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Utiizing The USE Chiliren’s Comlier
CareiEany Learning Comler:

Since 1976 the USC Children's Center {often known as the Booker T.
Washington Center) has operated as an early childhood education laboratory of
the College of Educaion During the 1990-91 school year the College
determined that it could not adequately fund the Center at the level of quality to
meet mational accreditation standards or to serve as a mode! program. _Ims_@

us child care it vould closm at the end of the 1991~
year.  In order to fully explore the possible uses of the Center in the future, the
College created a “Forum” of faculty on the campus to study the potential of the
Center for use in the future. In addition, two faculty committees have studied the
critical need for on-campus child care on the USC-Columbia campus.

The faculty committees, while clear!y recognizing the need for on-campus
child care, were reticent to propose specific measures withont further study. A
faculty forum (sponsored by the USC Children’s Center) recommended the Center
be used as an on-campus child carefearly learning center for both service and
academic needs. Indeed a review of the status of on-campus child care and early
learning throughout the nation’s campuses indicates the current direction is to
consolidate various on-campus laboratories and child care programs into a
cohesive, high-quality operation that serves the “blended” needs of child care and
academic research and teaching. This review also revealed that forty percent of
campuses have some form of child care, albeit most of it is of mediocre quality.
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Several factors have combimed to influence this new direction the
changing nature of student populations (vith more and more adult female students
seeking post-secondary study); the changing nature of the family-work place
interface (more two-parent vorking families); the expense of replicating similar
services on campuses; and the desire of faculty to carry out more interdisciplinary
research and teaching activities. Since 1950 these influences have shaped the “nev
context” for on-campus child/family services. For example, traditional university
laboratory schools are being phased out while new and more diverse “on-campus
chldren’s centers” (that have blended missions) are emerging.

Like other social institutions, universities are gradually responding to the
nev reeds of families in the work place. Beyond the emergence of on-campus
child care/early learning programs are several “family-centered” practices that
aim to enrich the family-work place relitionship: flex-time, emergency sick-leave
banks, supporiive maternity/paternity leave policies, recreation and social
activities, family-input councils, and many other such practices. This recognition
of the natural linkage between “famnily needs” and “university academic research
needs” is transforming the ecology of child/family services and studies on
university campuses throughout the nation.

Currently, the University (USC-Columbia) has two recognized
on-campus sources of child care/early learming. One source is the
Campus Kiddie, a program that offers care to children of students (infants
through five years of age). It is celebrating its 25th year of service. It is purely a
“service program® and does not serve any academic needs on the campus. [t
serves about 40 children and meets the minimal standards for state licensing. It
operates under the direction of the Office of Student Affairs and is located in a

1
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dormitory on campus. The other source is the USC Children’ Center. It serves as
a laboratory for the College of Education Approximately 50-60 children who
reside at the Center are children of faculty, staff or parents who work, study, or
teach at the University. A total of 100 children are served at the Center from
infancy through five years of age. The Center is fully equipped and meets both
state licensing and health and human services quality assurance standards. Neither
program meets national accreditation standards. Both facilities are in need of
more modern equipment and better maintenance. There is currently no linkage
or coordination between these two programs.

The child care/early learning situation on ths USC-Columbia campus is
similar to that of other campuses in the nation Campus child care and early
learning has not been a priority of universities. Yet the ingredients for having
high-quality care and early learning exist more distinctly on USC’s Columbia
Campus them they do on most campuses. For example, while 14 South Carolina
colleges/universities nov have on-campus programs, {ev are of a quality nature.
Perhaps the USC-Spartanburg program, which has national accreditation, is an
emerging role-model. Programs at USC-Aiken and the College of Charleston are
also emerging as quality endeavors.

The major problems related to campus child care and early learning at
USC-Columbia are: lack of coordination among existing services, limited
financial support for existing programs, and structural inadequacies for tha
operation of these program  Yet, USC-Columbia has a plethora of existing
resources that could be integrated into a program that would serve as a nativnal
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model. Needed are increased financial support, conlinuing coordination, and

long-range planning related to child/family needs (service and academic) on the
campus. Indeed, a Center For Children And Families should be the
long-range goal on the campus Such a “Center” might serve a host of
academic research and family support peeds: child carelearly learning,
counseling, education, research, training, and other such needs.

A first-step tovard achieving a truly quality environment for children
and families at USC-Columbia should be the transformation of the USC Children’s
Center into an on-campus child care/early learning facility The mission of this
Center should be a blended one that aims to provide children with a quality care
and learning program and to provide the University with a rich environment for
academic research and teaching. The operating structure should reside in the
University’s authoritative system for academic concerns, the Offices of the
President/Provost. The management structure should include a Management
Council that is representative of all University constituents and that functions asa
policy influencing body. The implementation structure could remain in a
College or designated program on the campus. The daily operating structure
exists now in the Children’s Center and simpiy needs adequate funding in order to
function properly.

This on-campus child care/early center should serve primarily the
children of facuity, students and staff at USC. As alloved by funding and
related needs, the Center should strive to include community children Key
elements to be inciuded in this new structure: provide adequate funding

v
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through a “multiple funding source formula®, hire a full-time director, increase
staff salaries and benefits, aim to achieve teacher/child ratios reflective of those
desired in national accreditation, improve maintenance and farility renewal
activities, and achieve all needed program criteria for national accreditation.

A 3-5 year ftramsition to the full implementation of the
Children’s Center as an on-campus child care/early learning program
is likely needed. 'I‘lmmhalcostofﬁnstram:honvﬂlbebetveensw I]Uﬂami
$125,000. A minimal cost estimats 1.qply : BNt service
$50,000. Long-range costs can be estimateq at (to attam fu]l a:cmdxmon at the
national level): $225,000 - $280,000. Major factor media ng-range
costs include: salary for a full-time director, redmuon of t!n number of ctnldren
to alevel of 38 (this would provide a basis for national recognition), increased
sdlary and benefit package for staff, improvements in the facility, and
maintenance of continuing program needs. While these costs may seem high,
universities across the nation are using “multiple funding” sources as a means of
achieving the needed support for their programs.

The transition plan includes five stages: adoption/commitment to
the on-campus child care/early learning plan, formation of the manageinent
council, implementation of the approved final plan in August of 1992, articulation
of a long-range plan for the campus, and adoption/implementation of a long-range
plan for meeting child/family needs on the campus. While the existing picture at
USC-Columbia is minimal the elements for achieving high-quality care and
learning for children is great. With the thoughtful implementation of this plan a

irst-step tovard having a cohestve and functional child/family support and study
structure can be taken v

$)



Intradustien

The development of child care programs in the decade of the 90's
is viewed asa necessary ingredient for the development of heaithy,
contemporary familiesand progressive workplsceenvironments
umnppmachthemdnyofworkfm2 {Execytive

The American work force has indeed changed dramatically over the past
40 years. It is clear that with a continuing need for an expanded and better
educated work force, the need for more training and research will also increase
in a dramatic manner. These needs are <ertainly evident on the campus at the
University of South Carolina - Columbia and on campuses throughout the mation.
Sue Shirah (1988, p. 135), in her report on the national situation:

Statisticsfromthe Children's Defense Fund Repors that there was
an 83% increase in the number of women ed in colleges
between 1920 and 1982, ing ina 249% increase in womesn
students ages 25 - 29, and a 314% increase in women students
sges 30 - 34. Today, two out of three callege students overthe
ag:of% gre women, many of whom cantinuously state that

ding quality child careisa majorproblem.

In a complementary manner, the nature of the workplace is also
undergoing major changs. The National League of Cities reports (1989, p. 12).

m orking mothers gre the norm, not the exception, in

families of all types and all incomes. By 1990. an estimated 64%
of alf families, cammnglo 4million children under six will
bave warking mothers.



This sams report adds (p. 12);

Thegap between chﬂdwedemandmdsupplyhns?g:n
mputedl documensed. According toonereport, 75% of

's mothers and 57% of the fathers found it
dxfficultwf'mdclnldcae

Colleges and universitics ars not isolated from these changes and the
influences they prompt in the vorkplace. Two recent professional journals were
devoted to the “campus child care issus” (Instructional Psychology, Volums
15, 1938, Early Childhood Research Quarterly, Volume 6, 1991).
Both issuss document the need and the growing response by University
administrators to shaping child care systems that address the unique needs of their
campuses. Indeed the “child care issue” on the USC - Columbia Campus reached
a level of need that promptad the Faculty Senate to form two committees between
1988 and 1991,

The first Committes (entitied “Child Care Task Force”) found that 145
families (of faculty and staff) would use an “on-campus” child care facility even if
the fee was high They also found that approximately 200 families vould use the
facility if fees vers more reasonable. Interestingly, ths Committes”s final report
offered no substantive guidance for developing quality campus child care. The
sacond Commitiee (entitled “Task Force On Child Care”) focusad on how the
need might be met. Their basic finding vas that some “child care” options do
exst on the campus, but need up-grading and expansion The Commities
recommended the use of 2 “external consultant” to further study the situation.
Not unlike other bodies studying chﬂd care” meds oo
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While both Committees that studied the “campus child care need™ at USC -
Columbia were reticent to propose an immediate plan of action for addressing the
issus, they were in agreemsnt that USC - Columbia was indeed in need of “on-
campus child care”. Further, they also recognized the need for some means of
providing such cars at a reasonable cost and yet at a lewel of quality that would
make the “care” a “mark of pride” for all members of the University community.
In effect, the two Committees’ efforts “mirror” the findings of groups
nationwide. While everyone recognizes the “need”, they are oflen frustrated in
their search for solutions; at least solutions that are reasomable and effective.
Lack of funds, a shortage of trained sarly childhood professionals, and many
other irritants ars commonly cited by researchers as impediments to achisving
quality child care on the nation’s campuses (Keyes, 1991).

Just as the need for “campus child care” has besn recognized as vital to the
vell-being of umiversity faculty, students, and staff, so has the nced been
recognized for university sponsored research and teaching laboratories that focus
on child and family issues. The Yolume 15, 1988 Issue of Instructiomal
Psychology reviews the many contributions of past and cwrrent campus
child/family centers (including child dsvelopment) and notes that a “new era® of
possibilities exists with the emergence of especially designed “children’s centers”
on campuses throughout the nation (a response to the critical need for quality
child care on thess campuses). Thesa possibilities include across-discipline studies
on children/families; the piloting of “training programs” in counssling, early
childbood, nursing, and other disciplines; and a plethora of “quality of life”
studies in health, medicine, education, and allied professions and disciplines.
While thers are other aremas for achieving some of these acadsmic needs,
Townley & Routt (1988) note that university centers have unique advantages such
as sometimes already having child development laboratories in place; easy access
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to needed ressarch tools; a supportive clientele who usually support the academic
mission of such programs; and a “climate” where quality settings for ressarch and
teaching ars valued.

As Keyes & Schwartz (1991) note, the concept of “campus cenlers for
children and families” broadens the “reach” of what is possible in university
settings vith regards t both research and teaching Indeed, at one point in its
history the USC - Columbia Campus (1975 - 1930) was 2 “leader” in this regard
vith the USC Children's Center serving a a “national model” of a “Children’s
Center For Ressarch And Teaching”. With the erosion of financial support,
however, the Center has barsly survived in the 19305 While neither of the USC
Columbia “Campus Child Care Committees” (1988-1991) addressed this need for
a high quality snvironment for ressarch and teaching as related to children and
famiies, faculty forums and efforts have; atbeit in a disjointed manner. A
cursory look at the various “centers” and “srojects” on children and families at
USC - Columbia indicate the interest and capability exist for having a “Center For
Children And Families® vhere continving research and teaching functions can be
actualized in a supportive and quality arena.

It is the dual emphases of “service” and *academic pursuits” (as
they occur within university child and family centers) that this report
addresses. In particular, this report explores the “possibilities™ that exist on the
USC - Columbia Campus for the development and implementation of a high
quality "Child And Family Center™ laboratory that would serve the entire
university. In this regard, the current picture of chuld development and family
support centers on umiversity campuses nationvide is revieved. Further, the
axisting status of such services on ths USC - Columbia Campus (and other system
campuses) is explicated — with a special focus on the USC Children’s Center. In

4
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addition, a “vision” of what might eventually exist wvith regards to having a
contiguous, meaningful and high-quality “Center For Children And Families” on
the USC - Columbia Campus is sxplored. Finally a wvery specific and
comprehensive plan for utilizing the “USC Children Center* as a beginning
point for achieving an environment of high-quality care, ressarch, and tsaching
for children and families and the entire USC - Columbia community is presented.



! '

Child Care And Related Chilld/Family Serviess On
Umivemity Campuses

A strong case can be made that everything universities do is a “service” to
children and families. That “case” is beyond the scope of this work. The focus
of this brief review is on “direct® services provided by universities to
children and families during the early childhood years {inclusive of
both “service® and “academic” elements). This reviev includes a look at
sarvices such as child care, laboratory programs, “children’s centers”, and related
child and family supports that have sither or both “service” and “academic®
missions.

Child Care

The term “child care” is a delimiting ons, narrowing the conception of
vhat sarvices are or should be provided. The key term is care, implying that
only the child’s basic well-being is or will be attended to; thus excluding (by
implication) other meeds such as education, family services, and
research/training/development related to such endeavors. Shirah (1988) notes
that most “campus child care” programs restrict their mission to providing care
forcmldrenwa“semcetoparems"vhﬂe theytmh, research, atteniclass or

pointad out matsem child cars programs such as tm Vandertiit Child Care
Center, actually serve both the service and academic missions. Indeed, as
shall be explicated later, this is an emerging trend in the 1990's (Bauch, 1938).

15



In citing Groene (1985) and Herr (1988), she notes that “such programs may be
full-time or part-tims, and ususlly are availabls to the children of faculty, staff,
and students” (Shirah, 1988, p. 139).

Traditionally, campus child care programs have provided “care” in the
form of a safe, clean, and sustaining environment Fortunately, many of these
programs have evolved to provide health care, enrichment opportunities,
intervention services, and other activities. A recent but very small survey by
Swick (1991) found that all of the five centars studied met minimal state licensing
standards but only one of them met the national standards set by the National
Association for the Education of Young Children. While campus child care
programs have achieved a sense of “minimal care® for very young children, as
Bickimer (1991, p. 38) states: “Campus child care centers are pot yet part
of the “warp and woof* of unmiversity life. It is rare that such a
m&rﬁgmwpromimnﬂyaulpodﬁwlyinunnﬁmlsofm
responsible for increasing enroliment, designing student services,
budgeting, and so on”. He further describes the typical situation in most
campus child care programs (p. 39):

A recent sucvey of large metropolitan campusesrevealed, for
example,mhedacklusta'acmmmodadons.meagerfurnimre

and equipment, and clearly inadequate space provisions for
many urban campus child care centers.

1o
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In spite of these identity and facility issues, campus child care leaders and
staff (as well as parents and a few faculty) have pursued the dsvelopment of more
“quality® features and “enriched” environments for these programs. Burton &
Boulton {1991) poirt to the standards for quality child care (NAEYC, 1985) and
the emergance of “sarly childhood education” as a legitimate quality of life issus
as the key factors influencing this positive development. Perhaps the recognition
by Swick (1988, p. 143) that “isolated, one-dimensional centers have mc
‘home’ within the emerging structure of universities” is a key force in
this evolving process of integrating campus child care into the total mission and
context of ecologically valid universities. Just as influsntial is the new status given
the early years of development by the National Goals For Education Commission
(Swick, 1988).

Laboratory Programs

From the outset “mods! early childhood” schools established a distinct
mission that was to guide their evolution for over a century. William Howard
Payne, President of Peabody Normal School, said of the establishment of 7h¢
Bintbrop Sehoof (the predecessor of all other model demonstration schools) n
1891 (The Past Is Prologue, 1971; p. 11}

It has not been my purpose to organize an experimental schoal -
that is a school in which pupils are taught by pupil teachers - but
rather a school which is taught and governed by an accomplished
tescher, who is able 1o produce results warthy of imitation and

study.

Indeed, the presence of “Master Teachers” demonstrating and engaging students in
quality early childhood practices has been at the heart of the operation of model

17



laboratory schools since their inception. Yet, over time and as a result of
changing philosophies a shift in the mission of these “schools” from being
“modals® to simply being “laboratories” took place. Regsardless, such schools
have alwvays had a predominantly academic mistion that focused on
tsaching through active involvement and to a lesser degree ressarch (Whits,
1972).

During their life-span (which now extends to over a century), laboratory
schools have experienced several tramsformations: movement from being
“models” to being “laboratories”, expansion from “one-dimension” to “ruultiple
dimensions”, refinements in population served, alterations in operating structure,
integration info the surrounding community, changes in financial sponsorship,
clear refinement in mission, and a shift toward becoming an intsgral part of the
research and development function of universities (Townley & Routt, 1938;
Squibb & Wineg, 1988; Keyes & Schwartz 1991).

A few examples help to highlight the substance of these changes as they
have evolved in soveral campus-based early childhood laboratory schools. 7he
Rinthrop Sthool originally a “model” school changed to become a “laboratory”
to then becoms a “demonstration” and finally to become a “blending” of these and
other functions during its history (which included nams changes, closurss, and
other traumas). Other centers (as noted by Shirah 1988 and by Keyes &
Schwartz, 1991) have experienced similar transformations.

During the past twenty years early childhood laboratory schools and their
development or demise have generated several insights related to current and
future activity in this domain:
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1) The traditional ons-dimensional laboratory school is rapidly becoming extinct
for varied reasors; lack of funding, lack of relevance to current university
sgendas, and lack of “linkages® to the many new ecological dimensions of the
early childhood profession.

2) University Laboratory Programs that are responding to the intricate, muiti-
disciplinary needs of umiversity life (especially as related to mission) are
experiencing the trauma of such change; particularly with trying to articulate a
system that might accommodate new campus needs.

3) The changing nature of academic fields such as family studies, psychology,
and early childhood education have provided laboratory schools with “new
challenges” regarding their functions.

4) The cost of operating “high quality” laboratory schools (along with operating
other child and family services) is proving to be “beyond” the means of many
universities vho nov have more complicated missions than they did thirty years
ago.

It appears that the various functions of University-wide “laboratory”
schools (modeling, demonstrating, researching, teaching) will continue but in a
new form; ome that is more in relationship to the ecology of modern,
comprehensive universities.

The Emergence Of “"Children’s Centers”

Several factors, many of which have t:3r origin in the {970%, have
influsnced the mission and structurs of both “child cars” and “sarly childhood

10
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laboratories®. Burton & Boulton (1991, p. 31) explicate some of the key factors
of this “ransformation” in campus child care and campus early learning
laboratories:

Asthe aature of the family lives of students and faculty b
toshift inthe early 1970's, paralleling general social
wodxdmenmenfnn-mpm}mgmms. lnrespcnsetoﬂ:e
needsof campus-affilisted families, anincreasing numberof
campus programs were developed to provide direct child care
services. Originally, these child care service programs tended

toremainrelatively separate from campus programs serving a
mnmngfnncnnn. %’m&m hmscnnnnued althoughit

Clearly, mors campus child care programs are being transforned into service and
waiem:cm Herr&merman(l%Q)notethatmmmwm

Likewise, university-sponsored laboratory schools are experiencing a
similar transformation. It is a typical experience for such “labs” to take on a
more direct child care service role and yet maintain and broaden their academic
functions, often serving the needs of many campus departments and programs.
Shirah (1988, p. 135) describes this process of change:

Inthe past, two distinct types of child care centers existed on

of higher education; those that served as Iaboratory
schools thusfacilitating research and training andthose
devoted to providing a service to parents as they send
classes. Todsy another model is clearly emerging - one that
encompasses all of these concepts. Suchcombiastioncenters
teiatothe structure of the entire intitution, usvally through une
department or coliege, but allowing forresearch and/or training
inmanydisciplines.

Thus, the emergence of the “Campus Children’s Center” concept. The

11
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basic components of this concept include: providing quality and appropriate care
and early learning experiences for children; facilitating the comprehensive
child/family growth needs (health, education, social, emotional, and enrichment)
through appropriate support services; providing for training and research
activities of multiple programs and units; and serving as a resourcs and
disssmination center for the umiversity and the surrounding coramunities.
Indeed, many centers maintain a minimal presence of “community
children” in their program to ensure that the resource function is visible.

While few “Children' Centirs” have attained this nev conceptual
orientation, it is indeed guiding their development. For example, new campus
*Children’s Centers” on the campuses of the University of South
Carolina At Aiken and Coastal are designed within this “blended”
framevork. A plethora of other such programs (Georgia State University,
University of Maine, Kent State University, Ohio Stats University - as examples)
are emergi.ig to provide a viable alternative to the “split mentality”* of care versus
training and research.

When placed in the context of dwindling financial resources and a new
focus on “scologically sensitive learning arenas”, the “Campus Centers For
Children” concept is sound. The natural intsgration of multiple human ssrvice
functions for children and families with the varying needs of umiversity
researchers and teachers may vell save resources and at the same time strengthen
the total university ecology.

Other Child And Family Services

In many respects the issues that reach beyond (yet are clearly related to the

12



care of children) a famnily’s child care needs are the most critical. This is also
true in the broader socisty. These needs have been noted in the literaturs 2s
BorsFamily keues; they might better be fabeled Famtlyy BarkSocraty SSues.

lssues such as “time for being with one's children”, “leave time”, “flexible work

time”, “family-vork plamning”, “parent sducation”, and many other such themss

comprise this domain

While thess issues reach beyond the scope of this work, they must be
recogmzedasintegralelementsofacomprehemiw wniversity plan for children
and families, Indeed, these “family issues” vill becoms more a part of
“miversity thinking” as the talent shortage of the 1990’ becomes a harsh reality
(Simeons, 1991).

Nationaliy, the current and emerging focus for mesting the early
ctﬂdboodmedsoffanﬂhesmmmmrmsomoﬁnmmm
sorvice and academic components of campus child care program and
campus-based early childhood taboratories into Campus Cenlers For
Children And Families. This emerging paradigm is evolving from the
ressarch and conceptual work of the “acological-developmental” school of
thought that calls for the use of usarvice” arenas for multiple child, family, and
societal needs. In 28 semss, \miversities have al of the needed attributes for
designingaxﬂwryingoutsmhaparadigm-— only the limits of creativity and
commitment can impede this movement toward fully developed “Centers For
Children And Families”.
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Tihe USC Childrea’s Ceater And Relatsd Camypas Chifld
Cars Serviess A USC - Columin

Not unlike many other campuses, the University of South Carolina at
Columbia is currently mesting the needs of families of wery young children
through multiple means: formal child care and early learning laboratory services;
informal referral services (often by word of mouth); and possibly by informal
parent cooperative arrangements. This report focuses only on ths
recognized formal child care services currently in operation on the
USC - Columbia Campus: T2 (XU Clhidmn$ Center and The Campus
Kiddise The current status (as well as any projected actions) of each of these
programs is reviewed.

The USC Children's Center

The “Children”®s Center” was established in the mid- 1970’ through a joint
effort of the College of General Studies (now known as the College of Applied
Professional Studies) and the College of Education and with generous support of
the University. By 1980 the College of Education was the primary sponsor of the
Canter (the College of General Studies no longer had a need for the Center). The
Center, since its inception, has served as a comprehensive child development and
family support program serving both “support® and “academic” needs on the
campus at USC - Coiumbia and for ths community. The conception of the
“Center” as both a “laboratory and demonstration school” for the entire
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university and as a quality child development program thut was comprehensive in
gvery vay was and is unique.

Ths “Center’s” Child Care Program serves a wide range of university and
community needs, including all-day care and ealy learning experiences for
young children and by providing a laboratory for ths entire university.

The Child Care Program itself has boused between 94 and 103
children per year from 6 months - 6 years. Traditionally, 55 of the children have
besn funded through the Federal Child Care Block Grant Program and the
remaining children supported by paren: tuition The program has also benefited
fromﬁxﬂmgtmdertheFederal Food Programand ttn'oughtlnsupportoftm

coming from a cross-section of the eomtmxmty Vtsmng researchars and scholars
have obsarved that the truly multicultural makeup of the Center makes it an ideal
environment for research, especially pilot projects in the social sciences.

The program offered at the Center is full-day (745 AM. - 5:15PM.) and
staffed by qualified personnel. It is licensed by the South Carolina Department of
Social Services and has consistently met the Quality Assurancs Standards of the
South Carolina Health & Human Services Finance Commission. It does not,
hovever, mest the National Standards of Acereditation. The Center’s
staff is comprised of a Director, Graduate Assistant/Assistant Director,
Administrative Assistant, Food Technician/Coordinator and 6 “teaching teams”.
Each “teaching team” (one team for each classroom: Infants, Toddlers, 2s, 3s, 4s,
and S5¢) is comprised of 3 members: Lead Teacher (Master Teacher II), Assistant
Teacher (Master Teachsr 1), and Graduate Assistant. Lead Teachers are required
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to have a Bachelor’s Degree in Early Childhood or a closely related field.
Assistant Teachers are required to have at least a Child Development Associate
Credential or squivalent). Graduats Assistants are chosen for the taients and skills
they can bring to each team

The Center's child care program encourages parent involvement and
sducation. It has, over a period years, becoms involved in mutually beneficial
relationships with several campus and commuunity agencies including departments
such as Psychology, Nursing Physical Education, Music, Art, Journalism,
Medicine, Sociology, and Education  The “Center” is used regularly by the
South Carolina Education Department South Carolina Department of Mental
Health, South Carolina Health And Human Services, and the Hall Institute.

An early and continuing part of the Center’s mission has been and 15 %
serve as a “laboratory ior research and development” for the entire university,
and as a “demonstration center” of exemplary practices in the field of early
childhood education. Until 1981 the Center indeed served as a “Model
Demonstration Conter” of exemplary child cars and early learning
practices for others in South Carolina. At one time the Center was looked
to for guidance in the State’s development of kindergarten As a laboratory
school, the Center has functioned as the focal point for training early childhood
education majors within the College of Education (the Center's primary sponsor).
A conservative estimate is that since 1975 about 3,000 students have received at
least part of their formal pre-service feacher traning i conjunction with
programs at the Center. The following is a synopsis of past
training/education activities carried out at the Center (Hanes & Swick,
1987):
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1. Professional education experiences for College of Education teacher education
pre-service students in practicum courses

2. In-servics training sessions for day care, infant cars, and child development
teachers from all areas of South Carolina.

3. Practicum experiences for nursing, psychology, music, art medicing,
education, health, physical education, and many other university programs.

4. Service as a model demonstration center for public schools and agencies
throughout South Carolina, especially with regards to implementation of stats
programs.

An analysis of the Center’s usage records over the past decade indicates that the
various trainingfeducation activities carried out at the Center remain very
consistent from year-to-year and indeed have grown since 1987,

Early Childhood Education has remained the heaviest user of
the Center since its inception. Tha Center Director has always been either a
fatulty member in this program or a close aﬁ’mate of that faculty m_faﬂz

WMMM_CML Tm program has mtegrated all of its major
practica experiences related to preschool observation and teaching skills into the
Center's operations. However, due to poor funding, the faculty do not point to
tha Center as a “model” since it does not meet National Standards of
Accreditation. In support of the Center (and to make its usage of the highest
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quality possible), the Early Childhood Faculty have developed a comprehensive
cwrriculum room, a student teaching seminar room, and successfully pursusd
outside funding to oblain materials, computers, and related early childhood
resources to enhancs the Center’s functioning.

The “Center” hes also functioned in a leadership role in spite of poor
funding. Local, stats, and regional professional groups use the Center for
meetings, workshops, demonstration programs, and seminars. The Southern
Association for Children Under Six houses its Public Policy Institute at the Center
and the Stats Department of Education conducts four “High Scope Curriculum”
wvorkshops at the Center sach year. In addition, the Center has traditionally held
parent education and community awareness programs on young children and
families at the Centar.

Research and Development are a significant part of the Center's
history. During the past five years, for sxample, seven funded research and
development grants have been carried out - at least in part - at the Center. The
rwst notable of thess was the Jiacher-Paremt Fartnership To Enhenre Stheol
Strress (a Federally Funded U.S. Office of Education Grant) which involved the
Center in piloting and then developing an early childhood school-home key
concepts curriculum for implementation in three selected rural schools in South
Carolina Progrt Focws, a state funded parent education early childhood
development effort, is also being piloted at the Center in conjunction with the
Salkehat..ie Consortium of Schools. In addilion, the Center has carried out
several other small research projects (all funded with external monies) including
the Aas-JTackmology [n Early Chidbood Progcy the Teacher Cadet Summer
Program and the Swiance Computar Farly Lasrmng Froget  Beyond these
externally funded programs, approximately 15 dissertations have, in part, besn
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carried out at the Center since 1985. Various theses and undergraduate research
projects have also been conducted at the Center.

The USC Children’s Center is housed in a three level concrete block
building which was originally nart of the Booker T. Washington public school on
Blossom Strest (next to the Blossom Strest Parking Garage). The facility serves
as an office and classroom building and houses the child care program
administered by the Center. There is more than 11,000 square feet of floor space
in the building and 14, 670 square feet in the outdoor play area. The play areais
momﬂedbyachmnhnkfemaauioffem avanety of surfaces. Ig_lm_mnu

The lowest level of the building houses the infant program and
includes a total of 631 square fest of classroom floor space. This room is
comprised of a central play area surrounded by four crib rooms, an enclosed
observation booth, a storage room, a fully equipped kitchen, a laundry room, and
bathroor.

The first floor of the building houses the classrooms for the
older children. The toddier’s classroom has a large central area (728
square fest), an adjoining area for small group or individualized testing, a
bathroom, an enclosed observation booth, and a storags area

The main kitchen facility is located adjacent to the toddler classroom. It
is fully equipped and serves as the main area for the organization of food and
snacks for delivery to each classroom (lunch is prepared by the university food
service).
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Tvo classrooms, each containing approximately 1,000 squars fest of
floor space, for two and three year olds are divided by a large observation
booth and a folding partition These classrooms hawe adjoining bathroom
facilities with child-size fixtures.

Twvo additional classrooms, housing four and five year olds are also
divided by an observation booth and a folding partition. These classrooms
contain approximately 1,100 and 1,300 square feet of floor spacs, respectively.

The environment of each classroom is equipped with child-sized furniture
which can be arranged in a varisty of configurations to accommodate individual,
small group and large group activities. Each of ths classrooms has ample storage
space and is supplied by water at a level accessible to young children Each
classroom has two exits; thus facilitating quick exiting in case of emergencies.

The second floor of the building contains office space (1,920 square
fest), five storage rooms for supplies, resourcs materials and equipment (823
square feet total), a conference room, a staff lounge, and restrooms. The offices
house the Center administrative staff, graduats assistants, University instructors
and faculty, and the teaching staff of the Child Care Program The two
classrooms are also used for staff meetings and parent meetings. Thsre are tvo
storage rooms for equipment and supplies and separate resource rooms for
classroom materials and curriculum materials. The Early Childhood Education

student teaching and junior bloc programs also use two rooms for curriculum and
materials.



At the present time, approximately 70 per cent of the existing floor space
is devoted to the Child Cars Program Approzimately |5 per cent of the spacs is
used for university classes and occasional faculty and professional association
meetings.

During ths past four years, an intensive maintenance plan has been
carried out including replacement of carpeting and tiling, painting, playground
renovation, replacement of furniture, and other needed repairs. Currently, the
roof needs replacing and there are, of course, continuing maintenance
needs. The folding partitions that divide classrooms must also be replaced. The
extarior of the building is in bad need of painting. Some of the classrooms (those
used for practica courses) are in need of new furniture and one of the classrooms
on the second floor needs new tables.

The major impediment to the Center’s quest for National
Accreditation has been funding. Due to expenses (the Center typically over-
runs its budget by about 10 - 20 per cent), the Center has had to enroll more
children than is allowed under National Standards. Also, due to limited funding
the Center has been umable to remain competitive with regards to salaries.
Further, the bleak financial picture has eroded the Center’s ability to plan for a
more secure and functional future. Given this weak funding situation, the
Colloge of Education determined (in January, 1991) that it could no
longer sponsor of the Center as a laboratory facility as of August,
1992. The College hoped that with this advanced notification, the University
vould have ample time to redirect the use of the facility and program for
possibly meseting on-campus child care needs along with possibly meeting
University-wide child and family academic study needs.
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Campus Kiddie

In addition to the USC Children’s Center, child care is also provided by
Campus Kiddie. In factit is celebrating its 25th year of service during 1991. It
serves around 40 children (infants - 5-years of age). Itis housed within a campus
dormitory structure and is staffed by a director, two full-time staff, five part-time
workers, and tvo work-study students. This program has two “shifts* (7:00
AM. -6:00 PM. and 4:30 PM. - 10:30 P.M.) and thus accommodates the needs
of day and evening students. Since the program serves primarily the children of
students it is administared and funded through the Office of Students Services
in the Russell House.

Campus Kiddie is a single-purpose Center, designed 1o provide safe care
for children of students on the USC-Columbia Campus. [t does meet minimum
state licensing standards but is mot equipped or staffed to serve university
laboratory nmeeds for ressarch, development, and teaching. The facility is
minimally equipped not unlike most campté child care centers throughout the
nation.

Other Camgus Child Care Programs

A 1987 survey (Hanes & bvxck) of colleges and umwrsmes n South
in the state (the number is now up to 14) Wmlethesaprogrmslmﬂn
common purpose of providing educational care for young children, they vary
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videly in the emphasis placed on service to the institution as a training, service,
ressarch, or “combination” center/facility.

Some examples of the different arrangements at institutions in South
Carolina help to highlight some of the unique features of these campus child care
programs. A private South Carolina college oparates a program for 36 children
vith the institution providing housing, maintsnance, and financial support
amounting to the difference between the actual costs of the program and the
tuition payments. All of the children in this program participate on a fee-pay'ng
basis. Although teacher education is provided by the college, the child cars
program does not serve as a laboratory nor participate in any of the teacher
education practica activities. It is a single-purpose center, serving the college
community and t soms degres the surrounding neighborhood. A state-assisted
institution, which sarves 65 children (ages 2 - 5), provides full-day care. It also
is a fee-paying only arrangsment vith the college providing the needed funds to
meet expenses not coverad by the fees.

More recently, Swick (1991) phone-intervieved thres center directors of
statg-supported institutions in South Carolina: USC-Spartanburg, USC-Aiken, and
the College of Charleston. He found that all three imstitutions were
moving tovard a “blended” program of providing services to
preschool children and serving as a laboratory for training for their
sponsoring institutions. In all three cases, the child care programs served
primarily children of staff, students, and faculty They were funded through
combinations of tuition, block grant monies, and university financial support.
For axam °., at USC-Spartanburg (they serve about 40 children, ages 3-5) the
funding comes from three sources: 30% tuition, 30% federal block grant, and
40% university funds. While funding is from the university in general, the
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program is linked to ths College of Education through a faculty director and
progran guidance. This program is nationally accredited. A similar
arrangement exists at the College of Charleston. USC-Aiken is just beginning its
program and is moving in a similar direction.

At 2 national level, the direction in campus child care and early learning is
indeed moving tovard the concept of a “blended centar” vhere both the needs of
children and families are met and the academic teaching and research needs of the
institution are met. For example, Nev York State’ legislature has approved
funding for supporting the development of on-campus centers that attampt to
mest thess dual needs of service and ressarchiteaching (Alger, 1991). However,
thess program were justified as an “employee benefit* and not as institutional
sarly learning laboratories. And, the quality of the programs varies greatly. In
Ohio, the director of the Kent State University on-campus child care program
(phone interview, April, 1991) indicated they had similar arrangements as the
programs at USC-Spartanburg and USC-Aiken but were struggling to provide the
quality of care desired due %o a lack of funds.

It appears that South Carolina’s on-campus child cars and early learning
status is very similar to that of the nation; moving toward a “blended” model
where service and academic needs are interrelated. Like universities across the
nation, South Carolina’s programs are struggling financially and seem to be
confronting the natural problems that come with any transition and development
period. Very few of the current programs (state or nation) appear to have the
context for promoting the best features of a “blended” program. Even fewer
have yet to foster a truly top quality ressarch base. |
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Toward A Broader Understanding Of Child/Family Supports

As universities experience the challenges of the next decade and beyond, it
is imperative that they envision new approaches to meeting the needs of “families®
within their context as well as visualize new designs for researching these needs
for the bensfit of the larger society. While quality child care and early learning
are priority concerns of many faculty, staff and students, other significant issues
need attention. All of these issue have a marked influence on the
quality of work that takes place within university environments. Even
a cursory review of soms of these issues and challenges is instructive with regards
to thair influence on ths quality of life at the University of South Carolina

For axample, many young families need “flex-time®, “smargency lsave”,
and other modifications of “work schedules” in order to mest the many demands
of family living in today’s world. With both parents working, and at the sams
time confronting mwre complex roles as parents, their family/work-place
relationship is quite distinct from family situations of forty years ago. This new
“family-work context® (Galinsky, 1987) requires “mew social systems” that
support a healthy response by parents to both work and family needs. These new
systems need to include social, educational, organizational, and “support® serwices
that equip parents to articulats a positive direction for their families as well as to
become productive partners in the growth of their communities, which certainly
includes the vork-place. All of thess issues are a part of *University
Work Life" and provide universities with multiple opportunities for
exploring “nev structures® within their service, teaching, and
ressarch mission. |
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Already, the University of South Carolina has “informally and formally
piloted” a variety of child-family services and projacts, albeit in a rather
disjointed manner. For example, the University currently (through the
Student Affairs Office and the College of Education) provides child
care/early learning for about 110 children via the Children Center
and Campus Kiddie. Howvsver, neither program is interrslated with the othsr
and no overall structure exists for coordinating thess ssrvices as well as for
improving their funding and quality. Another example is that of emeyenry ook
Janve daps, days needed for unforeseen and tragic family situations. Recently, the
University designed and implementad an “emergency sick leave bank® whers
faculty and staff can donats existing sick leave to a bank for use by othars who
are incrises. Yet the policies on this “bank” appear very restrictive and wnrelated
to some of the more common “crises that families typically confront in today's
vorld. Yot these are good examples of the potential that egists within the
University of South Carolina's snvironment for addressing vital child and family
issues. There are similar examples of emerging “academic” thrusts that focus on
these nseds and issues; both for University needs and for the broader commupity.
Usually these efforts (service andior academic) exist in the form of projects,
centers, and institutes that offer a specific ssrvice, training, research or
combination of these functions for children/families and/or the professionals who
vork vith children and families. Cifvtmeely tew raess® wully aost
41 solstion fhom &ch otber and survive on psuper bulsels (tymicaly Larowgh
Sranks wnd olher axterny fimds) What is needed is a long-range vision and
structurs for concaptualizing and planning for relating to existing and emerging
child and family nseds as interrelated with the Universitys academic and social
scology.
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The Center For Family In Society, as it might emergs, is a possible
unifying force that could serve to provide a structure by which the various
“sarvices® that influence families can be articulated. While the primary
mission of such a “Center” must be a.ademic, it could achieve that
mission through the use of several Afandid servrces such s health
care,medical research, child carefearly learning (research/trainingiservice),
family counseling, special family needs projects {for example, consider some of
the work currently being done in the College of Social Work), family/work-place
research and support services (consider flex-time and family-leave as just two
examples that are currently being achieved, albeit informally in many
departments), and a multitude of other such academic/service oriented “blended
projects”.

The mission for such a center or body would be to create a system by
vhich faculty, staff and stodents could develop a cohesive and
meaningful arrangement for the full exploration and stuly of the
“human needs” that are unique to today’s families while at the same time
meeting some of these needs within the University setting and in related it/
@es  in surrounding communities. The complexity of “child/family” issues
(particularly during the early years of life) require a societal response that is
intense, research-based, and pervasive in its ultimate influence on the human
community. Universities have the unique resources o address the ressarch and
teaching elements of thess issues; especially when these resources are organized
vithin an “academic ecology” that promotes thorough, responsible, cohesive, and
meaningful studies that not only address specific aspects of the issues but relate
the “study” 1o a host of influential elements. For example, ressarch that examines
only the medical aspacts of child abuse fails to gain the total sense of such a
pathology. In a similar manner, campus-based child care should not be isolated
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Any interdisciplinary undertaking is filled with dangers such as being
enveloped in turf wars, creating an unrealistic mission, and developing
unreachable goals. These dangers are real and must be addressed within an
evolving structure that is vell managed, has a clsar direction, adequataly staffed,
and clearly identified within the University’s scholarly community. The bensfits
of utilizing such a child and family paradigm are indeed endless: urgent human
needs (especially as they occur within families) can be creatively studied; specific
University child and family needs can be met; scholarly and research interests
related to children and families can be supported; and the larger community’s
needs in thess areas can be effectively addressed.

Through the uss of 7he Camiar four Famuly [n Socsdly structurs, a design
for articulating an academic focus on the needs of children and families can be
effectively developed. Within such a structure, child care/early learning
needs as well as the many other needs of children and families within
and beyond the University’s emvironment can be meaningfully explored,
supported, and studied. With the creation of a cohesive structure for addressing
these critical needs, University families would benefit from such vital services as
child care and the broader community would benefit from the research and
teaching that emanates from such activities. Clearly, the development of a
comprehensive and high quality child care and early learning system
on the campus at USC - Columbia would be a major step in this
direction. It should not serve as a resolution but rather as a beginning point for
the further development of a comprehensive interdisciplinary structurs that aims
to study and support children and families across the life-span.
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A Prepesal Fer A *Universiity™ Chfldren’s Cemter A¢ The
Boslker T. Woshington Complex

This proposal to develop a truly “University” children’s center at the

Booker T. Washington Complex is linked to the current work of the Center as a
laboratory for research and teaching. Further, the proposal integrates the current
research and activities that are emerging in the area of on-campus child care and
early learning. It also recogmizes the existence of other on-campus child care
facilities (namely, Campus Kiddie) and is interrelated with current and hopefully
futurs efforts on the campus to address broader child and family issues. Thus,
the proposal is a part of the broader conceptual Sramevork presented in this
document. In effect, the proposed “University Children’s Center” must ultimately
be placed within the broader academic ecology of the University that is inclusive
of the multiple needs of children and families. Included in this proposal are:
mission, operating structure, clientele to be served, program details,
staffing, facility details, funding relationships with other campus
sorvices, and other specifics as related to the development and
implomentation of a *“University Children’s Center® by the Fall
Semester of 1992.

Prior to detailing the various components of ttus proposal 1t is critical to
address the tremendous loss that the Children’s Center would be to the University.
Not only does the Center provide care for many families who are a part of
Carolina’s working family, but it also funclions as an arena for academic study
and training. Given the prionity that the national educational goals place on
improving the knowledge base, research, and tramning related to early learning
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and families, it would seem that a unique opportunty for national attention and
contribution exists within the Center’s activities. Given thess critical needs the
mission of ths Center is designad to evolvs toward mesting an expanded agendq
of ressarch and teaching that can influence state and national needs.

Missicn

The mission of the proposed “University Children’s Centsr” should be a
“blended” ome that focuses on promolnyy recars laxking developmen], and
service that add lo the knowladge-base on children and fandies while providing
& quelty environmnt for chiden (8 months - 5 yrars) axd therr fazilies
(Frculty stefi; students and computy) on e (X Columtre Camprs. This
mission is very much in line with the direction of ths “Center” as it has emerged
over the past 15 years. It is also a mission that is adaptable to the eventual
emergence of a broader (%l & Famxly Cemter \hat will hopefully becoms a
reality on the campus in the future. This mission is reflective of the restructuring
of child and family academic and support systems currently taking place on
various campuses around the mation as is reflected in previous sactions of this
report.

In support of this mission, this “Center For Children” must maintain the
highest quality care and learning environment for the children, families, faculty,
students, researchers, and staff that become engaged in the program. While fiscal
realities may dictate a gradual tramsition to a comprehensive University program
for children and families, it is imperative that the long-range plan
contain a substantive commitment from the administration to reach
beyond even national accreditation. With the wealth of academic and staff
resources at USC - Columbia this support 15 tndeed possible. Within the current
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limited financial structure tremendous achievements have been attained: 2500
early childhood teachers have received partial training over the past 10 years;
over 40 professional seminars and workshops have served wvarious agencies and
groups in the commumity; a plethora of pilot research projects and about 15
larger studies have been conducted at ths Center With ths cultural diversity,
socioeconomic mix, and high parental and facuity interest that exists, the
proposed mission becomes more of a launching pad for endless attainments in
future years,

Operating Structure

The major wesknesses in the current operating structure are e
liprits and isolation iBat come from singlo-sponsorsbip (Collegs of
Education). Structurally, traditional laboratory centers (such as the “Children’s
Center”) are suffering from an erosion of financial support and from the
emergence of other such facilities within their larger community ecologies. With
limited faculty resources and dwindling financial infrastructures these one-
dimensional programs are typically unable to carry out their traditional roles of

research, demonstration, and teaching. This is also trus of othar centers on

campuses around the mation such as developmental nursing projcts, motor
davelopmnt centers, lmlth sites, and many other such centers and msumtes Too

9 885y Prey dget cuts, Further, with swh lumted operauonal
supportam ws:bﬂxty thoy are lass powerful in carrying out their missions.

The operating foundation of the proposed “Canter” must be located in
the central administration of the University of South Carolina. While
the continuing management and daily operations will te carried out within a
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specified structurs, 8¢ accouvisbidity for ackieving lhe mission in &
quality manner must remain with the Unrversily$ chisf scademic
Jaadars.  In effect, the “Center® must be vieved and supported & the
University’s learning arsna for children and families (6 weeks - 5 years) and all
of the programs and departments that wish to participats in ths many activities
that are a part of the programs at the Center. Without such a operating
foundation ths mission of the “Center” is unattainable.

While there are various possibilities, the proposed operating structure
includes the following: University operational authority (Board of
Trustees/President/Provost), Managament Board (ProvostFaculty Policy
Council/Dean/Center Director), Implementation Structure (Dean/Faculty/Center
Director), and Daily Operating Structure (Director/Staff/Parents/Children). See
Figure | for u visual description of the operating structure.

The operational authority of all University “Centers” exist with the
University’s Board of Trustees and designated officials (President & Provost).
The proposed “Childrens Centar® would operats under this authoritative
structure and thus abide by all University regulations.

The management structure suggestsd for this “Centar” is one that is
centered in the Office of the Prowost Assisting the Provost in carrying out this
management process should be a Management Couneil that is comprised of
representatives of the following: College of Education Dean’s Office, University
Student Affairs Office, Center Director, University Faculty/Staff, Center Parents,
Center Staff, and a Community Representative. This Council would meet at lsast
twice a year % establish and review the policies that guide the Center’s
functioning. This structure would assure that the Provost has input from “Center
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Operational Authority

*Board of Trustees
*President/Provost

Management Structurs

*Provost/FacultyCouncil
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*CenterDirector

Implementation Strategy r

*Deanor Designate
*Faculty
*CenterDirector
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Daily Operating Structure

*CenterDirecior
*Staff
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Constitusnts” in the decision making process.

The impiemantation structure recommended for this "Centar” is that
of the College of Education or another College so delegated. The Dean of the
College should function as the “monitor” of the on-going functioning of the
Center, while the budget and program elements ars integrated into the College’s
existing structure. In a sense, this structure currently exists and works fine; the
only impediment is the lack of connection~ to the University’s larger program and
financial system. A College could continue to serve as the “gramtee” and
“operator” of the program. With an “active” Management Council in existencs,
tha needed University involvemant is attainable. There is a cautionary nots,
hovever, the College should not be left to sustain the Cenmter in
isolation from the I»vger University environment. Rather, the College
should serve as the condiztby which the program is continuously renewed and
xmproved vith hnkages o the total Umvemty ecology In parucular m

permeate program, research, developxmnt aml teachmg functions carried out at
the “Center”.

The daily operating structurs recommended is ons that capitalizes on
the strengths and needs of the “Center’s” existing structwe. A4 /s2l-time
Director of the Center is 2 must. Attsmpts to “blend” the time-assignments of
faculty (part-time teaching and part-time directing) have proved c~.mier-
productive and ineffective. The intensity and compiexities of directing a Center
vith the mission of the “Children’s Center” requires that a full-time person be
in this assigned role. This person} job responsibilities should include: guiding
the direction of the Center (as established by the Mapagement Council)
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monitoring the daily operation of the Child Care/Early Learning Program
vorking directly vith an Assistant Director Research/Training, staff, and parents
in carrying out the functions of the Center, coordinating all liaison and advisory
input related to the Center, guiding and promoting the many uses of the Center,
and mainfeining a high-quality program.  The Director should serve as ithe
ultimate authority for the care and operation of the Center.

The Assistant Director’s role should be to coordinate and guide the
research and teaching activities carried out at the Center. This should include the
management of an “advisory team” representative of University units who desire
% be involved in the Center’s research/development/teaching activities. It would
also include the active pursuit of appropriate research and developmsnt grants,
involvement of community and stats constituents in appropriate activities at the
Center, and in related support roles Two  administrative
support/management persomnel are critical to the Center’s operation: the
Administrative Assistant and the Food/Tochnicien Coordinstor Both
support staff should be under the supervision of the Director Detaxled)ob
descriptions already exist for these role-persons.

It is recommended that each Teaching Team (oms for each classroom)
include 2 Lead Teacher (Master Teachsr II), Assistant Teacher (Master
Teacher I), and a Graduate Assistant. This staffing pattern currently exists
and is functionally effective when salaries and support conditions (for example,
the teacheri/child ratios are adequate to national standards) are of high quality.
Lead Teachers should serve as the on-site memagers and leaders of the {eaching
team. Assistant Teachrs provide key implementation roles in carrying out the
functions of the program Graduate Assistants should ssrve as part-time but

intsgral support parsonne! in the program implementation process.
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A parent/staff/faculty management council should assist the
Director in the implementation of the Center’s child care/early learning program
This Council should be comprised of parent representatives, staff representatives,
and 2 cross-section of University faculty who utilize the Center. They should be
involved in all aspects of advising the director on implementation issues and
should function both s a planning and feedback group. It is suggested thai this
Council be comprised of no mors than 8 members, meet four timss a year, and be
guided by ths Center Director.

Clientele

The primary clientels of the Center’s Child Care/Early Learning Program
should be children of families who are directly employed by or involved in
undergraduate/graduats study at the University. The age groups served should
range from 6 months - 5 years. Parsmts vhoss children are ready for
Kindergarten should be encouraged to make the tramsition to public school vith
exceptions being mads for authentic hardship cases. Whan and' whars it is
faasibls, a “cors® number of “community” families should be invited to
participats in the Centsr’ program.  The actual number of community
participanis may vary from year-to-year but the concept of community
involvement shouid be nurtured; especially with regards to maintaining the
Centar’s cultural diversity and to sarving special needs children when foasible. A
suggested ratio is: 85% USC families and 15% Community families.

The recommended maximum enroliment for the Centar is 88 children
This figure was arrived at by following the “Standards of Exrellence” sat by the
National Associaion for the Education of Young Childrent National
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Accreditation Guidelines. Due & fipapcssl copnsideraiions tbis aprollment
figure may Bave lo be pbased in over a three pvar period. Ths
enrolimant figures recommended for each age group are as follows:

Infants - 8

Toddlers = 10

Two’s = 12
Two’s/ Three's = 18
Thres'W/Four’s - 20
Four's! Fiwe's 20

Tvo “clientsle admissions lists® should be wsed in screening
applications for admissions to the Center’s programs: a federal block grant list
and a tuition list. The ratio recommended is 54 block grant and 34 tuition
children. Again, given the current ratio (54 block grant and 34 tuition) the
recommended ratio may need to be phased in over a three-five year period. Ths
goal is to serve as many University families from all backgrounds as
is feasible within the operating limitations of the Center. A long-range
goal of the University should be to better coordinate the families served by the
Children's Center and Campus Kiddie; such coordination might better serve
everyone in need. The standard rule for “admissions” (given that applicants meet
the criteria identified by the Center’s admission policies) should be one of first-
apply, first-admitted. A numerical ordering of applicants per date of application
is the fairest way of handling admissions. Howewsr, a careful screening should
occur regarding the applicant’s ability to meet admission criteria This process
vould apply to each waiting list A community waiting list wvould be
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maintained and used to support enroliment of a certain number of such families
each year in the program as is feasible. This recommended admissions procass is
used currently with the exception that more commumnity families are cwrenly
enrolled than would be served in the future; this process should be phased in so

that o current family at the Center is disrupted. [z afficd current famulies

*
A wtindg. i g

Captsr. 1t is 2lso recommended that admissions attempt to achiew a balance of
students, faculty, and staff as the Center’s cultural diversity is vital to its many
functions.

4

Program Details

Ithastakenowsocietymanyyearstorealizethat“cmldcam”ismmh
more than minimal care. Imm,cmmmmmrshawmmotedtbmedfor
providing young children with both high quality care and a rich learning
environment, To succeed, a University “Children’ Center” must provide the
highest quality early childhood learning énvironment possible. Provisions for
having such an environment for children and families exist within the University’s
resources. When deployed properly can actually serve as an attraction to new
faculty, students, and staff. A major goal of the “Center” must be to
attain pational accreditation by rseting the criteria set forth in the
Accreditstion Critaria and Procedures of the National Acsdemy of
Farly Childbood Programs. These criteria set forth the guidelines for having
a quality program in all areas: program philosophy, staff, health/safety, nutrition,
physical environment, curriculum, parent involvement, administration, and
continuing evaluation. These guidelines establish the foundation for having the
best care and the richest learning ecology possible for young children and their
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families. While the existing “Center” mests many of these criteria,
thoir are particular criteria that it does not meet due to existing
financial limitations. A brief review of the major criteria required for
national accreditation and an assessment on which criteria are currently met is
instructive. Further, this brief narrative on desired program specifics relative to
national accreditation can serve as a guide for achieving all of the criteria over a
three-five year transition/planning period.

Program Philosophy: Ths current program philosophy of the
“Children's Center” is one that focuses on nurturing children and families in a

positive manner; utilizing ressarch findings to establish a high quality
environment for care and early learming. A strong belief in multicultural
learning, positive guidance, parental involvement staff development, uss of
developmentally appropriate curriculum, and continuing support of children’s
healthy development permeates all of the decisions made at the “Center”.
Functioning as a laboratory, the “Center” also places high priority on the
learning, teaching, and researchidevelopment aspects «f child care and early
learning. This philosophy has continually received “high marks® for the
“Canter” from outside evaluators (annual state review process and two “sxternal”
study teams over the past decade) and more than meets the criteria set forth
for national accreditation.

Staff: The strength of any high quality early childhood program is the
staff. The status of current staff with regards to criteria set forth for national
accreditation is very positive. For example, national criteria require that the
director of child care/early learning programs have at least an undergraduate
degresicertification in early childhood education They also strongly suggest that
such a person have training and successful experience in directing child care
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programs. The various center directors over the past decads have exceeded this
critoria. A similar situation exists with most of the center's lsad teachers and
assistant teachers. Further, the “Center’s” staff development programs and
continuing involvement in professional leadership roles place it in a position to
far exceed national critaria for accreditation. The “Center’s” salary structure also
exceeds national guidelines; howewer, the current salaries are pitiful in
comparison to what professionals of equal training and experience recsive in the
large domain of public schools. Where the “Center” is weak in terms of
pational guidelines is the staffichild ratio. The evisting program meets
the ratios sst for infants, toddlers, and two-year olds. [t does not meet the ratios
sot for 3, 4, and S year olds. The propossd program sst forth in this document
includes a system for meeting all of the staffichild ratios set by the national
accreditation guidslings. Clsarly, the existing problem is ons of finances. Itis
more expenszvetohave fever ctnldrenmea:hclmoom Agmn, u_mnke_a

Finally, staff benefits and position security nsed to be strengthened.
While this was partially achiewed in 1990-91 with the University’s official
recognition of staff as “classified personnel®, there still remains the need for
“continuing contracts”, annual leave, and related benefits. Quality staff can only
beauractedto the “Center”, when the benefits packageas similar to that of other

Health/Safety. A primary concern of any program for children and
families must be health and safety. The “Center” has alvays received high marks

for providing a healthy environment. All state and national criteria regarding
health requiremsnts (which include immumzation, annual heaith assessments,



daily cleaning of the facility, and related activities) are mat by the existing
program. Similarly, the children's safety is alvays of primary concarn to staff;
regular revievs of conditions for safety and continuing staff reminders on
children’s safsty are carried out at the cemter. The “Centsr” exceeds ths
national critsria for safety and heaith.

Nutrition: A quality program for young children and families attends to
the nutrition and eating habits of children aud families. National guidelines
require that programs meet all Federa! Food Program Requirements. The
existing program at the “Children’s Centar” meets and exceeds thase
requiremsnts. Nutritious lunches and morning and afternoon supplements ars
served daily to the children The food is prepared according to the “Federal
Food Program Guidslines” and the center received very positive feedback from
the Federal Food Program after its recent visit and assessment. In addition, staff
at the center attempt to create a “family environment” in the serving of the food.
Parents have taken an active role in improving the “Center's® food and nutrition
program and regular staff development information on nutrition and food ssrvice
are carried out during staff meetings and staff development sessions.

Physical Environment: National accreditation criteria require that the
physical environment be designed and arranged to mest the needs of very young
children. Furniture, materials, equipment, and space arrangements must be
related to the age-group being served. Each classroom at the “Children's Center®
15 designed and maintenanced to serve the developmental needs of the group
involved. For example, the infant room contains the needed cribs (and crib
spacs), cravling arsa, play materials, safety items, and related developmeantal
supports for healthy growth ininfants This is true of all of the classrooms at the
“Center”. The “Center” excesds the national criteria for having a
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quality physical environmsnt for children and families. In addition to
the well-designed classrooms, the “Centsr” has adequats spacs for parent
conferencing, health assessments, teacher training, research projects, and refated
itemns that comprise a quality physical facility for early learning. The “Center” is
in need of particular “maintenancs” items such as 2 new roof, a complets re-
painting of the exterior, renewal painting and carpeting on the intsrior, and other
essential repairs. It is recommended that a maintenance plan be designed
tocarryoutthesaneedsoverathree—yearperiod.

Curriculum: in correspondence with NAEYC Standards For Quality
Early Childhood Programs, ths Center’s curriculum goals reflect the mission of

providing children with developmenially appropriate learning experiences in a
safe and nurturing environment. 73e primery gosls of the curriculum
are and sdould continue to be:

*To provide a stable setting in which ve strive to meet the needs of children in
owr care; to provids a murturing and stimulating learning environment; to provids
developmentally appropriate experiences for all children in the program

*To provide experiences which promote the development of independence and a
posttive self concept in each child.

*To provide opportunities for parent participation and involvement based on open
communication, so that the child’s experience 1n the program becomes integrated
with the home learning environment

*To serve as a demonstration program for students and teachers inchild care and
early education ssttings.
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*To provide life-long learning through sarvics as a resourcs center to parents,
community mambers and the University community at largs.

Parontal Involvemsent: Shared decision making has long been a major
strength of the Center's program. National Accreditation Guidslines regarding
parental involvement in early childhood programs are exceeded by the Center.
This hallmark of strength should continue to be a part of the Center’s fabric.
Beyond the traditional parent involvemsnt activities such as sharing information

~ with parents, confarsncing, formal parents mestings, and regular communication

vith parents (all of which ars critical to a quality program), the *Center”
promotes a philosophy of shered Jearning and decisiop making wilk
parenis. This philosophy has and continues to be nurtured through parent
education programs, advisory councils, and parental participation in virtually all
aspects of the program. Parental presence is a regular activity in the classrooms,
in persomnnsl selection, and in overall operations of the program.  This
constructive involvement pattern shouid be a major attribute of the Center as it
further evolves to meet University and community needs.

Administration:  Earlier in this proposal (See “Operating
Structure®) a proposed administrative structurs and systsm was presentad.
The proposed administration structure/system, as stated earlier, msets all of the
critaria for National Accreditation. This structure/systsm was developed in
continuity vith the present system; with modifications made to accommodate a
nev direction in the Center’s focus on campus child care/early learning. The
major deficit in the current administration is the lack of & full-time
director. This weakness must be correcied with the appointment of a full-time
“Center Director” who is totally involved i providing the Centsr with
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leadership. The current arrangement of having an early childhood faculty
member serve gari-Ume (in addition to teaching and research duties) is
ineffective and a major flaw in the current administrative system. This position
should be a non-faculty, full-time classified position that is accompanied by a
salary that is competitive in ths early childhood education administration field.
The maintenancs of the involvement of early childhood faculty should be attended
to through an appointment of & faculty advisor.

Evaluation: The “Center” has historically adhersd to a philosophy of
continuing evaluation and assessment for all program and staffing elements. This
philosophy and action should be continued in the newly formed program
Evaluation is at the heart of quality programs; it should include parental input,
regular (annual) staff evaluation, intarnal and extsrnal program svaluation, and a
self-study process (which is built into state and national accreditation). In
addition, the “Centers” University Management Council should carry out
continuing evaluation of the Center’s progress toward achieving the
implementation and refinemsnt of this plan.

Funding

This proposal for a USC Campus Child Care And Early Learning
Center at ths USC Children’s Center calls for a comprehensive funding
structure within the University's management system. The use of a “multiple
sources” funding structure should not only provide a means for supporting a
quality on-campus child care and early learning program, but also ensure that the
program is viewsd and thus supported as a truly “University” endeavor. In
effect, the major change recommended in the Center's financial
structure is the invoivement of the Universily in the funding of the



program. 3incs {3 immediate concern is with the “cost” for transforming the
program into a “campus child care/early learning” center in the Fall of 1992, the
follovmg sample budgat reﬂects propcted costs and income for such a program

follovmg funding sample is mdxcauve of u hemnmng_mnm that will need
continuing refinemsnt by the Center’s Management Council in order to reach
National Accreditation. In addition, 8 minimal budget to simply keep the
“Center” operating in 1992-93 is presented in the appendices. A
sample ideal program budget is also provided later in this section as indicative
of trus costs to be expacted as a transition is undertaken over a five year period.
Both budgets are presented in summary fashion and can be detailed further as this
proposal is discussed and considarad for action. However, the doliar figures are
accurate in terms of reflecting catsgory costs and total costs.

Prapessd Saamle 1900309 Conise Budiges
Category Cost
Personnel $345,000
Fringe Benefits $ 0,000
Supplies/Equipment $ 70,000
Indirect Cost (HHSFC Block Grant) $ 10,000
Total $505,000
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Thess “cost figures” were arrived at using ths current (1991-92 budget) with
refinements taking place in allowances for inflation, small salary increments, the
cost for a full-time director, and allowvances for normal supply/equipment needs.
What follows is a project cost-share by all of the parties involved. The cost-

share is based on an enrolimant of 92 children (56 block gramt & 36
tuition), which vould come close to metmg national standards. Given this

SHHSFC Block Grant - $206,000
DSS Food Program = $30,000

Twtion $122,000

DSS Fee Program = § 6,000

University - $141,000
Total - $505,000

Ssveral observations are in order regardmg the cost and cost-shars

“trammg and research" contnbuuon thus reducmg the cost-share of the
“University”. There are, of course, many other strategies for making this cost-
share workable. Although very undesirable, other mears of bringing costs in
line with available funds might include a more gradual reduction of children to he
served (thus delimiting the immediate loss of tuition) or increased tuition costs.
A more desirable means of dealing with the cost-factor would be to establish
a University “account” for the Center within its administrative system. It is also
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helpful to recognize that most “campus-child care programs” are funded between
thirty and fifty percent by ths host-University This proposal calls for a
University-share of about thirty percent. Similar cost-share

arrangements are currently being used at USC-Spartanburg and USC-
Aiken.

Given the current dismal fiscal picture, other financial adjustments
could be made to shape a budget that is manageable for the initial
year of “University-Wide Sponsorship™: reduce the supplylequipment budget,
limit the “Assistant Director” graduate assistantship to 15 or 20 hours ger week,
and other even less desirable options. 7%e arstical pofol is that “costs” can
be mansged griven tBat & Jong-tarm University commitment axists to
aslablish & qualiiy child cars/sarly Jsarning program on campus.

An “ideal budget® that should serve as the foundation of such a long

range plan is briefly summarized as follows:

Sampls [deal Cemter Budgst
Category Cost
Personnel §495,000
Fringe Bensfits $ 99,000
Supplies/Equipment $ 90,000
Indirect Cost § 13,000

Totai $697, 600
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The “increased costs” reflected in this ideal budget include salary increasss that
vould enable the “Center” to attract and retain certified early childhood teachers,
increased fringe-benefit costs, inflation costs, increases in supply/equipment costs,
a full-time assistant director, and a fourth-time faculty advisor. With such a
budget in place, the “Centsr™ would be in a position to exceed national
accreditation standards.

A plausible “cost-share” structure for meeting the expenses involved in this
“ideal budget is described as follows:

SHHSFC Block Grant = $240,000
DSS Food Program = § 37,000

Tuition - $130,000
University - $290,000
Total - $5697,000

While the “ideal budgst” costs appear quite high, the use of a “multiple
cost-share” system could prove effective in managing this budget. Further, this
budget might serve as “goal” for the Center to achiewe within its new structurs of
being an “on-campus” child care/early learning center. Through the leadership of
an active “centsr management council®, funding for an ideal center should
prove more wviable than currently exsts.
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Campus-Wide Planning For Quality Child Care/Early Learning

The past five years (1986-1991) have besn marked by a concern for the
initiation and implementation of “campus-wide” child care and early learning. At
least two University-appointed committess have studied ths problem; including
the conducting of a survey % probe the need for such care, and the conducting of
various exploratory meetings with interested groups on campus. In addition,
saveral “informal® groups have met in forums to discuss and advocate for the
development of a high quality on-campus child care program for the children of
faculty, staff, and students. During this same period of tims, the College of
Education struggled % continue financing its laboratory school (The USC
Children's Center). After exploring various financing strategies the College
determined it could not fund the “Center” at ths nesded lewel for achieving
National Accreditation. However, in serving as a laboratory on the USC campus
for over 15 years, the program has served about 60 children of faculty, students
and staff per year. Thus, the closing of the “Center” would indeed have a serious
impact on the “working environment” of many families at the University. While
another source of child care exists on the campus (Campus Kiddie), it barely
mests minimal state standards and only has the capacity to serve 40 children per
year, most of which are children of students. In effect, the University actually
faces a situation (should the Children's Center close) whers its child cars support
structure may become even more critical than cwrrently exists. Indeed, the
need exists for campus-vide planning for the development of high-
quality child care and early learning that can serve the children and
families of faculty, staff, and students in an effective manner.

This proposal to imitiate a quality on-campus child care/early
learning program at the “Children’s Center® offers a first-step in this
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process of shaping a long-range effort to meet the “child care” needs on the USC
campus. Several significant issues can and do nsed addressing within the context
of such a long rangs effort. comsolidation and refipenent of tbe varsons
clild care services aod actvities t8st currenlly exist on campus,
ariiculstion of 8 comprebensive plan ‘or schioving Nations!
Accroditation for all child cars/sarly learning services offersd on
campus, development of & vishle “mulliple cosi-shere® approsch to
funding on-campus child cars, development of child and familpy
rescgrch and lesching elements within the *Cepler” smd relsted
Lssues and needs. While such planning has taken place in the past, it has been
sporadic and has never besn a cenmter-piece of program, service, or
research/teaching concerns on the campus. Both existing child carefearly learning
programs have been vieved as “frings” services within the University. Both havs
sauggled financially and one has barely met minimal standards. Until the child
care and early learning needs of children of faculty, staff, and students are viewed
as “priority” service and academic concerns this sporadic and limited approach
vill prevail.

A Stratagy/Stages Design For Implementation

The transformation of the “USC Children’s Center” into a high-quality on-
campus child care/early learning program that meets a blended focus on “service”
and “academic researchiteaching” is very viable given the historical context and
current existence of the basic foundation available at the “Center”. For example,
a sound and appropriate physical facility (designed tor children yet in need of
renovation) exists and the key program elemsnts either exist or are easily
articulated, Further, a plethora of University exnertise and talent is available
(and often used in the existing program) to create an mdeed exemplary program.
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Yet, the single-sponsorship (College of Education) and “perceived isolation” of
the “Center” limits its potential for achieving the quality level desired among all
concarnad.

An implementation strategy for the proposed plan should taks ona
structurs that addresses; adoption and commitment to the plan by the University
authorities; formation and activation of a Adsmspsment Counci/(1991-92) to
refine, shape, and put into place the key elements for implementation of the plan;
implemesntation of this Council’s Yasr One Plan (/992-23} articulation of a
long-range campus-wide consolidation and refinement of all child care/early
learning services (inclusive of child and family services and academic programs;
1992-93); submission/adoption of this Longe Range Child & Family Planto
ths University President and Provost; and implementation of this plan with a
continuing assessment and self-study componsnt integrated into the on-going
structure.

Stage One - Adoption/Commitment To Plan: The initial step in the
transformation of the “Children’s Center” toward becoming a high-quality on-
campus child care/early learning program is the adoption of the plan by the
University and evidence of a corresponding commitment to its implementation in
the 1992-93 academic year. This adoption/commitment process needs to occur
vithin the “authority system” of the University, the Offices of the Provost and the
President (with approvals as required by the Board of Trustees). The supportive
vork already completed on the need for such action by Faculty Senate committees
and related faculty study groups should suffice to warrant such action; saving
badly needed money that would be required for high-paid consultant studies.
Indeed if further study is needed, the talent and expertise exists within the
University system (note the child care achievements at USC-Spartanburg and
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USC-Aiken). Regardless, a visible and substantive commitment to ths
plan’s mission and nesded supports by the University is a prerequisiss
to any further implementation steps. The activation of this step is planued
via the submission of this proposal (as requested) to the Office of The Provost.

Stage Two - Pormation/Activation Of Managemen! Council:
Upon the adoption of this proposal the University Provost should appoint and
activaie a Adsnsgement Counct]! For On-Campus Child Care. The
immediate goal of this Council should be to study, refine, and further develop this
proposal for finalization for use in initiating this transformation plan in the fall of
1992. This Council should be comprised of represantatives of: Dean’s
Office - College of Education, University Student Affairs Office, Office of the
Provost, University Faculty/Staff, University Students, Center Dirsector, Center
Staff/Parents, and the larger Midlands Community. The “Council” should present
a viable “transition plan” (particularly with regards to financial limitations) for
initiating the transformation process toward on-campus child care and early
lsarning at the Children’s Centsr to the Provost for final approval. It would be
desirable that this plan be submitted to ths Provost no later than January of 1992,

Stage Three - Implementation Of Approved Plan (1992-93):
With a specific plan approved by the appropriate University authorities, steps
should be taken (it is recommended this process be initiated in February 1992) to
inttiate the tramsition at the “Children’s Center”. It s recommended that in 2
coll .orative and concerted effort the Management Council and the Center
Director (with guidance from all appropriate persoms) carry out the
needed changes for preparing the “Center” for operating in the Fall of 1992 as a
on-campus child care/early learning program. Ths key elements that will likely
need attention in this process: selection of a full-time director, articulation of the
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specifics of the various grantsifunding/program elements that are essential the the
“Conter’s” operations, orientation of ths program’s nsw direction and structurs
for all concerns, organization and implementation of a clear University fiscal and
administrative structure, and related preparations for implementing the
“ransition plan® at the “Center”. Given that a great deal of advanced thinking
and planning has already taken place and that the University continues to nurture
this process in the Fall of 1991, this implemsntation stage should take shape with
a minimal disruption of the Center’s existing operations.

Stage Four - Articulation Of Long-Range Plan: Once ths “Centar”
is in the process of moving toward full implementation of the plan to function as
an on-campus child care program, the Management Council(with input
from all appropriate parties) should begin development of a Long-Range

' Plan For Cocrdinating Campus-Wide Child Care/Family Services.

This plan should includs: identification of all existing child care/early learning
services on tha campus, articulation of a process for effective coordimation of
these services (including consolidation/improved delivery of quality services), and
preparation of a plan for carrying out mors effective and higher quality services
Saery 1825

Stage Five - Adoption/Implementation Of Long-Range Plan:
The final step in this design for achieving comprehensive and high-quality
child/family services on the USC - Columbia campus is the adoption and
implementation of a long-range plan o achieve a coordinated and meaningful
system for sustaining on-going delivery of services. This might include the key
elements for shaping a truly high-quality Camter For Children/Families that
encompasses service, teaching, and research components. It might include a
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“vision” of a new facility and system that allows for comprehsnsive integration of
these elomsnts (within an interdisciplinary program design). Regardless of ths
final elements of this plan, it should serve to guide the University direction
tovard achieving an effective, economical, and high-quality arrangement for not
only mesting the child/family needs articulated but also provide the structurs for
promoting and conducting high-quality teaching and research activities in this
academic domain.

While the existing child carefearly learning picture at USC - Columbia is
minimal with regards to any cohersnt structure or system, the elements for
achieving meaning and quality do exist. It is true that these elements currently
exist in pieces (spread here and there in various programs and departments) and
often function sporadically (depending upon funding). Yet, with some thoughtful
planning and minimal funding, a truly coordinated and meaningful arrangemsnt
can be articulated. With leadership at the “Authority” level within the University,

a more coherent and quality system of child/family service and study can be
accomplished.
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TIME LINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION
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Propesal Tine Line

Task Date Completed

1.0. University Adoption Of Proposal September/October, 91
2.0. Appointment/Activation Of Planning Team Qctober, 91
3.0. Propesal Finalized For Provost/President December, 91

5.0. Fall, 92 Plan Finalized/Presented March, 92
6.0. New SystemyStructure Orzanized May, 92

7.0. New Director Hired For Transition Work June, 92

8.0. New Center Structure/System Impliemented August, 92
9.0. Long-Range Planning Begins Septernber, 92
10.0. Long Range Plan Presented December, 92

i
i
i
i
i
i
:
i
I
i 4.0. Management Council Activated January, 92
i
i
i
!
i
i
i
i
i
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APPENDIX B
PROJECTED MINRMAL BUDGET FOR CRILDREN'S
CENTER CPERATIONS: 1992-68
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Miimiel Opemting Budgst: 1992-98
Rich e nuchE Stinates
Category Amount
1.0. HHSFC Funding Total 207,726
*Block Grant (120,657 x §1.71) 200,851
*Health Assessments (25 % §35) ,875
*Fee Program (1990-91 Base) 6,000
2.0. Tuition Funding Total 135,340
*Infants/ Toddlers (6 x 325 x 12) 23,400
*2s(8x310x12) 28,760
*34,5% (302280 x 12) 103,680
3.0. USDA/DSS Food Program Funding 37,000
4.0. University Funding Share 50,000
Estimated Total 450,610
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Bispeaditnrs Bstimates

Category Cost

1.0. Salaries 301,600
2.0. Fringe Benefits 70,511
3.0. Contractual Services For Health Assessments ,873
4.0. Supplies 68,292

*Office | ,600
*Xerox 1,700
*Work-Study 3,500
*¥an Gas/Maintenance 1,800
*Education Supplies 6,000
* Insurance ,700
*Petty Cash ,500
*Postage/Telephone/Misc 4,000
*Reserve Fund For Deficit 8,492

5.0. Indirect Cost On Grant 9,291
Estimated Total 450,569

i
i
}
i
i
i
i
]
I
i *Food 42,000
i
i
i
i
I
B
]
i
|




USC Children’s Center
Personnel Schedule
EXHIBIT 38
{8-17-92 - 8-16-93)

Position Total Salary SSBG Tuition Unversity
Director 22,000 22,000
G.A Assis.Dir. 6,000 6,000

Adminds. Assistant 18,500 10,800 1,700

Fd. Technician Coord. 15,010 7,800 6,700

Ld. Teacher-infants 19,000 11,400 7,600

Ld. Teacher-Toddiers 18,000 11,400 7,600

Ld. Teacher-2's 19,000 11,400 7,600

Ld. Teachar-3's 19,000 11,400 7,600

Ld. Teacher -4’ 19,000 11,400 7,500

Ld. Teacher-5% 19,000 11,400 7,600

Assis. Teacher -infants 14,500 8,400 6,100

Assis. Teacher-Toddiers 14,500 8,400 6,100

Assis. Teacher-2's 14,500 8,400 6,100

Assis Teacher-3's 14,500 8,400 5,100

Assis. Teacher-4’s 14,500 8,400 6,100

Assis. Teacher-5's 14,5,0 8,400 5,100

G.A’s Foreachroom

{6x5,600) 33,600 20,160 13,440

Substitutes 6,000 4,000 2,000

Tolals 301,600 161,560 118,040 22,000
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USC CHILDREN’S CENTER 1991-92 BUDGET ESTIMATES

REVENUE ESTIMATES
1.0. HHSFC Funding Total...........ccoviiiiiiieciicee e seseeerenerens $208.601
1.1 BlockGrani{120,65781.71). ..o e $201,726
1.2. Health Assessment Funds(25x$35each).........ccovveivevenicienienccnnens $ 875
1.3. Fee Program Funds (estimated based on 1380-91 income).......... $ 6000
2.0. Tuition Funding Total (basedon 12% tuitionincrease)................c.ceuuee.e. $152,700
2.1. Infants/Toddlers/2's(14X$300X12)..........ccvcveverririeerec e, $50,400
2.2.3'8,4'S,5'S(27X2T5KX12).......eioeeeeeeieerte vttt r et $102,300
3.0. USDA/DSS Food Program Supplement Funds (based on 1990)............ .$30,300
4.0. Coilege of Education Training Fund Investment (1950 funding)...............$30,000
5.0. COE/ITEJECE Fund1/3 Time Faculty Director Position............c....cccvevvnnne $21,000




USC CHILDREN'S CENTER ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES: 1991-92

1.0. Salaries $306.700
2.0. Fringe Sonefits $ 62,680
3.0. Confractual (Health Assess.) $ 875
40. Supplies $ 61,566
4.1. Food $ 40,000
4.2. Office $ 1.000
4.3. Xerox $ 1600
4.4, Work-Studies (3) $§ 2500
4.5. Van Gas/Maintenance $ 1,800
4.6. Education $ 13,671
4.7. Insurance $ 600
4.8, Petty Cash $ 500
8.0. Indirect Costs $ 10,480
Estimated Total Budget $442 301
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USC CHILDREN'S CENTER SALARY ESTIMATES: 1991-92

Pesition Pesitien Salary Total Calegery Salary

Center Research Profess wrow octor
{1#3time) $26,000 $28,000

Laboratory School Full-Time Director $30,000 $30,000

Administrative Assistent $17,000 $17,000
Food Technician'Coordinator $16,000 $16,000

i
i
|
i
i
i
i
i
i
l Lead Teachers (Inant/Toddiens) $18,700 $37.400
I
1
i
i
i
i
i
i
1

Lead Toachers(2,3,4,5) $16,500 $86,000

Assistant Teachers (INiToddiersi2%) $14,500 $43,500
Assistant Teachers (3,4,5%) $13,000 $39,000

Graduste Assistants (6 x5300) $ 5,300 $31,800
Substitute Teachers $ 5,000 $ 5,000
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PARENT LETTER ON PROPESAL
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Booker T. Washington Children’s Center

Parent-Teacher Organization
¢/o 1513 Pinemont Drive; Columbia, SC 29206
August 1R, 1991

Dr. George Reeves

Provost

University of South Carolina
Columbia, SC 29208

Dear Dr. Reeves:

As you may be aware, a delegation of parents met with Dr. Smith in May to discuss our concerns about the
future of the Booker T. Washington Center. In particular, we were interested in conveying to him our belief
that the Center represented both a valuable asset to the University and a means for the University to fulfill
its obligation to the community at large by providing an example of childcare at its best.

We understand that you have met with Dr. Kevin Swick to discuss the current situation. Dr. Swick has told
us that you are interested in creating a committee to guide the ongoing development of the Center. We
support your cfforts and would like to assist in any way we can. We hope you will involve as many parents
as possible in work of the committee and will be happy to provide you with a list of parents who would be

l interested in contributing, and their backgrounds, if it would be helpful.

Many of us have given the future of the Center a great deal of thought over the past year, working with Dr.
Swick and each other to refine our ideas about what is working well and what needs improviu.sent. Dr.
Swick’s report makes it clear that the Center needs a full-time, professional director. Eight parents reviewed
the report, and they were unanimous in the opinion that in addition to baving a full-time director, the Center
should be guided by a group functioning as a board of directors. This would provide University-wide
involvement in the governance of the Center, and it would provide constituents of the facility--both enrolled
families and faculty/students from various departments of the University who use the Center for teaching
and research purposes—with a forum for discussing ideas and proposing changes.

A representative group of parents has requested the opportunity to meet with you on September 6 to discuss
our corncerns and to urge you to provide families and faculty at the Center with some assurance that it will
remain open beyond spring of 1992. If you have any questions or would like information prior {o that time,
please feel free to call me at home (782-2027) or work (779-8601.)

Thank you for your interest in the Center and your willingness to make time for us at a very busy time of
year.

Very truly vours,

Patnicia L. Jerman,
President

ce:r K. Swick

7
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