient and soreenimg ettorts of the
CBOSY, as well s acoab diterences m the chidd-care markets ot the ares

A o, this study excluded three svpes o prosaders, Bt sebanyes on trends who
prowvade Cnbd Care mdher own homes o the homes of the daldren wee exe
uded. While these prosaders are widelv used by motherss ther armaneements are
more mtormal, fess perotanent, and treguenthy unpand. For these reasons, Tocatng
these providers s dittcult, as s obtanmg rediable sumv ey daa onthems Mare
anportant, prostam operators e been reluctant torelv on these mtormial provid
ers hecanse the children of mothers enrolled m trmmy cannot genersdly be reterred
roosch provaders, and, ecvenot thes con bey the gquabing of the care provided mosach
anreanlated arrangements cannot readily be ascertmed. Thus, mandatory educanion
and tromm programs are unbikels 1o redy onsach providers toprovide tomal care

tor the Chiddien of participating mothers,

Pronaders that atter onhy hetore- or atterschoot care were abs exclided oo this
sy Acan, thowe providens are more dticult o ndennts s since many o these
procrams are oftered by more general purpose organizatiens, sach s YWOAS Bovs
Clabs, or e schoals, Furthermore, these programs serve primardy school-age

Juldren whide we were mterested more i providers that servaed vounger hildren,

Friaallv, residentaal provaders and providers that predommantls swerve handcapped
hildren were excluded. Due to ther organizational strcture, the cost structures of
these providers will ditter substantially trom those of general child-care provaden.
Such child Care providers would adso be expected to plav only very souall rolen
hroadly detined education and traiming progranes,
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Weselecred o voral of 131 providers trom the tour commuminies. Winle this namber
provides Tittle stanistical power for our analvsis and lictde Basis tor testing tor cross.
site ditterences, we teel that i provides an adequante hasis for describing the peneral
natare of the tormal child-care opportumties tacing mothers who sought such care
through the MESP demonstraoon. by addition, our set o providers constitutes o
nontrivial proporton of the total set of providers Anown 1o the CBO~ and the
reterral agencies thes used: we have modinded 13 percent ot the conters m the
CROY nerworks and 2 percent of the tanydy das Gare providens s those networks,

Asshown i Table 200, 1M of the 739 day core centers identfied and 50 of the
2089 tanudy day care providersidenttied were surveved across the tour MESP siree
Becase site-speaitie numbers are based on ven small sample sizes, all tables should
be vonstderad as merels suguestive of the duterences that existed among the sites.
Further, becanse our simple was divided evenly acnoss sires, even though the size ot
the known unsverse dittered greathy trom st to site, this sample does not necessar-
e represent the overatl unverse of child-Care providers that were avanlable 1o the
MESE demonstration

17
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3 Child care availability and characteristics

In assesstng the role of tormal child-care providers in the MESE demonaration, we
comsidered the extent wo which the providers could mect the chuld-care neads of
single mothers who had young children and wanted 1o pursae the education, -
iy, and cplovment opportunities ottered v the demomstration. These child-care
neads include the availability of care for aattictient number of hours cach day and
Javs cach week to enable the maothers 1o devote a substintial amount of tharr nawee
to education, job scarch, and, ultimately, jobs. Also ot concemn s the availabiity ot
posttions at the child-care providers - apecitically, wherher mothers who entered
the MESD progrun would be able to obtain chuld care without having to wait tor o
hild-care position to open. Mothers and program operators are abo concerned
abont the qualiry of chuld caresomult-dimensional charactenste that retledts the
size of the provider, the ratio of children to statf, the tvpes of services provaded. and

the nature of those services.

Table 3.1 desonbes the vze of the provadens, the e ranges of dubdren served, and
the extent to whieh providers accepted children who do not speak Enghish or who
have specaal neads, The diterence in the nusober of children served by daw care
centers and imuly diw care providers s immediutely obvions, The centers served an
average of 09 chuldren, while the fannly day care providers served an average of
only 3 duldren’ This ditterence is consistent withy the siabler and more intornial
nature of the tamily day care providers.

The ages of the children served also ditters between dav care centers and tanuly dav
care providers, In geperal, imly dav Gare providers were more ikely to serve
vaumger children; then, as children reached preschool age, center care appears 1o
have been the more prevalent choice. For example, only a third of the centers were
caring tor mtants, while over halt of the fimily day care provaders were carmng tor
mtants. In contrast, most centers cared for school-age children, while relatvely tew
tanuly day core providers were providing such care.

Some providers of both types were caring tor children who do nor speak English
{particularly m San jJose und Providence, which contam Large non-English-speaking
populations), although centers were more likely to have served such chilidren. Chil-
dren with special needs tended to be served primarily at conters, which probably
reflects the larger scale and more formal nature of the centen,

“The presence of 1 tew Large conters tends to shew the distribution o center enrollments, Homever, the
median ontollment for the centers s sl an order of magmitude sreater than the averaee enroliment for
tamaly day care prowvuden,
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Table 3.1 Sorvice availawility: the number and types of children served,
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by type of provider (fall 1987)

12

Atlants Son Jose  Presidence Washington Al Sites
Number of Children
Servaed by Provider:
Doy Care Centers
Mean 54 69 79 75 69
Median 48 80 74 60 63
Family Day Care
Mean 5 5 7 4 5
Median 6 5 6 4 5
Porcentage of Providers
Serving Children Ages:
Day Care Conters
Less than 1 year 67" 19% 24°% 12% 00,
1to under 3 82°, 89°, 32% % 77%
3to under § 100°% 96% 96%, 100% 98°%:
5 years and older 67% 73% 80% Hd% 68%
Family Day Care
Less than 1 year 82% 42% Ba% 50% 52%,
11to under 3 g2, 67% 92° 92% 86%
3to under 5 54% 83% 85% 75% 74%,
S years and older 8% 25% 8% 0% 10%
Percentage of Providers
Who Accept:
Day Care Contors
Children who do not 54vo B85%, 88, 35% 85%
speak English
Children with 33% 46% 64 62% 51%
special needs
Family Day Care
Children who do not 8¢, 42°%, 46, 8% 26%
spaak English
Children with 8% 25% 0% 17% 12°%
special nesds
Ssmple Sizes
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50

redh
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A crtweal ssae m pros sding chdd care as part of an cdocanon and tanang program
stmrhar 1o those operated under the MESE demonstranon s whether the mothers
are acrnadly able tonobiam postions tor thesr Children, Table 3.2 presents intorma-
ton which suegests that a shortage of avalable positions existed at dav care conters,
Ondy one center o the San Jose simple, amd nocenters m Providence or Washing-
ton, reported that space was avalable tor more chiddren at the nme of the inter-
view. Consistent with this Tach of current positions, miore than two-thinds of the
Jay care conters i our sample an these three sies had tued o Cibdren i the

List sear due to animsuthioent capadaty,

Table 3.2 Service availability: capacity of providers to accept additional children,
by type of provider {(fall 1987)

Atlanta San Jose  Providence Washington All Sites
Percentage of Providers
Who Could Have Accepted
Additional Full-time Children
at the Time of the Interview
Day Care Centers 38% 4% 0% 0% 10%
Famlly Day Care 358°, 429, 82% 58% 50°s
Percentage of Providers
Who Have Turned Childran
Away in the Last Year
Due to Insufficient Capavity
Day Care Centers 21% 81% 72% 69% 81%
Family Day Care 62° 3% 39% 50°% 46%
Sample Sizes
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50

These trgures mdicate o potential problem for tnuning programs thar want torehy
en day e centers 1o care for the daldien of pariapating mothers. Qur data
sagoest thuat women in all sires excepr Arlanta swouhd face debivs i eetting therr
children into g center. Hershew (1988Y has pomted out that such delavs may reduce
the participation rate i education and trammg programs by posmyg an addinonal
harrier tor mothers hefore they can enter the program.

10is inreresting to note thae the situaton appears to hove been very different in
Atlanti, where 38 percent of the day care centers could have accepted more
childien, and onhy 21 percent of the centers had tamed children awa.
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In contrast to the day care centers, wappears that positions were avalable ar
licensed tamily dav care provaders, Overall, halt of the famaly day care providers
reported that they were able toaccept an additional child, and less than halt of
these providers had turned Children away due toan msuthicient capacin.

Child-care barriers to particrpation an education and traming programa can also arise
it the care s nmavailable tor asatticient number ot weeks per year or hous per day,
and ot there s a Lack of avaddable postions. Table 3.3 indieares that, when positions
wereavantable, the providers in our sample would have been able to meer the child-
care needs of mothers in terms of both weeks and hours of operation. Both day care
venters and family day core providers were open for an average of 49 sweeks per vear,
which generally would be adequate for mothers who have two weeks of vacation and
hohidavs. Both tvpes of providens were also open for a substantial number of hours
per day - an average of T hours per Jav tor centes - and 12 hours per day tor family
Jday care providers,

Overall, 00 pereent of the providers mthe sample were open trom at least 7 AM o
6 PM, long enough to accommadate most working days. In addition, a substantial
number of centers provided betores or atier-school care? Such care could have been
unportant to mothers who hid hoth whool-age Children and younger chilidren who

needed tull-day care.

Findmg care tor i sick child poses imother barmier for aingle mothers, As shown m
Table 3.3, very tew of the sampled conters were wilhing to accept sich children (14
percent across all centers), In contrast, nearly half of the tamily diy care providers
accepted sick children, perhaps because they were herter able 1o solite theswe Chil

Jren, or because they faced loss restrictive health regulations,

To provide further perspective on the provider charactenistios otten assocnated with
quahiry child care tor single workig mothers, Table 3.4 desenbes some of the
services sivailable at our scample of providers. The number of providens thar otered
Mlmgual sat and isolation space for sick chuldren are consistent with the nuombers
thast JL'L'L'P!L‘J these two tvpes of children: day care centers were more likely to have
Bilingual sttt (particolarly those i San Jose and Providence), and fanuly day care
providers were more likely 1o have isolation space. Statt who were trained 1o assiv
spectib-necds children were generally tound only ar day care centers, but aronly 25

pereent of those centers,

Ity Provtdence, only one of the conters was apen trom 7 AM 060 PM, and teseer of the contenon the
Proandesce sample provaded betore anattes scheod Cares I umddear whether this diffesence i
harascterstios retlects troe crossestre ditferenees or the Lick of the drm o our samphing of centers,
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Table 3.3 Service availability: the weeks and hours of operation,
by type of provider {fall 1987)

15

Atlanta San Jose  Providencs Washington Al Sites
Moaan Weeks Opsn per Year
Day Care Centers 49 49 48 49 49
Family Day Care 50 49 49 49 49
Percentage Open at
Least 50 weeks
Day Care Centers 71% 46% 44% 89 62%
Family Day Care 62% 42°% 39% 25%, 429
Msan Hours per Day
in Operation
Day Care Centers 12 " 10 1 1
Family Day Care 14 11 12 12 12
Percentage Open at
Least from 7 AM to 6 PM
Day Care Centers 75% 73% 4% 89% 602,
Family Day Care T7% 42% & 83% 58%
Percantage with a
Befors-School Program
Day Care Centers 42 54 8 a2 37
Family Day Care na na na na na
Percentage with an
After-School Program
Day Care Centers 79 54 32 42 52
Family Day Cars na na na na na
Percentage That Can
Accommodate a Sick Child
Day Care Centers 139 0% 28% 15% 14%,
Family Day Care 319 58% 62% 33% 46%
Ssmple Sizes
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50

ma peot ko the mrcrons ot tmnh e e poos eders
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Table 3.4 Characteristics of care available, by type of provider {fall 1987)

Atlanta San Jose  Providence Washington All Sites
Child-Staff Ratio
Day Care Centers 9.6 8.7 87 16 8.6
Family Day Care 32 38 4.7 3.1 3.7
Child Care Services
Percentage of Day Care
Conters that Offer:
Transportation 63" 0t 0% O 23°%
Bitingual staf! 13% 65% 64% 31 44°%
Isolation space for 13 0% 24% 15% 13%
sick children
Trained staff to 17% 279 24° 319 25%
assist special-
needs chiidren
Meals 100, 890 76% 85" 877
Formal education or 10070 890 55% 770 79%.
development activities
Parcentage of Family Day Care
Providers that Offer:
Transpostation 8% 17% 8% 0% 80
Silinguat slaff (4R 8% 8% 0o, 4°,
isotation space for 15" 58“a 62°. 33 42%
sick children
Tramed staff to 0" 8 ) 07a 2%a
assist special-
needs children
Meals 100+ 100°. 75% 100°6 94%
Formaf education or 46% 3%, 8% 17% 26%
development activities
Sample Sizes
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50
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I anteresting 1o note thas more Gy prosiders seported acceprme dnldren who
Jornot speak Enelish and those wath special needs than reported having the speadd
sttt to care tor then Tos hhely that the reported sodhineness to acoopt these Jul-

Jren would depend on the sevenity of dhen speaial neads or thea abihny o comma-

nicate sith sratt

Fable 34 abo provades mtomaton o dnes mgerences abont the qualiny of Juld.
care services, Whle no dear stndards sor qualing dav care exis, the Federad nter-
acenoy Doy Care (FIDOY regquirements were proposed that neser adopred) s
national womndards tor adequete day e Amonyg orhet reguiremients, these stan-
Jurds mandate thar children mcae teconce adesquare and notnnens meals, and than
pronaders ofter dos elopmental programs (SCar, 1954 Admost all providers servad
meals to therr chirldren (87 percont ab the o ware contersand 94 percent of the
Loy prosaders) Onthe other hand, whale most (79 percent Y o the day care
centers provided tonmal cducimonad acnomies, only oneeguanter of the tannh

pos nders ottered doselopmcental procroms

Pho HIDC regquirements also propose mas i child tosseatt sarios as anothes
clement ot guality chdd Cares For home prossders, the FIDC requirements set
ubdae st e ot 31 for imtants and 60101 preschooters, The avenase Child e

sttt ratios i oty prosder sample were well wirin both ot these standands.

The dld ottt sanos proposed Iy rhe FIDC wegqustements for don care centers
ditter by e woups, while owr data permtted us 1o Cdeubae childoro statt natios only
tor the ensire vcenter. s benchmark, the chiddeto sttt ranio tor all children i the
sample of oy Gare centers averaged S 1ol This st s gust above the FIDC
standard of St D tor Cibdren ases Yoo Ghe man goop sersed I oour sample of
contens b Thisato s twice the 4 1o 1 ane presanbed for Chsldren under 3 vears old,
However the din care centersm our sample were sulecr o state and local Boensing
requirenents for culd o st s whach ma ditter troan those sageested By the
Fedetad Intetasenay Giroup.

Avoored i Chaprer 2othe sl size ot our sample and the desonptne nmanure of o
anadvsis ok et dithicadt o draw imterences about crossesite difterences Neverthe
Feseatappears that the manket tor duld case s Arbaneg dittered from those m the
other three sites, This differenc e namtests et along . number of dietsions and
s consistent with sttements from AUL st thata high Jevel of competiion
exntedamong day care coenters i Athimea, Our cimple in Atlants contamed o
greater number of dav Gare centers thar had avanlable spoce, hud ko enrollments,
sersad sonmng Children, had igh child-to-statt ratios, and provided trnsportano
swerviees than was truc of the samples of centers in the other three stes, As reported
m the nest chaprer, these ditterences appear to be retlectad m the relatne fees and

avene revenine levels of the ares.
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4 Fees and revenues

Havimy seen that the providers in o sample could meet the chibd-care needs of
smgle mothers who wianted 1o pursue education, trnming, and emplovment (al-
though the avadability of space at centers might have mposed somae delays in
abtainme cared i is essential that we assess the costs of that Gare, In particadar, we
are mterested i the tees charged by the provadens, the extent 1o which discounts
trom those tees are ottered, and the sources of funding tor the providers speaiti-
clly, the extent 1o which providers rely on revenue trom sources other than
parental tees. Thas mtormation will be used in the MESP demonstration evaluation
toassess the attordataligy and costs o tormuad Culd care,

The amalysis of revenne sources s particularly important tor the heneht-con
analvsis, which will aseess, trom several perspectives, whether the mpucts venenated
by the MESP demonmtration are sutticientdy Lirge 1o justity the costs of ofterimy the
serviees, Cluld-care costowtll be nmpae, ar m this benetit-cost assessient,
parttcularly trom the perspecives of the single mothers and the program tunders.
The mpact analyses will esonpare the child-Gire expenditares of the smgle mothers
hased on mtonmation collected m tolowup mrerviews. However, becase Child:
care providers obton revenue from sources other than parental fees, the
espenditares of the mothers will anderstare she overall costs of the chilidcare
services, Thos it s essental to understand the extent o which other tonders
supported the chibd-care providers, soas 1o assess the overall cost imphicatons of

uanees mthe use of Jald care

The starnme pome of thacanalvais is the basie child care tee Charged by individial
providers. For duld care o be rrulv avanbable o mothers i the MESP
demonstration, it must be aftordable, either through Tow basic tees or through the
avalability of subsidies. Table 4.1 shows the lasic weekly fees of the providers
aur vimple. Fees tor chifdren 3 and 4 vears of age averaged 337 per week tor tull
pmwe care, regardless of the tvpe of provider. Average tees were highier tor vounger
children, who require closer supervision and, thus, a lower chuld o statt rano.
Famuly day care providers charged slightly less than centers 1o care for these
younger children ($60 por week in family care verstis $65 per week in center care).
The average fee tor after-school programs in Jav care centers wir $34 per wedk,
which reflects the shorter days of these 1oograms and their generally higher child o
staff ratios.

[t

25

1
sasl. s i



FSAABA ruiiext provided by ERIC

b

Phe SIS I st

AR

-,
laldy we Bacirndi e
| .
| .

Table 4.1 Basic child care fees, by typs of provider (fall 1987)

Atlanta San doss  Providence Washington Al Sites
Basic Weekly Fes
for Full-Time Care
Day Care Centers
Children 3105 $37 71 She ShB Sh’
Children under 3 843 $73 §97 $68 §65
After-school care 826 S50 830 $33 $34
Family Day Coere
Children 31056 849 SR80 S50 8§50 §hH7
Chuldren under 3 552 £82 854 $56 $60
After school care na na na i d
Percentage of Day Care
Centers Offering:
Discounts from the basic fee 757, 81, BRY . 6827 Tt
Discounts to at ieast 257, of the children 174 58", 48"~ 42¢. a2
Some free care 1 agy, (AL 120 13 .
Parcaentage of Family Day Care
Providers Offering:
Discounts from the basic fee 770 87 54, 33 hy"
Discounts to at least 25", of the children 697, 674, 48v.. 33 54~
Some free care na na na ", na
Sample Sizes
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 01
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50
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T hose averiee foes sk crconsidenable oot ot sonstion i the ol toos

Chareed By provaders Table 4.0 <hows that weekdv tees raneed o o chinec ooy

center operarad inder the Head Stan Prociam b ioacl oo <10 perweek In

ahdston, Table 404 shoss that the mugorre ot the procsdess i car sanpde e

Jisconnts from thar bosic teeand muamy provaded isGoamis o I porcent o men

at the Chuldeen, In additea, anumber of the don care contas aottored e o

T

care centers were senerallv more hely to provide fee discamts than were iy

iy care providers, probably becinse of the more tormad strncture of cenrars

While information on providers” fees ss mmport.mt for assessing the satabalins o

avatthable Chdd care for angle mothers who are entermg the Lidsor force, imformanon

on the total coste of child-Gare services i necessars tor program plinsing purposes

andd tor an analvsis of the mapacts of the MESE demonstranen. The obsenved

avalabiliny of discounts maphes that tees donot reprosent the tull Goses of Cate tg

sompe parents. Chldren whose parents pov e than el Cost i be sobsadized

26

s



ftl‘(”.ih\l”’.u' ‘i
-

Table 4.2 Range of basic fees, by type of provider (fall 1987)

Day Care Conters Family Day Care
{All sites) {All sitos)

Basic Weekly Fee for Full-Time Care for
Children Ages 3t0 5
Mean 857 867
Percent withun + 810 of mean 31 35"
Miumum 80 $id
25th percentile $37 43
Madian $60 §53
75th percentiie §73 866
Maximum §120 $100
Basic Weekly Fee for Full-Time Care for
Children Under 3
Mean 865 S$60
Percent withun « - S10 of mean 26"s 56"
Mimmum 3 $14
25th percentile 842 545
Median 565 $60
751th percontile 8380 $70
Maximum S150 5100

mnhrecthe by tees poaod By thopaaents ot aher dildiien cared o Iy the pros adae
ot e besubsideed dnectly Bodhe prosaders on by orhier aeencses ther sappors the
providers Aol assessanent of the costs o the MESE demonsiranion o ot aother
cducaton md tonniny programs tor crents minst exanune these subsibies and th
pnpacts ol the thorone provtan on o whe pronade them o paticalon,
whethoer the tall sCde nsplemaennation od o MEST e proeram wonld toereas
the scoree e denmnd fon dnld core and correspondimedy stram the badecrs o

subsedime seences that sed so Keep pace warth the cronth s den imdd

Out pproa D tothis eue was ocash the providess i oo smple bt then onal
revenue and revenue sourees, Thivapproades adopted mtascor of one thuat ashed
directly about coste, Becouse we telt thar sonall providers would be refucrans o

pron ade mntornuton thar woohd directy seveal the salaries of therr ot In addinen,
e anterest i the relatsonshap hetween parental fees and oversdl aonea can e
addressed more directhy I uang revenne dota onder the assumption that 1onal
revenoe and Gostsare equals Famadlve most conters lad ondv o fews revenne sonrces
Bt maty cost Grtegones, Thas, the focus on revenne reduced the reporting barden

oof prow aders i the sunves,
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It ~hould Be noted that the assampnon that 1ot revenoe and total costsare aaqual s
only an appresmmaton, The tact that many cnld-care providers go oot of busmess
mdicates that mamy providers may e unable tocover ther costss Nevertheless, the
total revenue extismates provede a st g pomt tor the analvas and appear o e a

fower Bound on the costs meorred by duld-care providers,

The mager hnntation of our revenge estimares 1- thiat thev esdlode © e coses ot Labor,
e, and materials donated to the providers. Table 3.3 provides an overview of
these domated resources tor centers, While all the conters recevad donations ot
come Al ot s our feehng that these donatiors were relatveh imconsequential tor
the ceneral analsss, For evample, while the magonty of conters recenved some
volunreer Libor, the value of this Libor was minor relatve tocsh receptss we
estimnate thar the value of this volunteer Lbor wonld constitire fess than 3 percene
of wash revetpts, Theretore, cash recerpts should proside an accurate bases tor
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Pable 4.4 prosents the tevenue mtornanion for the pros iders moour samples The
fBreares on revenae sourees ndcare that day core centers recenved aubstantial
amount of ther tnndimg trom sonrces other than parenrad fees. Overalls centers

Tabls 4.3 Sources of revenue for sampled day care centers (fall 1987)

AUL CET oIc WOw All Sites
Percentage of Centers
Recelving Donsted
Goods or Services
Classroom volunteers 38 35 64 89 52
Free labor 8 27 32 19 22
Donated space 17 19 + 3 18
Donated or surplus food 13 65 42 44 42
Free transportation 4 19 16 12 13
Free administrative services 8 8 18 27 15
At jeast 25% of supplies/ 17 8 4 12 10
equipment {free
Free maintenance Services 8 4 8 19 8
Averags Revenuss
Estimated annusi cash receipts $68,000 $252,000 $234,000 $263,000 $210.000
Vaiue of average amount of $1,700 $4,700 $6,800 $6.200 $4.900
) volunteer classroom labor
n {per yoar)®
s Sample Sizes 24 26 25 26 101

Cabsnb ted s the repoased Boms o vislneer Ll per seed toes the mber of seeks open por scat s the averaee hoarh compensation
for s hild-Care workers (37 20 per hons indlading Socnd Seconmn and Unemplosment Insarance tanesd
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Table 4.4 Revenus characteristics, by type of provider {fall 1987)

Atianta San Josse Providence Washington All Sites
Revenuse Characteristics of
Day Care Contors®
Percentagse that are:
Non-profit 38 65 81 36 60
For-profit 54 26 5 0 21
Government-sponsored 0 g 0 ] 4
Church-sponsored B 0 14 55 15
Percentage of total
revenue that comas fiom®:
Parents Su 48 52 33 58
Government 10 44 29 56 32
Other 1 9 19 11 10
Mean revenus per child-week £33 867 $69 $86 $85
Revenue Characteristics of
Family Day Care Providers
Pearcontage of total
rovenue that comes from:
Parents 100 91 80 97 892
Government 0 9 20 3 8
Other na na na na na
Mean revenue per child-weehk $50 $91 $63 $62 $66
Sample Sizes
Day Care Centers 13 22 21 11 68
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50

"Asthe sample size pombers shos the sesponse sire on revenone mbommsnon wos sen bt sites Inoebdmon, one estreme santher woe

exdlided msan fns«u where ] wonhd fon ISRIMY nkmul the mem 1o Z‘“]x“

receivad just over 40 percent of thaerr revenue from government and other sources,
althongh the proportion vaned conssderably across sites, with conters i the
Athanta sample receving 9C percent of their revenue trom parents, and centers n
the Washingron sample receiving only a third of their revenue tream parents. In
contrast, the famuly day care providers obtained virtually all of their revenue trom
parents, which retlects their more informal nature and the funding policies of local
funding agencies. Thus, parental expenditures for conter-based care will understate
the overall costs tor that care, while parental expenditures for family day care
appear 1o reflect overall costs more accurately.

. -~ Apprasmnately halt of the conters 1n the Atlanta and Waishington samples did not provade isable
; res et dormuten. The tees changed by these contens did nor Bitter onaverage from the fees changed
- by the conters thirt did provade tall revenue intormuanion o the wnvey. Thus, 1t appeans thar the mising
- Jdati do net m.ltcrm”sj iftect the resulss, although the sm'—spcnfm astimates should be wven much foas
credence than the overall estimate for all the sites.

nq PEST COPY AVAILABLE



The MESE P monstianion 4
bt e Redessad o ‘;lh.-us

A~ with aur discission on the characterstios of provaders, the canple szes do o
pernit drawmy quantitatve comparisons among sites, However, Arthinta agonn
appears toaditter consstently trom the other three sites mrerms of several variatdes,
Averace provider fees in Athanta were lower than at the other witescand Arhanga
providers obtamed more of ther tundimg trom parente. The Larger proportion of
revenie Jerned trom sources other than parents m the other three ares s consiseent
with the tact that these sites had more non-protit and chuschesponsored centars,

Table 4.4 also presents mformation on the average revenue per child-week tor the
providers moour sample. Average ravenue was estiured s divsding the reported
anneal revenue tor the provider by the estimured amnal namber of chiald-weckss
For both ivpes ot providers i our sample, the average rovenoe per childaweck was
approsiatels 209, which comes tarly Cose o the averaze tees of 337 10205 por

week Betore Jiscoumts

Fhese tevenue and 1ee estimates sugeest that o single mother waty o childeen
could spend approvmusels 3300 por moned tor tormal Child Coreg st she porchasaed
Cate at the observed i erage rate of 357 perchald-week s Such an evpendiiure wonld
comstinte almost the entire carmmes of g person who worked tll time an the
mimmum wage. Fortunately, the MESP progtam sought to place parnapants mjobs
that pand wages well m excess of the mmimune and st appears that mans dabd-Care
pronders ontered discounts o therr fees Cindcfes centers even provided care tree o
haree tor some uldren ) I addinon, the Basic tees ot asubstantal number of the
proy rders were less than the averaee, so that the mothers could have tound s
avpenstee Gare b they were widhoge and anle 1o shop atound tora provider, The
mothers adso hud the option of uane intormal care provided by relatives ind tniends.
A more detanled analssis of the use and costs ot chaild care for the smgle mothers sl

be undertahen when follow ap dara become avababsle,

Il analvaas of revennoe sources sugaests that the expenditures reported by mothens
whoowould use conters smnbar to those induded i onr sample would have 1o
morese by factor of 1 7Oto capture the total cost of the child cares This tactor
stgzests that proeram plinners who want to provide conter-hased child care as pans
of an edocaton, rramung, or emplosment provram should not rely solelv onthe
eapenditore reports of parents toestate the costs of the e partcularh i
sarkets that consast of nimerous nonpronit, Charchs sponsored, or covernment:

operated provaders,

Cluld woeks were Galoolated as the s of duldren who were arendime the censer an the tme of the
mters wow multiphed I the namdser of secks that the center s open paor vear We alsaddad mn the
eetiiated numnbor of Child wecks na oy qrecad aammes prowsasns oftoed By proaodes In caboadaame
the sobet o Ciddien we estimated thie tall e egquss dens fon Chaldien wlvcantemded ot e
IRIEUITID

30




[ )
W

References

i

Coelen, Crare, Fredene Glantz, and Danel Calore, "Day Care Centers in the LS
A National Profile, 19761977 (f;un}‘ndum MAAbr Asaociates, 1979,

Hershey, Alan. *The Minority Female Single Parent Demonstration: Program
Operations.” Princeton, NE: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., November 1988,

Kisker, Elen Eliason, Rebeeca Mavnard, Anne Gordon, and Margaret Stran. “The
Child Care Challenge: What Parents Need and What Is Available mn Three Metro-
pohitan Areas” Princeton, N Mathenutica Policy Research, Inc., 1989,

Soarr, Sandra Mother Care: Other Care. New York, 2Y: Basic BRooks, 1983
Lo, Generad Accounemyg Ottice. “Early Chuldhood Educaton: Information on

Costs and Services at High-Quality Centers” Wadhingron, D.C: ULS General
Adcounting Office, July 1989,

5

it




R

S YA i Toxt Provided by Enic [N

=l

Appendix A
Background information about sample selection

The sample was selected from hises obtaned from che foar CROS and trom chuld-
ware reterral agencies that served the tfour demonstration communuties. Becise we
were interested i providers who could provide aatticient caire to meet the needs of
single mothers who were working and wh had voung children, we tarther re-
stricted the sample of childcare cenrers toinclude ondy those wher

e orted chddren inder 0 vears old

® wore open at least e hotos aday

& wove open at et nine menths o sear

o orveda poup of childven at least half of whom wore nonhandicapped

® ore nomresadeniil

These onternt also hod the advantaee of beme consstent with those used 1 the
carlier study of Chdd-care providers conducred by oty Glanez, and Calore
SLANS

W were foss resnenve ahout the tanaldy dav Gare providers and incladaed i the
somple unverse st proveders whose names were on the st and who prosided chuld

Care tor pay o dhildren under 6,

The speastie sample selecoon procedores ised m the tour sites ditteraad <hghitly,
reflecting crosssite vanation in the matore and avaobabilitg of lists of child-care
providers. The speaitie saimple swelecnon procedures tollowed in cach sireandany
problems that arese are discossed sepanately tor cach of the tour sites, Tables AL
and A2 summuarnze the relevant mple and chgbiliny mtormation tor day care
centers amd timly day care providerss Tables A3 and A4 provide mtormatieon

about survev complenion rates,

Atlanta, Georgia (AUL)

AUL provided us with a st of 47 day care centers ntilized by progrnm participants,
From these i sample of 30 was selected randomly for the survey, only one of which
proved to be ineligible because the conter was being reorganized and was not vet
reopened.

The sample of fimily day care providers was selected trom a It of licensed provid-
ers obtained from the Day Care Licensing Division of the Georgin Department of
Human Resources, The List, which was tor Fulton County (the county which
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ichndes Atanta), contaimed the names, addresses, regiseranon numbers, and license
expiration Jates of providers, The magonity of providers on the bist, however, were
holding expired licenses (unless the dates on the list were not updated o reflecr
Beense renewals ), From the List, we selecred 18 providers whose licenses had not
cxpm‘d. Four of these pre widers 8L wed to huve disconnecred tclq‘hmm‘s‘ and so tour
addhtional cases swere added to the sample as replacements, Three ot the providers
that were sontacted no longer provided child care, Thus, the tinal sample of tanuly
Jdav care providers included 13 providers.

San Jose, California (CET)

CET i San Jose did nor mameam a list of cither dav care centers or taanly provaders
used by program parnicipants. The sample ot 32 day care centers was selected trom
the 198586 cdition of Chld Care Drirectory of Santa Clara County published by the
Community Cootdimated Child Development Connal of Santa Clara County, T,
14 0N This aeeney was the mun roterral avenoy ased by CET swhen women wanted
hdd care other than care trom the Montessors center operated by CET (wee
Hershev, TOSRY. Day care centers were selected in the three communies where
Jemonatration participants were enrolled during progriam year 42 San Jose, Ghlrow,
and Watsonville. In selecting centers trom the lisg, we included onldy those that hud
ull-tune programs, charged shding seales or fees of less than 8200 per month, o
accepted children vounger than age 00 Of the contens selecred, three were no longer

i business, and one was open onby three and o halt hours g day,

Famdy providers were obtamaed tron twosources. The Whisman Childeen's Conter
i Mounton View muamtans a reterral services aomd provaded us seith the nuaooes of
pve providers, three of which were selected randomly tor the samiple, The County ot
Santa Clar Department of Socal Services was contacted tor addiniona] lisones, It
was willme to select the sample tor us, randomiy selecnmg 30 provders trom s st
ot approsimrely LOO8 reantered providen, While willing 1o send us names and
relephone numbers, it was prosenred by state reculotions trom refeasme addresses,
We selected 16 provaders trom the list and mitormed them of oor selectiion, and they
sent the advince matertal tor us, Four of the providers were not located and mwo
were tound to be mehigible cone oo oneer provided doav caresand the other did ot
take care of chuldren vouneer than awe 0).

Providence, Rhode Island (OIC)

Ol staft prosaded us wath a hist of 27 doy care centers ived by program participants.
Esght of these diy care conters proved to be melgible: one center appeared twice n
the sample under two numes, and the other seven did not provide core 1o childeen
younger than age 6 and were nor open for the required tive hours a day. To adjust

‘ tor rhe rediced number of eligible cimes, we contcred the Department of Children
™ and Their Families in Providence and requested that ten centers be selected ran-

: Jomly in Providence and Paswtuckert. This reqguest was complied with immcdiately,
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and the names, addresses, and telephone nuiohers of the selecred centers were

provided over the telephone.

The sttt ar OIC also provided a hist of 22 heensed familv day care providens whao
woere isal by demonstranion participants, We drew i random sample of 17 prosaden
troum this Hist tor the survey, Two of these selecred providers no longer cared qor
Children, and one provider could not be located. Thus, the final sample induded 14
tamily Jdav care providens.

Washington, D.C. (WOW)

Statt ar WOW provided s with o list of 19 dos care centers. This list included tour
ambrelly orgacizations (N.C, Department of Recreanon, D Cine Waide Weltare
Center, Head Start Centers, and Parent and Child Cenrers, Ine. Y that did not
directly provide dov care. The Department of Consamer and Regulatory Attars
{DOCRAY, Service Facthty Regulation Adminstration of the Government of the
Districr of Columbia provaded os with o hat of child development centers dated
Apnl 19N Randomly selecred centers were chosen trom this hat ro represent the
Jistrict i the same proportion as those on the WOW List, One center could not be
Jovated, od one conter was no longer providing child care

WOW watt also provided bt of 15 tanudy dav care providers. This list abso con-
tuned tour umbrells agences (Fumly and Child Services of Washingron, D,
Department of Human Services, Alexandrn Civ Department of Soctal Services,
and LG Clonnty Departinent of Socid Senvices) Whide Alexandrs and Prince
Gieorges County retused to provide us with lists of tamily providers, DOCRA sent us
its May 1987 st of heensed child development homes, Usimg the same procedure
used with centers, we supplemented the WOW ists, Three tanmly providers were
unlocatable, tour no Jonger Cared tor children, and one tanuly prosvider cared tor
children emby atter school,
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Table A.1 Sample of day care centers

Initial Sampie New Sample Insligible Couldn’t Locaste Final Sample

Atlanta 30 0 1 1 28
San Jose 32 0 1 3 28
Providence 27 9 9 1 26
Washington, D.C 30 0 1 1 28
Totals 119 9 12 8 110

Table A.2 Sample of family providers

Initial Sample New Sample Ineligible Couldn’t Locate Final Sample

Atlanta 18 4 3 4 15

San Jose 19 Y 2 4 13

Providence 17 o 2 1 14

Washington, D.C. 20 4 5 3 16

Totals 74 8 12 12 58
R i i
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Tabie A.3 Interview response for day care centors
Eligible Semple Complote Refusal Partial Completion Rate
Atlanta 28 24 3 1 88%
Providence 26 25 1 0 93%
San Jose 28 26 2 0 93%
Washington, D.C. 28 26 1 1 93%
Totals 110 101 7 2 92%
Table A.4 Interview response for family providers
Eligible Sample Complete Refusal Partial Completion Rate
Atlanta 15 13 1 L] 87%
Providence 14 13 1 0 93%
San Jose 13 12 1 0 92%
Washington, D.C. 16 12 2 2 75%
Totals 58 50 5 3 86%
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