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Child Care Action Campaign

The Child Care Action Campaign (CCAC), a national, non-profit coalition of individuals
and organizations, was formed in 1983 to respond to our nation’s child care crisis.
Believing that child care can no longer be viewed solely as a women’s issue, CCAC has
taken the lead in making quality child care both a bottom-line economic issue and a
fundamental component of education reform.

CCAC's original research and groundbreaking publications are key elements in a
national public educadon campaign to change attitudes about how our country cares for
and educates its children and to provide parents, policymakers and businesses with the
resources they need to both understand the problem and work for change.

CCAC's materials have helped tens of thousands of parents deal with the daunting task
of recognizing and finding quality child care and advocating improvements in their
cormmunities. CCAC is at the forefront of helping small businesses establish child care
assistance programs for employees, and has provided vital leadership in bringing
together the public and private sectors to develop partnerships for financing quality care.

CCAC continues to affect public policy by providing cogent analysis, expert testimony
and technical assistance to government leaders and policymakers on child care and
family issues. CCAC’s 630-member National Advisory Panel, comprised of the nation’s
top child care experts. advocates and practitioners is a potent force working to improve
the lives of all of America’s children.

CCAC

CHILD CARE ACTION CAMPAIGN » 330 SEVENTH AVENUE, 17th FLOOR * NEW YORK, NY 10001-5010 ¢ (212) 239-0138
FAX (212) 268-6515
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The Family Support Act

The Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988 was the first comprehensive
reform of the nation’s welfare system since it was created in 1935. With state
and federal funds, FSA programs are intended to reduce the costs of welfare by
providing training, education and child care so that recipients of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) become employed and self-sufficient.
The Act has four key components:

Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS):
Child support and establishment of paternity;
Supportive services; and

Transitional services.

Under the Act, child care is viewed both as a support and a transitional
service. The Act guarantees child care to families receiving AFDC if parents
are employed or as they participate in JOBS and self-initiated education anc
training activities. In addition, the Act offers 12 months of Transitional Child
Care (TCC) to cover the costs of child care for parents who leave AFDC due to
increased income from employment. If these child care entitlements were
implemented as intended by the Act, and if with living wages jobs were
available, families on AFDC could move from welfare to work and remain in the
workforce. Further, the Act would provide children with quality early
childhood experiences that could lead to later acheivements and limit the
likelihood that these children will become the next generation of AFDC
recipients.

Unfortunately, the FSA has not reached its potential Programs created
by the Act require states or localities to match federal funds. Faced with
budget defecits, many states are not allocating the funds needed to support
FSA programs fully. For example, some states are capping the number of
people participating in training and education programs. Other states are
using child care funding sources other than those intended by the FSA, such
as Child Care and Development Block Grant dollars, to support welfare-to-
work activities, resulting in fewer child care dollars available for non-AFDC,
working-poor parents.

As part of its mission to increase the availability of quality, affordable
child care programs, CCAC established Family Support Watch (FSW), a project
to monitor implementation of the FSA and ensure that eligible families have
access to the quality child care guaranteed by the Act. Over the past four
years, FSW has engaged in a wide range of policy analysis and advocacy
activities, including issuing reports, testifying at public and Congressional
hearings, writing articles and letters to newspaper editors and distributing
outreach materials. In short, CCAC has tried, wherever possible, to get out the
message that the child care guarantees of the FSA are a crucial component of
any welfare-to-work strategy.




Family Support Act Audioconferences

Recently, FSW organized a series of audioconferences, an innovative
technique of presenting information via telephone to a geographically dispersed
audience. A panel of three to five experts address an issue related to welfare
and child care and then respond to participant questions faxed to CCAC either
before or during the telephone conference. For the cost of a long-distance
phone call, participants access information presented by national experts,
which would often only be available to them if they traveled to a national
conference. This effort was underwritten by a grant form the Foundation for
Child Development, which covered the costs of planning, telephone hookups,
and distribution of materiais.

The first series of four audioconferences, held in the spring and summer
of 1993, looked at the shortcomings of current FSA implementation, high-
lighted creative state efforts to improve services for eligible families and
examined the potential impact of additional federal welfare reform on child
care. Topics were selected to enrich state and local administrators’ and
advocates’ understanding of FSA's potential impact on the lives of current
AFDC recipients and to educate participants about innovative implementation
techniques.

The first audioconference focused on recent FSA litigation. Presenters
Kathleen O'Brien of the Child Care Law Center, Dan Lesser of the Legal
Assistance Foundation of Chicago, Deborah Harris of the Massachusetts Law
Reform Institute, and Mark Greenberg of the Center for Law and Social Policy
discussed recent litigation concerning states’ interpretation of the FSA child
care guarantee. Speakers explored how litigants in California, llinois and
Massachusetts successfully challenged states’ attempts to limit access to FSA
child care. These cases are models for advocates in seeking to expand
coverage in their home siates.

The second audioconference speakers, Sue Abrams from the Oregon
Family Assistance Program Unit, Wanda Moore from the Tennessee JOBS
Work Program, and Bill Biggs and Julie Olson from Utah's Single Parent
Employment Program discussed state efforts to improve Transitional Child
Care (TCC) utilization. According to the Act, after leaving AFDC due to an
increase in earnings, parents are entitled to one year of TCC to help cover the
costs of child care. Many barriers currently contribute to low ra.es of TCC
utilization across the country. These include the manner and content of
notification, the ease of application, the amount of the parental co-payment,
the linkages to other child care subsidies and the child care payment rates.
This audioconference examined state strategies to overcome these and other
barriers.

The third audioconference focused on federal welfare-reform initiatives.
Nancy Ebb from the Children's Defenise Fund, Mark Greenberg from the Center
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for Law and Social Policy, Michelle Piel from the Illinois Department of Public
Aid, and Mark Ragan from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
discussed the potential impact of a major Clinton Administration welfare
reform initiative on child care. Ebb, Greenberg and Piel described how current
FSA and other subsidized child care programs are currently working, and
projected how a major influx of parents into education, training and the work-
force would affect the demand for child care. Mark Ragan, a member of the
Clinton Administration Working Group on Welfare Reform, described what a
reformed welfare system could look like.

The final audioconference in this series looked at two state models using
FSA funding in programs that provide comprehensive services for families in
JOBS. Estelle Rubenstein and Lillian O'Brien described the interaction
between Maine's ASPIRE program and the Androscoggin (Maine) Head Start
program. This collaboration has resulted in Head Start facilities providing
comprehensive, full-day services to a larger group of children than previously
served. Alana Smart and Kathy Orth discussed the Denver Family Oppor-
tunity Program’s ability to provide its participants with comprehensive services
by linking with local community organizations.

It is important that states make use of all available resources to ensure
that all children are receiving the highest quality child care possible. Through
these audioconferences, we have attempted to bring information to child care
administrators and advocates across the country to help realize that goal. The
common thread running through the audioconferences is that with leadership,
innovation and imagination, state child care advocates and administrators
working together can achieve some of the goals of the FSA. CCAC is currently
exploring possible topics for future audioconferences so we can continue to
educate state administrators and advocates about the potential of the FSA, as
well as other child care programs.




Audioconference 1: Recent Family Support Act Litigation
April 14, 1993

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Panelists

e Kathleen O’'Brien, Staff Attorney, Child Care Law Center

Dan Lesser, Staff Attorney, Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago

Deborah Harris, Staff Attorney, Massachusetts Law Reform Institute

Mark Greenberg, Center for Law and Social Policy

QOverview

This audioconference focused on recent litigation on states’ inter-
pretation of the Family Support Act (FSA) child care guarantee. The FSA
requires that states guarantee child care for "each individual participating in
an education and training activity (including participating in a program that
meets the requirements [of JOBS)) if the agency approves the activity and the
individual is satisfactorily participating in that activity.” Although the federal
guarantee clearly extends beyond JOBS program participants, federal regula-
tions were initially interpreted to limit the guarantee only to families in JOBS
and living in areas of the state where JOBS programs were not yet
implemented. In several states, advocates have challenged this interpretation
by suing the states in order to expand coverage.

This audioconference brought together attorneys from California, Illinois
and Massachusetts to discuss recent litigation in their states as well as Mark
Greenberg, from the Center for Law and Social Policy who addressed these
issues from a national perspective.

The Three Law Suits

California:

Kathleen O'Brien discussed the litigation in California, Miller v. Healy,
which was the first legal challenge to the interpretation of the FSA child care
guarantee. Prior to 1991, child care had only been guaranteed to participants
in GAIN, the California JOBS program. In 1991, due to budgetary constraints,
counties were allowed to close intake of new participants into the GAIN
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program and to disenroll people already participating in the program. A num-
ber of welfare and child care advocates decided to bring suit in an attempt to
enforce a guarantee of child care to a large class of people. Suit was filed in
March 1991 against the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
and the State Department of Social Services. '

Several months later, the court granted a preliminary injunction that
affected people who had been disenrolled from the GAIN program and, thereby,
had lost child care coverage. This group, the court ruled, was now eligible for
child care if they had been continuing their training on their own, since the
state could not deny families child care assistance solely because they were
not in the JOBS program.

Shortly after this injunction, HHS issued an Action Transmittal (AT) on
child care for self-initiated training. In the AT, HHS advised states that they
have a duty to provide child care to families who are not in JOBS, but who
need it to participate in approved education and training activities. The AT
explains that a state must have an administrative mechanism for considering
on a case-by-case basis the provision of child care to individuals in self-
initiated training in both JOBS and non-JOBS areas. However, the state can
use "fiscal constraint" criteria when deciding to approve individuals’ requests
for child care, meaning that states can still limit child care for individuals in
self-initiated training for budgetary reasons.

In December 1991, the court granted a summary judgment, ruling that
California must provide child care for all people who are in state-approved
education or training programs, whether or not they were enrolled in GAIN.

This decision led to the current debate in California — the criteria for a
program to be considered state-approved. The state claims it is permissible to
use a narrower definition for non-GAIN programs than for GAIN programs.
This issue is still being reviewed by the court, which has temporarily adopted
the position that child care need only be provided to people whose education
and training programs would be approved as a self-initiated program in GAIN.
In California, "self-initiated training" covers a narrower category of activities
than are covered in the GAIN program.

To serve AFDC families in self-initiated training, California has developed
yet another child care program, called "NET," or Non-GAIN Education and
Training. Funding for NET for the first two years has come from the state’s
unspent Child Care and Development Block Grant allocation. There are no
plans to continue to fund NET with Block Grant funds beyond the two years.

Illinois:

Following the discussion on California, Dan Lesser described Dubose et
al v. Bradley, No. 93 C 946, a similar case in Illinois. On January 11, 1993,
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Illinois closed intake into its JOBS program, "Project Chance," based on
projections that it would run out of funds before the end of the fiscal year on
June 30, 1993. Two weeks later, suit was brought against the Director of the
Departinent of Public Aid by four named plaintiffs and the class of AFDC
recipients who need child care to attend an education or training activity.

After a quick round of briefings, a federal district judge granted plaintiff's
motion for preliminary injunction. In a lengthy written opinion, the judge
ruled that the FSA guarantees child care to these plaintiffs. The judge gave no
legal effect to the HHS Action Transmittal that permits states to limit the
provision of child care based on "fiscal constraints.” The judge instructed the
Department of Public Aid to develop promptly criteria and procedures for
approving child care applications by AFDC recipients in education or training
activities. The state chose not to appeal the decision.

As a result of the final judgement order later entered into the litigation,
the state has set up a permanent two-level program; the first level for JOBS
participants and the second for recipients of non-JOBS child care assistance.
Child care is approved for the same education and training activities for each
group and the same approval criteria are employed. When a client requests
child care to attend education and training, she is enrolled in JOBS if there is
an opening for her and receives the full range of supportive services, including
child care. If there is no opening in the JOBS program for her, the client is
offered child care assistance only. There are no limits set on the enroliment for
non-JOBS child care.

Since the state would not agree to provide notice about the availability of
child care for AFDC recipients in self-initiated education and training activities
other than to those clients on the waiting list for JOBS, Legal Aid attorneys
and child care advocates have made considerable efforts to disseminate the
information through provider networks. The case has also received significant
favorable media attention.

Massachusetts:

Deborah Harris described a similar case in Massachusetts, Healy v.
Gallant. Massachusetts has had a longstanding commitment to education and
training, and child care, in part owing to the programs implemented under
former Governor Dukakis. However, the present administration has initiated
cuts for child care both for AFDC recipients and for non-recipients. In
December 1992, the state projected insufficient funds to offer child care to all
eligible participants in the JOBS program and closed entry into the state’s
JOBS program.

Suit was brought against the state in an effort to ensure payments for
those who needed child care. In Massachusetts, the basis for the suit was
somewhat different from California and Illinois because the state had always
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approved self-initiated training and education as part of the JOBS program.
Therefore, the entire waiting list for child care was composed of persons in
approved programs.

The court granted an injunction against the state that was later affirmed
by the state’s highest court.

Issues and Implications

Mark Groenberg assessed the actual extent of the FSA child care
guarantee in light of recent litigation. He noted that the common thread of
these three cases seemed to be a compelling argumernt that the child care
guarantee of the FSA cannot be limited to JOBS participants. This guarantee

applies to other AFDC recipients in approved education and training programs
as well.

One must, however, also keep in mind other litigation in which there
have been negative decisions. For example, in Florida's Maynard v. Williams, a
preliminary injunction was denied, with the court holding that the child care
guarantee only pertains to people required to participate in JOBS. This
decision is actually more narrow than HHS's own Action Transmittal and
regulations. Additionally, in Maine's Barnett v. Commissioner of the
Department of Human Services, the court found that fiscal restraints were
indeed a permissible basis for denying child care.

Although the narrow holdings of these two cases differ greatly from the
suits in Illinois, California and Massachusetts, they should not be ignored.
While the reasoning of the cases ruling favorably is much more extensive, and
in many respects more persuasive, the fact remains that the courts have not
been unanimous. As a result, it seems likely that there will be no clear
mandate on the status of the child care guarantee until HHS issues further
guidelines.

Throughout the discussion, panelists discussed implications of these
cases, which are summarized below.

Effects of the litigation on other states. It is unclear how states have
responded to the litigation, especially given the confusion surrounding the
Action Transmittal. Currently, there are no comprehensive data available.
According to the 1992 state plans, we do know that 40 jurisdictions are using
the JOBS criteria for non-JOBS AFDC recipients who need child care.

Implications in the current political climate. When the FSA was being
debated in 1988, advocates were worried that there would be significant 1iti-
gation to protect individuals who failed to participate in JOBS from being
sanctioned. Instead, the litigation has been about opening up the programs
for everyone who wants to participate. This is an important message to be
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conveyed in the current welfare reform debate, which has not focused on the
fact that fiscal constraints — and lack of child care — have limited the effect-
iveness of JOBS programs, not the lack of will of AFDC recipients to partic-
ipate. Advocates need to organize to prevent the elimination of subsistence
AFDC benefits necessary for children’s survival, given that education and
training, child care and other family supports are inadequate or nonexistent
for many families.

Pote atial budget implications. Several audioconference participants
expressed concern that one of the effects of ensuring that the FSA child care
guarantee extends to participants in self-initiated education and training
would be to divert funding from other child care subsidies, including state-only
funding and Child Care and Development Block Grant funds to AFDC-linked
child care programs. Others were concerned that states would offset the new
expenditures by decreasing payment rates for all child care and/or by
decreasing the level of education and training offered in JOBS. Panelists
acknowledged that all of these concerns were legitimate and that advocates
must work to ensure they do not happen. An important point is that there is
an artificial distinction drawn by funding streams between the working poor
and AFDC recipients that does not correspond to people’s lives. Advocates
must work directly with legislators, governors and the general public to build
support for expanding child care funding.

N
o




Audioconference 2: State Efforts to Improve TCC Utilization
May 19, 1993

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Panelists

e Sue Abrams, Family Assistance Program Unit, Income Maintenance Section,
Oregon Department of Human Resources

e Wanda Moore, Director, JOBS Work, Tennessee Department of Human
Services

« Bill Biggs and Julie Olson, Single Parent Employment Program and
Jerry Jones, Single Parent Employment Program, Utah Department of
Human Services

Overview

The second of CCAC’s audioconference series on FSA child care
highlighted three states’ efforts to increase utilization of Transitional Child
Care (TCC). With the passage of the FSA, families who become ineligible for
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) due to increased earnings are
entitled to up to one year of TCC to help pay for child care. By April 1990, all
states had begun to implement TCC.

Despite mounting evidence documenting the importance of TCC to ease
the transition between welfare and work, utilization of the entitlement has
been very low. The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) reported that in the
20 states where it was able to calculate a rough estimate of TCC utilization,
only 20 percent of eligible families received the benefit in 1991.

Even though TCC utilization data are incomplete, there is consensus on
some of the reasons why so few families are receiving the subsidy. In their
responses to the GAO study, state administrators identified several important
barriers to TCC utilization, including: 1) point in time families are notified that
TCC is available to them (e.g., upon entering education and training programs,
when earnings are first reported); 2) method by which families are informed; 3)
complexity of the application process; and 4) amount of the co-payment.

This audioconference brought together state child care administrators

from Oregon, Tennessee and Utah, who described their efforts to overcome
these barriers and increase TCC utilization.
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Oregon: Incorporating TCC into a Seamless Program of Child Care

Sue Abrams explained that since 1981, Oregon has had a child care
subsidy program for low-income families, the Employment Related Day Care
Program (ERDC), which has been administered by the Department of Adult
and Family Services {AFS). When TCC was implemented in 1990, AFS
modified the existing program so that it would serve both families who were
and were not eligible for TCC. AFS raised reimbursement rates in response to
the required market-rate survey. The only other major change was to pay
providers directly instead of reimbursing families for the cost of care, as was
done previously.

Because there are now several other important federal child care funding
streams, Oregon is attempting to integrate its subsidy programs and, at the
same time, implement improvements to make the child care assistance more
responsive to parents’ and providers’ needs. The state has expanded ERDC to
provide assistance to a broader range of low-income working and student
parents at four pilot sites. If proven successful, tt:z program may be imple-
mented statewide in July 1993.

The program initiative allows TCC recipients to continue to receive child
care assistance as their employment and in~ome situations change. Provider
agreements, parental co-payments, payment rates and the payment process
will be the same, regardless of the federal funding source. Only at the AFS
administrative level will the program and funding sources be separated.

Application. The TCC application process in Oregon is very simple —
an application is sent to AFDC recipients with their case-closing notice.
(Because TCC information is presented at the AFDC intake interview, many
clients have already heard about TCC prior to receiving their application form.)
A parent who wishes to receive TCC only has to sign and return the form; all of
the other information is on file at AFS. If for some reason families do not
access TCC through AFS, they also may apply for benefits through local
resource and referral agencies in many counties.

Payments to providers. Based on the results of a market rate survey,
AFS developed approximately 20 different rates for each of five geographic
regions, depending on type of child care and the number of hours provided.
These rates are significantly higher than before the survey. In order to receive
payment, the provider must be listed on the state’s system and must meet
specific health and safety requirements. Payments are now sent to providers
within one or two days of billing.

The new payment system is viewed very positively by both providers and
parents. Previously, the family’s co-payment was calculated on a monthly

basis and frequently changed. This calculation took at least six weeks to
process, delaying payments to providers. Providers often received a different
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onth from the state and, in turn, would have to adjust the

amount each m
amount that they asked families to pay.

Parental co-payments. Instead of calculating a co-payment on a
monthly basis, the farnily’s co-payment is established in an up-front agreement
with the parent and provider. The billing form identifies the family’s amount of
co-payment and all of the children who are eligible for care.

TCC utilization. In March 1993, 1,600 people were using TCC state-
wide. This represents 31 percent of the 5,100 families who are receiving child
care subsidies in the expanded seamless program. Although no formal figures
have been determined, the state estimates that this represents close to 100
percent of the population eligible for TCC in Oregon.

Registered care. Before the piiot was implemented, 20 percent of
families used registered and certified care; now approximately 50 percent of

families use these forms of care.

Child care assistance for working AFDC families. The 3,700 families
who are working but are still eligible for AFDC are one group who have
benefited significantly from Oregon's pilot program. Oregon estimates that half

of these families need child care assistance. Previously, working AFDC

recipients could only receive the AFDC child care disregard, an AFDC benefit

calculation in which either $175 or $200 (depending on age of the child) is not
counted as income if the family is paying at least that much for its child care.
Under the pilot program, working AFDC families receive the same level of child
care assistance {and providers are paid directly) as do other families in the
expanded ERDC program. This represents a child care payment increase of
150 percent over the child care disregard levels.

Tennessee: Using Broker _A_kgencies to Do Outreach

wanda Moore explained that Tennessee also endeavors to have a

seamless, integrated service system for all the child care funding streams. The

Department of Human Services (DHS) administers the child care programs,

using the same payment rates and fee schedules. A child care committee in
DHS coordinates all child care policy, automation and fiscal decisions. The
state attempts to maximize its use of uncapped entitlements by ensuring that
the state charges the FSA funding stream for all clients who are eligible for
FSA child care. Tennessee will begin drawing down its At-Risk Child Care

funds for the first time this July.

Broker agencies. All subsidized care in Tennessee is administered by
15 child care broker agencies who were selected through a competitive bidding

process. Broker agencies provide every service for the family except for the
agencies issue

determination of eligibility for FSA child care assistance. These
child care vouchers to parents, ensure that health and safety requirements are
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in place, monitor unregulated providers, monitor attendance and manage in-
voices for providers. Broker agencies also manage waiting lists, train providers
and provide outreach and educational programs in their communities. When-
ever possible, broker agencies ensure continuous care so that as clients move
through funding streams, they can continue to get care for as long as they are
eligible.

The broker agencies, primarily composed of community action, social
service and human resource agencies, cover every county in Tennessee — in
some cases by having a staff member travel to a rural area for a period of time
every week. Many also have toll-free numbers.

TCC eligibility determination. In other states, many working families’
cases are closed because of clients’ failure to report monthly income, which
often means that they never hear about TCC. Tennessee does not require
clients to report monthly; therefore, no cases are closed or benefits are lost for
this reason. Instead, all eligibility determinations are made by eligibility
counselors at the point when an AFDC case is closed.

Outreach. All clients receiving closure notices are informed that they
may be eligible for child care and given the name, address and telephone
number of the appropriate broker agency to contact. If a parent does not
contact the broker within a few days of receiving the notice, the broker is
required to follow up and initiate contact, either by telephone or mail. A phone
call from the broker is helpful in explaining TCC eligibility, especially when one
considers the large amount of paperwork an AFDC recipient receives.

Application. In Tennessee, no written application is necessary; the
client need only contact the broker agency and can do so by phone.

TCC utilization. From July to December 1992, the TCC utilization rate
increased 38 percent, reaching 3,429 participants by March 1993, and is still
growing. The eligible pool of TCC recipients is lower than in some other states
because of the fact that there are many working families in Tennessee who are
still eligible for AFDC benefits and therefore are receiving other child care
assistance.! (Working AFDC recipients can choose to use the child care
disregard or have their child care paid for directly.)

Type of child care used. Approximately 79 percent of TCC recipients
use center-based care and 14 percent use unregulated care. Moore believes
that brokers have been instrumental in raising the quality of care and helping
AFDC recipients realize "that regulated care is remarkably better for their

'Fifteen percent of Tennessee's AFDC population are employed {about 15,000 families)
and around half of these families are receiving child care. This means that there are more
than twice as many AFDC recipients receiving child care as there are TCC recipients.
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children.” (Child care brokers receive between three and 10 percent of the
child care payment rate for administrative fees.)

The increase in child care funding in Tennessee has resulted in the
growth of regulated care. Tennessee has also made an effort to increase the
number of registered homes that could receive the higher child care payment
rate for regulated care. However, there is still a problem with regulated care
during evenings and weekends when a large number of TCC recipients, who
often work non-traditional hours, need child care.

Payment rates. As a result of the last market-rate survey, payment
rates will go up 10 to 14 percent in July 1993. Ms. Moore credited DHS with
doing a successful job of educating the general public about the need for child
care, which played a role in the state’s General Assembly improving the rate
increase.

Utah: Using Federal Waivers to Improve Transitional Child Care

Bill Biggs, Julie Olson and Jerry Jones informed audioconference
participants that Utah has applied for and received federal waivers to
implement changes in TCC as part of its Single Parent Employment Program.
This program has three basic purposes: change AFDC into an employment
program; increase net family income; and make programs supporting public
assistance recipients, including cash grants, education and training, food
stamps, Medicaid and child care, work together to support employment. The
demonstration program, implemented in three sites, is a mandatory work
program. Utah increases grants an additional $40 per month for participants
and deducts $100 from grants of those families who do not participate.
Presently, 98 percent of public assistance recipients in the three sites are
participating in the program.

TCC is administered out of the same office as the other assistance
programs. This "one-stop" program co-location helps clients eliminate job
absences due to multiple service appointments.

TCC requirements waived. Utah's demonstration program eliminates
several federal program requirements perceived as barriers to making TCC
effectively serve families who leave AFDC to work.

e To get TCC, families no longer must receive AFDC in three of the last six
months prior to becoming ineligible for AFDC. The Diversion Program,
implemented as part of the demonstration, allows clients to feceive one-time
financial assistance and still get TCC.

e Employed families are eligible for TCC if they leave AFDC for any reason.

e No application for TCC is required.
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e Families do not have to contribute a co-payment even if their income is
above the poverty line. In fact, Utah's demonstration program does not
require a co-payment for the first two months of TCC regardless of families’
income levels.

Effects of the Demonstration. Child care utilization in the demon-
stration sites has increased, but no exact figures are available at this time.
Clients have been positive about the simplicity of applying for and receiving the
benefits.

Statewide policies provide seamless care. Utah has taken steps to
make TCC more accessible in areas where the Utah Single Parent Employment
Program has not been implemented. TCC is a component of Utah’s seamiess
child care program. Eligible families only need to make a verbal request for the
benefit, and the state encourages income support staff to use income infor-
mation already available in the local office to make eligibility determinations
whenever possible. Utah also provides information on TCC and other available
child care benefits periodically in a newsletter mailed to ail AFDC and Medicaid
recipients.

Recommendations

In a question-and-answer period, panelists discussed recommendations
for other state programs and possible solutions to various TCC problems.

Seamless Programs. All of the states represented urged that a seamless
child care system be created. All child care should be coordinated from the
same location, regardless of the funding stream, to help ensure continuity of
care as families leave TCC. All child care funding streams should look the
same, both to the client and the provider, to encourage higher usage rates.
Child care assistance for all families orn AFDC, including those who are
employed or in education and training activities, should be uniform and
correspond to the other child care subsidy programs.

Public Awareness. If public assistance recipients understood that child
care assistance is available to them, more families would use PSA child care.
Public education about the importance of quality child care to enable low-
income families to become self-sufficient generates public support and makes
it possible for states to implement more comprehensive child care policies.
Resource and referral and other community organizations can be instrumental
in these efforts and can provide an excellent source of technical assistance,
both to families and providers.

Access. Eliminating a written application, or simplifying the application
process as much as possible, can lead to increased usage of TCC. TCC appli-
cation systems should emphasize human contact and individual approaches to
meet families’ needs. There should be periodic and concerted follow-up after
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families have been informed that they are eligible for the benefit. In states

where funding is not "seamless," families should also be contacted near the
end of the 12-month period so they can take the necessary steps to ensure
that they can receive additional subsidy assistance.

Payment rates. State reimbursement rates should reflect the cost of
care, and payment mechanisms should be responsive so that providers can be
paid quickly.

Parental co-payment. The parental co-payment should not be burden-
some. The federal government should eliminate the requirement that all
families receiving TCC, regardless of income, must pay a fee.

Utilization. In some states, families who are eligible for TCC may be
receiving other forms of child care assistance so that the state is not maxim-
izing its use of uncapped federal child care dollars. One reason is that in
many states, TCC is more difficult to administer and use than other subsidy
programs, such as Title XX funds or the Child Care and Development Block
Grant. States should work to eliminate this problem.
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Audioconference 3;: Federal Welfare Reform Initiatives
July 14, 1993

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Panelists

e Nancy Ebb, Senior Staff Attorney, Children’s Defense Fund
e Mark Greenberg, Senior Staff Attorney, Center for Law and Social Policy

e Michelle Piel, Manager, Child Care And Development, Illinois Department of
Public Aid, Division of Family Support Services

« Mark Ragan, Executive Assistant to the Assistant Secretary, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services

Overview

The third in CCAC's audioconference series on FSA child care focused on
the impact of the Clinton Administration’s welfare-reforim proposals on child
care. A major initiative, welfare reform is certain to have a dramatic effect on
the demand for child care. With an influx of current AFDC recipients into
training programs, the workforce and public service positions, many more
families will need care. The question that arises is how, and to what extent,
the Administration intends to address this need.

This audioconference brought together two national child care and
welfare advocates, a state child care administrator and an assistant to a
member of the Administration's Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family
Support and Independence to discuss the impact of welfare reform on child
care.

The Current System: Strengths, Weaknesses, Implications

Nancy Ebb described child care under the current welfare system, the
starting point for any discussion of welfare reform. FSA child care programs
have both strengths and weaknesses that need to be examined to determine
what changes are needed and which programs should be expanded. In March,
the Children's Defense Fund interviewed selected state child care adminis-
trators to develop a picture of how current subsidized child care programs are
working.

On the positive side, current child care programs are supporting AFDC
clients participating in education, employment and training. Federal expendi-
tures to match state child care expenses have increased from $253 million in
FY 1991 to $349 million in FY 1992. Almost all states reported an increasing
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demand for FSA child care. For example, over the next two years, Florida
projected a growth of 50 percent for AFDC families needing child care to

engage in employment, education and training and Transitional Child Care
(TCC).

In most states, however, the steady growth in spending is falling far
short of the increase in child care needs of AFDC recipients. Federal child care
expenditures have increased by 38 percent in the same period of time that
JOBS participation rates increased by 57 percent, clearly indicating that child
care subsidies are inadequate for families in employment and training
activities.

Even more alarming, in some states, expenditures for child care have
actually decreased. For instance, in Pennsylvania, the federal share of expend-
itures for FSA child care dropped from $19.1 million in FY 1991 to $14.2
million in 1992. In Massachusetts, federal matching funds dropped from
$17.3 million to $11.5 million. Because of current fiscal constraints, many
states are trying to limit access to federal child care programs to reduce state

spending. Some states have acted in ways that are inappropriate and, in some
cases, illegal.

States have been forced to deal with the overwhelming demand for
subsidized child care by pitting the needs of AFDC recipients for child care
against non-AFDC working poor. By using the Child Care and Development
Block Grant (CCDBG) to pay for AFDC Child Care and TCC, these states are
reducing child care subsidies available to non-AFDC working poor families. In
a period when many states already have substantial waiting lists for block
grant child care assistance, this funding diversion is disturbing.

To meet the state matching requirements for FSA child care, other states
are reallocating state funds originally intended for other forms of child care.
States are using child care funds to draw down federal AFDC child care dollars
that could instead be used as the state match for the At-Risk child care
program, which is targeted to families in danger of becoming dependent on
AFDC if they do not receive such assistance.

Currently, working families on AFDC are frequently relegated to using
the AFDC child care disregard, which in the overwhelming majority of cases, is
the form of reimbursement least likely to help the family obtain good child
care. (This benefit works as follows: either $175 or $200, depending on the
age of the child, is not counted as income for purposes of calculating the
family’s AFDC grant if the family is paying at least that much for child care.)
Retrospective payment and reimbursement to parents through the disregard
severely limit parent options and access to care. Parents have to pay out of
their own pockets and wait one to two months to be reimbursed by the staie¢s.
In many states, the disregard pays less for child care than the state would
otherwise pay for IV-A child care. In addition, providers are more reluctant to
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serve AFDC children because they cannot count on being paid in a timely
fashion.

' For families struggling to make it off welfare, this level of assistance is

pitifully inadequate. To support a successful move from welfare to work,

' adequate child care assistance paid in a timely fashion must be provided to all

low-income families participating in any education, training or employment

activities, regardless of AFDC status.

l If states cannot come up with the resources te meet the current demand
for child care, they will certainly face enormous barriers to meeting the

' increased demand for child care assistance resulting from a substantial
revision of the welfare system. To maximize current and future participation in
training, education and employment programs, the federal government will

l have to revise federal matching rates, reducing or even eliminating state
matching requirements. Federal welfare-reform efforts must ensure increased

l demand is not accommodated at the expense of non-AFDC working poor.

The Administration’s Reform Package: Goals and Priorities

Mark Greenberg discussed the Clinton Administration’s priorities for
welfare reform. He emphasized that many details of the Administration’s
proposal are yet to be resolved.

The Administration's work group on welfare reform will be working
according to four guidelines set by the President:

1) making work pay:.

92) dramatically improving child support enforcement;

3) providing education and training and other support services to help people
get off and stay off welfare; and

4) creating a time-limited transitional support system followed by work.

These guidelines could have a direct effect upon the demand for child care.

I First, the concept of making work pay suggests that a family that works

should not be poor. The Administration does not specify whether a working
l family should receive child care assistance; however, child care costs represent
E

a significant portion of a low-income family’s disposable income. Work does
not pay if child care consumes all of a family’s disposable income. The
welfare-reform proposal must address this central question.

It is hard to determine the size of the child care system needed because
it is unclear how large an education and training initiative will be proposed. It
seems likely that the final program will be an expansion of the Job Oppor-
tunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) program or something that resembles JOBS. In
such a program, a family will receive AFDC assistance during the first two
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years followed by a work obligation. Whatever the specifics, the result will be
an increase in the need for child care.

To get some idea of the potential impact, we can look at the current
system, in which the best estimates indicate that 15 percent of AFDC families
are involved in JOBS programs, one-third of whom are receiving child care. If
the JOBS program were expanded to reach half of the AFDC population, the
demand for child care for AFDC families would at least triple. If program
activities were made more intensive, with longer program hours and increased
participation for parents with younger children, the increase in child care
demand would be even greater.

After the two-year welfare time limit, when work obligations will be
generally imposed, there will be another enormous increase in the need for
child care. Approximately 3 million families currently on AFDC have already
reached this two-year point. Even with numerous exemptions, it seems likely
that if there are 1.5 million work program participants, there will be at a
minimum a need for 500,000 new child care slots, an enormous burden on the
child care system, causing a real push for expansion.

There are a number of unresolved questions before we can determine
what such a demand for expansion will mean. Will families who are
participating in training, education and employment activities receive child
care assistance? What kind of care will be provided? Who will pay for it?

A substantial expansion of AFDC child care makes questions concerning
the nature of care in the system (e.g., how the new system will address the
issues of parental choice, access to quality care and cost implications) much
larger issues. Particularly when there are long waiting lists now for non-AFDC
care, the politics of putting sizable resources into an expansion of AFDC care
becomes problematic. It is poor public policy to create a system where families
that are working cannot access child care, but by entering the AFDC system,
families can work off grants with assured child care. An equitable division of
resources between AFDC and non-AFDC families is a critical issue in welfare-
reform deliberations.

The final question that must be addressed is how to balance federal and
state expenditures for this new child care system. Many states express
concerns under the current JOBS program that existing match rates are too
high and contend that increased federal expenditures are needed. In the new
system, will there be any state match at all and, if so, are states going to be
willing to meet the matches required? If current patterns are any indication of
the future, further CCDBG funds may be diverted to meet state AFDC child
care needs. A number of governors have already discussed the idea of moving
towards a system of two years of welfare benefits followed, with few exemp-
tions, by work. Clearly, child care costs of such a system should be a major
consideration. Further, we cannot loose sight of the effects of early childhood
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environments upon children. Quality early childhood education can have life-
long benefits and can mean the difference between a succesful adulthood or
another generation of welfare dependancy.

Implications on the State and Local Level

Michelle Piel discussed the current AFDC child care programs and
implications of welfare reform from the perspective of a state administrator.
How to pay and who will pay for reform efforts are central issues.

For each state, a different set of circumstances surrounded implemen-
tation of the FSA. Some states already had programs in place and were using
Title XX, state revenues or other programs to subsidize child care for AFDC
families and/or the working poor. These historical state spending patterns
should be taken into consideration when discussing the implementation of any
reform package.

Child care under the welfare reform package also needs to be tailored to
the child care available in each state. For example, child care assistance
based on hourly rates will not work in states when part-day or full-day care
are the only options. States will have t» look at what is available to purchase
in deciding how to subsidize care.

Further, any discussion of changing the states’ child care programs
should focus on children. In the last few years, most of the welfare-reform
discussions have centered around their mothers. Children need to receive
quality child care when away from their parents. When the focus is on
children's needs, states may avoid perpetuating current problems, such as
providing children whose care is paid for by FSA with a different quality of care
than children with care paid for by CCDBG. All child care, regardless of the
funding stream, should be of equally high quality.

Programs should also acknowledge that a family’s move from welfare to
work is a gradual process. An Illinois study of 7,000 AFDC and former AFDC
clients demonstrated that there is no single moment when a family leaps from
dependency to self-sufficiency. Families who have newly entered the labor
force often move between employment and unemployment a number of times,
findirig themselves loosely attached to the labor force before attaining self-
sufficiency. Welfare reform should address these patterns, ensuring that FSA
child care is reasonably related to a mother's activities no matter what they
are, and recognizing that her activities are constantly changing during this
period. Although funding streams may vary with the changes in her life, the
child’s care should remain consistent. States must find a mechanism to
ensure that children can remain in a stable situation that enables parents to
look for another job when out of work, so parents do not have to find care all
over again when they return to the workforce.
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Payment mechanisms also convey important messages to the recipients.
For example, clients who use the child care disregard will be reimbursed for
$175 to $200, which they first pay out of their pockets when they are working
but still poor enough to be eligible for AFDC. From these early negative
experiences with child care, recipients may be left with a strong message that
the price they have to pay for child care is unaffordable, the child care system
is hopelessly complicated and more of a barrier to work than a help. In
November, illinois will begin directing payments directly to providers, rather
than forcing clients to deal with this tangled web of reimbursements.

Welfare reformers must also consider the lack of infrastructure for child
care programs. Even if states had the money to expand child care substan-
tially, the currently existing infrastructure cannot sustain such an expansion.
There are not enough providers, especially of center-based care. There is also
a shortage of evening and weekend care. In addition, child care programs
suffer from high staff-turnover rates and underpaid staff.

When we undertake welfare reform, we have to keep the overall goal of
universally available, affordable, quality care for all families who need it in
mind. We know what children need and have to ensure that any reform moves
in that direction.

The Administration's Considerations

According to Mark Ragan, the Administration is concerned about two
major issues in its discussion of new child care policies: one, the shifting of
existing child care funds from the non-AFDC populstion to AFDC recipients
and two, assessing the potential costs of child care. Ragan reiterated that the
Administration is far from resolving these problems and is still open to
suggestions.

To meet the goal of making work pay, the working group has yet to
establish a target population in terms of family income. In the past, the focus
has been on AFDC recipients. But if the goal is to revise the welfare system
substantially, a change in the current target population may be necessary in
order to include people threatened with becoming dependent on AFDC. This
will increase costs of providing child care and other supportive services.

One of the major difficulties in addressing the child care needs of the
non-AFDC working poor is the cost implications. Although it recognizes that
as a matter of policy we do not want a system in which a parent’s child care
entitlement is tied to AFDC, or is time-limited, the Administration knows there
will not be enough money to address all needs.

Part of the difficulty in defining the problems in the current system lies
in quantification. The size of the unmet demand for child care, and the degree
to which we are able to generalize from state to state about what this demand

24

26




looks like, needs to be determined. The Administration also lacks estimates of
the extent to which states are using CCDBG monies to pay for child care for
AFDC recipients. Thesc data could play a key role in determining whether it
would be more advisable to amend current programs or create new ones.

The Administration is aware of the problems with some of the specific
child care programs, such as the AFDC child care disregard. In any discus-
sion of eliminating the disregard to correct the relative inequities among
different programs, the Administration must consider those families who
currently use the disregard. If they became ineligible for AFDC without it, they
would no longer have access to health care, or would be subject to the one-
year time limit for Transitional Medicaid Assistance. Ragan emphasized that
the Administration has no expectations for people to participate in activities
without appropriate support services.

The Administration must also analyze the inter-relationships among
current child care programs. For example, the Working Group on Welfare
Reform is looking at Head Start expansion as it relates to child care, and
seeking to coordinate expansion with welfare reform. Another subgroup is
attempting to identify differences among child care programs and the barriers
to coordination that exist at the local service-delivery level. Utilizing Head
Start and other existing child care programs to help meet the need for care in
an expanded, subsidized system is an obvious first step.

The Role of Advocates

The public support for welfare reform is based on a sense that too much
money is being spent on welfare now, and we need to change the system in
order to save money. Consequently, the centerpiece of the discussion for many
in Congress will be what happens to a client after two years and what types of
work requirements are involved. Although children’s needs should not be
overlooked, advocates are concerned that the issue of quality care may be
disregarded when the cost question comes up.

In contrast, advocates agree that to address the child care needs of even
the current AFDC population, there is a substantial new cost involved. Advo-
cates can play a key role in educating the public and members of Congress
that child care and other supportive services, although more expensive in the
short run, are ultimately crucial investments in the existing or new welfare
system.

State administrators and advocates can also inform the Working Group
on Welfare Reform and Congress of their experiences with current FSA child
care and welfare-to-work programs. In the absence of good data, policymakers
could assume that child care needs and costs are trivial, rather than a critical
component of any welfare-reform discussion.
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Audioconference 4: Using Family Support Act Funding
for Comprehensive Services

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Panelists

e Estelle Rubenstein, Executive Director of Androscoggin Head Start and
Lillian O'Brien, Regional Manager, ASPIRE, Androscoggin, Maine

o

Alana Smart, Program Consultant, Denver Family Opportunities Program,
Denver Department of Social Services, Denver, Colorado and Kathy Orth,
Child Care Supervisor, Child Care Services, Self-Sufficiency Division,
Denver Department of Social Services, Denver, Colorado

e Anne W. Mitchell, Early Childhood Program Consultant
Overview

The fourth of CCAC's audioconference series on FSA child care focused
on programs that provide comprehensive services to families enrolled in the
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program. Based on extensive
research, child care advocates are convinced that FSA child care funds alone
are insufficient to provide the type of quality, flexible child care arrangement
needed to support a family’s move from welfare to work.

Many states and communities across the country have developed inno-
vative ways to address the shortage of funds by creatively combining FSA
dollars with other funding sources, or by forging partnerships with other
organizations to provide additional services. For this audioconference, we have
highlighted two innovative programs.

Androscoggin, Maine: Expanding Head Start Services to All JOBS
Children

Estelle Rubenstein and Lillian O'Brien described how Androscoggin
County, Maine, has expanded its Head Start program to serve all children of
families enrolled in the Additional Support Program for Individuals Seeking
Retraining and Education (ASPIRE). Using a combination of Head Start, FSA,
United Way, Title XX and Community Development Block Grant funds,
children of ASPIRE participants are now receiving a full day of Head Start,
including all of the comprehensive services that accompany Head Start.

ASPIRE and Head Start collaborated to meet the governor's goal of
reducing welfare dependency by providing comprehensive services to families.
As Head Start is traditionally a half-day program, the facilities were vacant in
the afternoon. To provide full-day services, only two additional staff persons
were needed to cover the afternoon session. Twenty ASPIRE families are
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currently enrolled in Androscoggin Head Start, and the center now has a
classroom set aside specifically for serving ASPIRE children. Between its Head
Start and child care programs, Androscoggin accepts children from six weeks
to four years of age, enabling families with preschool children to use a single
program and providing some continuity of care for children as they grow.

ASPIRE caseworkers and Head Start staff work closely together to
provide comprehensive services to meet the ASPIRE participants’ needs,
especially at points when parents are failing to fulfill their education and
training obligations. ASPIRE caseworkers refer parents to the Androscoggin
program, whereupon caseworkers visit each child in the classroom and meet
with parents at the Head Start center. If additional social services are needed,
Head Start will refer ASPIRE parents to other community services. When the
school year ends, Head Start updates the ASPIRE caseworker about the family
situation.

The coordination between ASPIRE and Head Start staff is fostered by the
numerous opportunities for interaction between the two staffs and parents.
Before the school year begins, the two staffs meet to discuss the role of the
Head Start program. ASPIRE caseworkers' visits to the classroom not only
encourage a positive relationship between the agencies but allow caseworkers
to discuss classroom activities when they meet with parents. Caseworkers are
also more comfortable bringing parents to the center because it is familiar
territory for them.

Parents first learn about the child care component of ASPIRE options
such as Head Start and familv day care homes — at a group orientation. As —
they look for care for their chudren, parents visit potential sites. Because the
caseworkers are so familiar with care options, they reinforce the importance of
quality care for clients.

Head Start makes an effort to reach out to the community to provide
comprehensive services to parents. All ASPIRE parents can take advantage of
the services provided for Head Start parents, such as workshops on parenting,
nutrition and non-traditional jobs. Every Head Start child enrolled in Andro-
scoggin has a complete speech, hearing and vision screening, and dental and
health exams. Head Start funds pay for these services for Head Start children:
the services for other children are covered by a combination of funds, such as
United Way, At Risk and some local sources.

After completing the ASPIRE program and becoming employed, some
families may still use Androscoggin before- and after-school child care
programs, both run on a sliding-fee scale. Few families in Maine use
Transitional Child Care (TCC), in part because with TCC, the state reimburses
parents after they pay for care. Many parents who have recently entered the
workforce find these outlays burdensome and prefer that subsidy programs
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pay providers directly. Maine may lock into other ways to pay for TCC to allow

more families to take advantage of the program.

Denver, Colorado: Child Care as Part of an Integrated Welfare-to-Work
Program

Alana Smart and Kathy Orth discussed the Denver Family Opportunity
Program (DFO), a JOBS program that uses child care funding from federal
JOBS child care, TCC and a Colorado program called the Colorado Child Care
Assistance Program.

Colorado has had a child care assistance program since the early 1970s.
Until 1990, child care was administered through a casework-intervention type
of program, where each caseworker assisted from 80 to 100 clients, and child
care was one component of a program designed to help clients achieve eco-
nomic independence. :

DFO was implemented in 1989, based on the findings from a question-
naire sent to state social services staff, clients, administrators and directors of
community organizations. People were asked, "If you wanted to achieve
welfare reform and assist families in achieving self-sufficiency, what would that
program look like?" DFO was modeled after their responses.

In 1990, DFO formally became a JOBS program. Currently, the program
serves approximately 1,200 Denver County families with 25 case managers,
using a case-management approach. Caseworkers handle approximately 60
families. Each family also works with an eligibility technician.

The program provides clients with literacy and vocational assessment,
career planning and referral to education and training programs. DFO has
also developed some specialized career tracks in the area of health, micro-
enterprise and non-traditional careers. Although education and training are
the key components of the program, DFO recognizes that unless other issues
affecting the client’s life are addressed, such as housing or mental health
issues, that client will not be able to move successfully from welfare to work.
Other support services to clients include child care, transportation and some
assistance to defray school expenses.

With At-Risk and Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
monies, more children are now receiving child care through DFO. The larger
number of clients moving through the system has changed the child care arm
of the program somewhat. In the former model, all caseworkers worked with
families to move toward an economic goal, and child care was viewed as one
means of reaching that end. Now the child care unit serves much less of a
social service role, and acts as a separate, and primarily payment-assistance-
unit.
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DFO is dedicated to a two-generation strategy that seeks to promote the
optimal development of the children in the program. In 1992, DFO spent over
$2 million on child care, with over 80 percent of the children in licensed care.
Parents can use exempt care, but caseworkers stress informed parental choice.
Parents are encouraged to be "fussy consumers” of child care. During the
orientation process, a considerable amount of time is spent discussing quality
care. Parents are shown a videotape about quality child care and then work
with case managers in developing a child care plan that they bring to a local
resource and referral agency.

The resource and referral agency serves providers as well as parents to
ensure quality care. Providers work through an intensive training program
and can take advantage of an assistance line for advice and information.
Resource and Referral agencies also check for TCC eligibility through their
intake process and work with clients to meet each family’s special needs.

While the client attends meetings at DFO, children can stay at Good
Beginnings, the on-site child care center at the department. A Montessori
program, the drop-in center fulfills a dual role of caring for children so parents
can give their full attention to meetings with caseworkers and providing
parents with an example of what quality care looks like. Currently funded by a
combination of JOBS, CCDBG and state funds, the program was originally
started with assistance from the Junior League and other sources of private
and state funds.

DFO has also developed partnerships in the community to address the
need for comprehensive services at little or no cost to the state. This strategy
of leveraging dollars allows DFO to offer services that would ordinarily be too
expensive to purchase. One example of such a partnership is developmental
screenings. DFO found parents apprehensive about developmental screenings
so a video describing the process was developed for use during orientation. An
organization called the Interagency Coliaboration Team comes to the child care
center once every quarter to provide on-site developmental screenings. In
return for this service, DFO promotes their community-based developmental
screening services.

Unfortunately, even after making use of other means of providing ser-
vices, Colorado does not reimburse parents at 75 percent of the market rate for
care. Providers are now applying pressure on the state to increase payment
rates and, in some cases, refuse to accept any more referrals, particularly for
infant and toddler slots. The state faces the dilemma of serving mor< parents
poorly or fewer parents well. In the past, it has chosen to serve more parents,
but may change in the near future because of provider pressure.

After parents complete education and training and move into the work-
place, they enter the TCC assistance program. Denver has been struggling
with many TCC issues. First, because TCC eligibility levels are so low, many
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parents are at or above the income ceiling for TCC, 150 percent of poverty
level, before they even receive their first payment. Second, Denver has opted
for a monthly reporting system for TCC eligibility. For many clients, this close
surveillance makes them feel as if they have never left AFDC. Further, this
creates budgeting problems for clients with child care assistance fluctuating
every month along with their income. Also, reimbursement rates have not
been updated since 1968. A state committee is currently meeting to eliminate
some of these barriers.

Child care organizing and advocacy are on the increase in Colorado.
Denver County sponsors an annual forum on child care that gives providers an
opportunity to learn about new child care developments. The Denver Mayor’s
Office on Child Initiatives provides a local focus for children’s issues. On the
state level, the Child Care Coalition of Colorado is looking into hiring a
lobbyist.

Some barriers, however, come from the federal level, and cannot be fixed
except at that level. For instance, federal legislation mandates that exempt
providers be reimbursed at the same rate as licensed providers, removing
much of the incentive for providers to become licensed in the first place. In
addition, the federal government now mandates only two payment rates, aside
from rates for special needs children. Before this took effect, Colorado had a
range of reimbursement rates that corresponded with licensing requirements.
The new set of rates are much less comprehensive and do not match the
actual cost of child care as closely.

Conclusion

These two programs are examples of communities using innovative
techniques to provide comprehensive services to families trying to leave AFDC.
Both states make creative use of existing resources to bring much-needed
services to program participants and maintain open lines of communication
between child care and income support staff, resulting in an understanding
among income support staff of the need for high quality care. Other states
should reexamine the way they are administering programs to make the best
use of existing resources and bring the highest quality care possible to families
leaving AFDC.
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Speakers

Sue Abrams, Family Assistance Program Unit, Income Maintenance Section,
404 Public Service Building, Salem, OR 99310, (503) 945-6093

Bill Biggs, Single Parent Employment Program, 120 North 200 West, Salt Lake
City, UT 84103, (801) 538-4212

Nancy Ebb, Senior Staff Attorney, Children’s Defense Fund, 25 E Street NW,
Washingtonn, DC 20001, (202) 628-8787

Mark Greenberg, Senior Staff Attorney, Center for Law and Social Policy, 1616
P Street, NW, Suite 150, Washington, DC 20036, (202) 328-5140

Jerry Jones, Single Parent Employment Program, 4115 West, 5295 South,
Kearns, UT 84118, (801) 964-7700

Anne W. Mitchell, Early Childhood Program Consultant, Honey Hollow Road,
HCR 1, Box 77, Climax, NY 12042, (518) 966-4198

Wanda Moore, Director, JOBS Work, Tennessee Department of Human
Services, 400 Deaderick Street, Nashville, TN 37219, (615) 741-6953

Lillian O'Brien, Regional Manager, ASPIRE, WEET Office Building, P.O. Box
1288, Lewiston, ME 04240, (207) 795-4483

Julie Olson, Single Parent Employment Program, 120 North 200 West, Salt
Lake City, UT 84103, (801) 538-4212

Kathy Orth, Child Care Supervisor, Child Care Services, Self-Sufficiency
Division, 220 West Alameda Avenue, Denver, CO 80223, (303) 727-2401

Michelle Piel, Manager, Child Care And Development, Illinois Department of
Public Aid, Division of Family Support Services, 624 South Michigan Avenue,
Chicago, IL 60606, (312) 341-0900

Mark Ragan, Executive Assistant to the Assistant Secretary, U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services, 370 L'Enfant Promenade, Washington, DC
20447, (202) 401-9200

Estelle Rubenstein, Executive Director of Androscoggin Head Start, Coburn
School, Bates Street, Lewiston, ME 04240, (207) 795-4040

Alana Smart, Program Consultant, Denver Family Opportunity Program, 220
West Alameda Avenue, Denver, CO 80223, (303) 727-2777
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Diane Adams Gina Adams
Executive Director Senior Program Associate

Community Coordinated Child Care (4C)
5 Odana Court

Madison, WI 53719

(608) 238-7338

Elsa M. Aguire

Self Sufficiency Supervisor

Boulder County Department of Social Services
3460 Broadway

Boulder, CO 80304

{303) 441-1043

Laurel Allen

Intake Unit

Department of Housing and Human Services
Division of Family and Youth Services

618 Second Avenue, Fourth Floor

Seattle, WA 98104

(206) 386-1050

Dixde Anderson

AFDC Director

Colorado State Department of Social Services
1575 Sherman Street, Third Floor

Denver, CO 80203

(303) 866-4630

Frances D. Arnold

Assistant Director, Day Care

Family and Children’s Services

Alabama Department of Human Resources
50 Ripley Street

Montgomery, AL 36130

(205) 242-1425

Sandy Baily

R&R Network Coordinator
MSU Early Childhood Project
117 Herrick Hall

Bozeman, MT 59717

(406) 994-4746

Sandra Baxter

U.S. General Accounting Office
NGB-ENE

Sixth Floor

Washington, DC 20548

(202) 512-7053

Children's Defense Fund
25 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001
(202) 662-3545

Nancy P. Alexander
Executive Director

Child Care Services, Inc.
209 Milam, Suite C
Shreveport, LA 71101-7228
{318) 227-1812

Susan Allen

Director, Child Day Care Division
Office of Employment Support Services
Michigan Department of Social Services
235 Sout'. Grand Avenue, Suite 501
P.O. B . 30037

Lans’ ..g, MI 48909

(517) 373-0356
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Staff Attorney

Greater Upstate Law Project
119 Washington Avenue
Albany, NY 12210

(518) 462-6831

Gudrun Arnold

Executive Director

Montgomery County Assistance Office
Department of Public Welfare

1950 Calamia Drive

Norristown, PA 19401-3181

(215) 270-3555

Nancy Baker
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Texas Department of Human Services
P.O. Box 149030 (E-311)

Austin, TX 78714-9030

(512) 450-4116

Judith Kasten Bell

Single Parent Advocate

Utah Issues Information Program, Inc.
1385 West Indiana Avenue

Salt Lake City, UT 84104

(801) 521-2065
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OFA/DJP

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

370 L'Enfant Promenade

Washington, DC 20447

(202) 401-5145

Betty Blanford

Supervisor of Child Care Unit
Division for Family Development
6 Quakerbridge Plaza

Third Floor, CN 716

Trenton, NJ 08625

(609) 588-2166
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Senior Policy Analyst

U.S. General Accounting Office
441 G Street, NW

Washington, DC 20548

(202} 512-6992

Linda Briese

Child Care Specialist

JOBS Program

Montana Department of Social & Rehabilitation
Services

P.O. Box 4210

Helena, MT 59604

(406) 444-4545
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Analyst II, Child Care Section

County of San Diego Department of Social Services
Adult and Employment Services

7497 Mission Center Court

San Diego, CA 92108

(619) 531-5241

Rhonda Carlos Smith
Assistant Director
Child Care, Inc.

275 Seventh Avenue
New York, NY 10001
(212) 929-7604
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P.O. Box 6756
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(208) 322-4453
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Senior Program Associate
Foundation for Child Development
345 East 46th Street

Room 700

New York, NY 10017

(212) 697-3150
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Director

Child Care and Development
Department of Human Services
P.O. Box 148030, MC E-311
Austin, TX 78714-9030

(512) 450-4179

David M. Buchanan

Division Director

Office for Children and Youth

Mississippi Department of Human Services
421 West Pascagoula Street

Jackson, MS 39203

(601) 973-2939
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Social Services Program Consultant I
Public Assistance Section

North Carolina Division of Social Services
325 North Salisbury Street

Raleigh, NC 27603

(919) 733-7831
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President

4C for Central Florida, Inc.
1612 East Colonial Drive
Orlando, FL. 32803

(407) 894-8393 x 113




Victor Carr

Social Service Program Consultant
Public Assistance Section

North Carolina Division of Social Services
325 North Salisbury Street

Raleigh, NC 27603

{919} 733-7831

Jennifer Chang

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

370 L'Enfant Promenade

Washington, DC 20047

Arthur A, Chicaderis

Administrator

Employment Support Services

New Hampshire Division of Human Services
6 Hazen Drive

Concord, NH 03301

(603) 271-4249

Susan Clarke

Teen Parenting Unit Supervisor
Philadelphia County Assistance Office
1400 Spring Garden Street, Room 601
Philadelphia, PA 19130

(215) 560-3269

Dorothy C. Cobbett

Employment and Training Program Coordinator
Nashville YWCA

1608 Woodmont Blvd

Nashville, TN 37215

(615) 269-9922 ext. 240

Neomi Cuevas

Program Specialist

Texas Department of Human Services
P.O. Box 149030

Austin, TX 78714

(512) 450-4116

Terry Castro

Chief

Bureau of Policy Standards
New Jersey Division of Family Development
CN 716

Trenton, NJ 08625
(609) 588-2160

Jackie Cheney

Deputy Administrator
Program and Field Operations
Nevada State Welfare Division
2527 North Carson Street
Carson City, NV 89710

(702) 687-4709

Carol Clark

Director

Utah Office of Child Care

324 South State Street

Suite 500

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-7150
(801) 538-8880

Dinnen Cleary

Staff Attorney

Puget Sound Legal Assistance Foundation
625 Commerce, Suite 420

Tacoma, WA 98402

(206) 572-4343

Kevin Concannon

Director

Oregon Department of Human Resources
Human Resources Building

500 Summer Street, NE

Salem, OR 97310-1012

(503) 378-3033
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Chief

Bureau of Family Self-Support
Department of Health and Welfare
450 West State

Boise, ID 83720

(208) 334-5704
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Judith Jurry

Human Resources Program Specialist

West Virginia Department of Health and Human
Resources

Bulding 6, Capitol Complex, Room 850

Charleston, WV 25305

(304) 558-7980

Melanie Curtis-Campbell
Financial Assistance Coordinator
Child Care Connections

P.O. Box 6756

Boise, ID 83707

(208) 322-4453

Tracey Daniels

Case Manager-Child Care Sliding Fee
Resources for Child Caring

450 North Syndicate, #5

St. Paul, MN 55104

(612) 641-0305

Jan DeSilva

Assoclate Governmental Program Analyst
California Department of Social Services
744 P Street, MS 6-136

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 654-1768

Frances X. Durkin

Director of Parent and Employer Services
Resources for Child Caring

450 North Syndicate, Suite 5

St. Paul, MN 55104

(612) 641-6632

Martha Elbaum

U.S. General Accounting Office
NGB/HSBM

441 G Street, NW

Suite 450

Washington, DC 20548

(202) 512-7283

Susan Erickson

Child Care Resource and Referral Coordinator
Family Resource Center

Box 836

Lindstrom, MN 55045

(612) 257-2400
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Executive Director

Child Care Resources

1904 First Avenue North
Birmingham, AL 35203-4006
(205) 252-1991 ext. 301

Mary Ann Daniels

Acting Chief Social Services Administrator
Division of Social Services

P.O. Box 906

New Castle, DE 19720

(302) 577-4452

Maureen DeJohn

Coordinator of Early Childhood Development
Chautauga Opportunities, Inc.

10807 Bennett Road

Dunkirk, NY 14048

(716) 366-3333 ext. 225

Teresa Derrick

Child Scholarship Coordinator
Day Care Services Association
P.O. Box 901

Chapel Hill, NC 27514

(919) 967-9035

Carolyn Egas

Policy Analyst

New York State Council on Children and
Farmnilies

Empire State Plaza

Corning Tower, 28th Floor

Albany, NY 12223

(518) 473-3652

Becky Elegado

Executive Director
Children’s Services Center
1800 North Palafax
Pensacola, FL. 32581
(904) 444-2080

Yolanda Ezekiel Woods

Assistant Project Administrator

South Carolina Department of Social Services
P.O. Box 1520

Columbia. SC 29202

(803) 737-5916
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Stephanie Fanjul

Deputy Director

North Carolina Department of Human Resources
Division of Child Development

701 Barbour Drive

P.O. Box 29553

Raleigh, NC 27626-0553

(919) 733-4801

Debra Ferguson

Paralegal

New York State Child Care Coordinating Council
273 Bradford Street

Albany, NY 12206

(518) 463-8663

Kay Fields

Albemarle Building

325 North Salisbury Street
Raleigh, NC 27603

(919) 733-7831

Lisa C. Fink

Assistant Attorney General

Maine Department of the Attormey General
State House Station 6

Augusta, ME 04033

(207) 626-8800

Gwen Foster

Program Officer

The David and Lucile Packard Foundation
300 Second Street, Suite 200

Los Altos, CA 94022

(415) 948-7658

Boyce Fowler

Program Officer

Department of Family Services
P.O. Box 8005

Helena, MT 59604

(406) 444-5900

Oxana Golden

Office of Child Care Services
Department of Social Services
1575 Sherman Street

Denver, CO 80203-1714
(303) 866-5943
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Assistant Regional Administrator, Region III

U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services

Administration for Children and Families

Office of Family Security

3535 Market Street

Philadelphia, PA 19101

(215) 596-4367

Elaine Fersh

Executive Director

Parents United for Child Care
30 Winter Street, Suite 1001
Boston, MA 02108

(617) 426-8288

Jerry Fillingim

Legislative/Political Director

Social Services Union Local 5355 EIU
661 27th Street

QOakland, CA 94612

(510) 893-8766

Becky Fleming

Daycare Specialist

Montana Department of Family Services
P.O. Box 8005

Helena, MT 59604

(406) 444-5900

Linda Foster

Child Care Fund Administrator

Minnesota Department of Human Services
444 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155-3837

(612) 296-0179

Ann-Marle Gatling-Metcalf

JOBS Program Specialist

U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services

Administration for Children and Families

26 Federal Plaza, Room 4048

New York, NY 10278

(212) 264-2892

Zachary Gray

Marketing Coordinator

Gray's Child Development Center, Inc.
6618 North Teutonia

Milwaukee, WI 53209

{(414) 228-6020

38




Steven Grundtner

Case Aid II

Ramsey County Community Human Services
Department

160 East Kellog Bivd 7 NW

St. Paul, MN 55101-1494

(612) 292-7632

Nancy Guy

Policy Consultant

Division of Child Development
P.O. Box 29553

Raleigh, NC 27626-0530
(919) 733-4801 x 249

Yvette Hall War Bonnet
Directing Attorney

Evergreen Legal Services

1721 Hewitt Avenue, Suite 401
Everett, WA 98201

(206) 259-3421

Carol Hamilton

Program Associate
Coalition on Human Needs
1000 Wisconsin Avenue
Washington, DC 20007
(202) 342-0726

Sydney Hardman
Advocacy Coordinator
Kansas Action for Children
715 SW Tenth Street

P.O. Box 463

Topeka, KS 66601

(913) 232-0550

Ann Helligstein

Human Services Deputy Commissioner
GDHS

701 West 51st Street

Austin, TX 78714

(512) 450-4140

Kay Hendon

Child Care Coordinator

Office of Child Care

Wisconsin Department of Health and Human
Services

1 West Wilson - P.O. Box 7851

Madison, W1 53707

(608) 266-8200
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Policy Manager

Department of Economic Security
Child Care Administration

1789 West Jefferson, 801 A
Phoenix, AZ 85007

{602) 542-4248

Kris Hale

Resource and Referral Specialist
Utah Office of Child Care

324 South State Street, Suite 500
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-7150
{801) 538-8733

Doris Hallford

Program Development Specialist
Missouri Division of Family Services
P.O. Box 88

Jefferson City, MO 65103

(314) 751-4431

Patti Hamilton

CCR&R Coordinator
Connections for Children
2261 Adams Avenue
Ogden, UT 84401

{801) 394-9456

Anna Jo Haynes
Executive Director
Mile High Child Care
1510 High Street
Denver, CO 80218
(303} 388-5700

Martin J. Helowicz

Day Care Liaison

Erie County Department of Social Services
95 Franklin Street

Buffalo, NY 14202

(716) 858-7575

Larty Henson

Supervisor, Dav Care Automation and Policy
Division of Family & Children’s Services
Department of Human Resources

South Gordon Persons Building

50 Ripley Street

Montgomery, AL 36130

(205) 242-1427
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Mary Ann Higgins

Director

Division of JOBS Program

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children: and Families

370 L’Enfant Promenade, SW

Washington, DC 20447

{202) 401-9294

Jar Horner Lanier

Director

Children’s Services International
4313 Monument Park
Richmond, VA 23230

(804) 278-90390

Sheila Hoyle

Executive Director

Southwestern Child Development Commission
P.O. Box 250

Webster, NC 28788

(704) 586-5561

Ann Hughes

New York State Department of Social Services
Office of Employment Programs '

40 North Pearl Street

Albany, NY 12243

{518) 473-7993

Hortense Hunn

Executive Director

Preschool Services Department
686 East Mill Street

San Bernadino, CA 92408
(909) 387-2355

Lisa Hunter

Child Care Resource and Referral Counselor
Family Resource Center

Box 836

Lindstrom, MN 55045

{612) 257-2400

Julie Isaacs

Analyst

Congressional Budget Office
House Annex II, Room 431
Washington, DC 20515
(202) 226-2820

Sandra Hinson

Assistant to the President

Community Coordinated Care for Children, Inc.
1612 East Colonia Drive

Orlando, FL 32803

(407) 228-6000 x 147

Sue Howell

Chief

Office of Child Development

Department of Children and Family Services
406 East Monroe, Sta. #55

Springfield, IL 62701

{217) 524-2480

Sue Huel

Self Support Unit Manager
Health and Welfare

150 North Third

Poralette, ID 83201

(208) 235-2871

Felicia Hummer

Manager

Montgomery County Assistance Office
Department of Public Welfare

1950 Calamia Drive

Norristown, PA 19401-3191

(215) 270-3579

Libby Hunter

Manager, Family Program Unit

Utah Department of Human Services
120 North 200 West, Suite 325

Salt Lake City, UT 84103

(801) 538-3973

Sylvia Hunter

Office of Employment Services
109 East 16th Street

New York, NY 10003

(212) 420-7623

Mary Jackson

Program Specialist

U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services

Administration for Children and Families

105 West Adams, 20th Floor

Chicago, IL 60603

(312) 353-7022
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Kathy James

Child Care Program Specialist
Department of Health and Welfare
450 West State, Third Floor
Boise, ID 83706

(208) 234-6618

Judie Johnson

Adult and Family Services Division
Cperations Manager

Income Maintenance Section
Human Resources Building

500 Summer Street NE

Salem, OR 97310-1013

(503) 945-6806

Tom Johnson

Family Services Program Specialist
Cabinet for Human Services
Department for Social Services
275 East Main Street, CHR 6W
Frankfurt, KY 40621

{502) 564-2524

Jana Jongewaard

Director

Downtown Children's Center
575 Fifth Avenue

Des Moines, 1A 50309

{515) 243-6249

David Kass
Policy Associate

American Public Welfare Association

810 First Street, NE, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20002
(202) 682-0100

Helen Keith

Project Director

Better Care for the Babies

Zero to Three National Center
2000 14th Street North, Suite 380
Arlington, VA 22201-2500

(703) 528-4300

Sharon M. Jizmejian

Senior Evaluator

U.S. General Accounting Office
477 Michigan Avenue, Suite 865
Deiroit, MI 48336

{313) 256-8309

Scott Johnson

Famlily Self-Support Unit Manager
Idaho Department of Health and Welfare
601 Poleline Road, Suite 6

Twin Falls, ID 83301

(208} 734-4000

Janice Jones-Kibley

Policy Director

Women for Economic Security
200 South Michigan Avenue
Suite 1400

Chicago, IL 60604

(312) 663-3574

Karen Juola

Coordinator of Children’s Services

Kansas Department of Social and
Rehabilitative Services

300 SW Oakley

Smith-Wilson Building

Topeka, KS 66606

(913) 296-3742

Cathy Keelan

Child Care Resources
2915 East Madison
Suite 305

Seattle, W1 98112

Fran Kipnis

Program Manager

California Child Care Resource and Referral
Network

111 New Montgomery, Seventh Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

(415) 882-0234
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Director, Child Care Resource and Referral
Rockiord YWCA

220 South Madison Street

Rockford, IL 61104

(815} 968-9691
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Child Care Fund Advisor

Minnesota Department of Human Services
444 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155-3837

(612) 296-2030
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Chief of Research and Planning
Montana Departinent of Family Services
P.O. Box 8005

Helena, MT 59604

(406) 444-5900

Rachael Langen

AFDC Child Care Program Manager
Department of Social and Health Services
Division of Income Assistance

P.O. Box 45400
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(206) 438-8278
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Special Assistant

United Day Care Services, Inc.
1200 Arlington Street
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(919) 378-7700

Jodie Levin-Epstein

Center for Law and Social Policy
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1616 P Street, NW

Washington, DC 20015

(202) 328-5140x 5
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Manager, Child Care Section
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Department of Social Services
Adult and Employment Services
7947 Mission Center Court

San Diego, CA 92108

(619) 531-5598
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Alaska Division of Public Assistance
Department of Health and Human Services
P.O. Box 110 640
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CDFS/ R&R System of Illinois
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Chicago, IL 60640

(312) 793-5623
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235 South Grand Avenue, Suite 510
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{517} 335-6159
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U.S. Department of Health and Human
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Administration for Children and Families
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43 42




Deborah D. Mabry-Strong
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Director

Child Family and Work Department
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P.O. Box 14007
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District of Columbia Department of Human
Services
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Lila Roush

Program Development Specialist
Missouri Division of Family Services
FUTURES

2728 Plaza Drive

Jefferson City, MO 65103

(314) 751-9488

Barbara Russell

AFDC Policy Specialist

Department of Human Services
Division of Economic Assistance

Hoover State Office Building, Fifth Floor
Des Moines, IA 50319

(515) 281-3132

Diane Philipp

Child Care Resource and Referral Program
Director

YWCA of Northeast Illinois

2133 Belvidere Road

Waukegan, IL 60085

(708) 662-4247

Michael O. Pitcher

FSS Unit Manager

Idaho Department of Health and Welfare
150 Shoup Avenue, Suite 19

Idaho Falls, ID 83402

(208) 528-5981

Laurie Possin

Director

Fee Subsidy Program

Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association
1628 Elliot Avenue South

Minneapolis, MN 55404

(612) 341-1177

Virginia Riebel

Administrative Assistant

Nebraska Department of Social Services
P.O. Box 95026

Lincoln, NE 68509

(402) 471-9676

Mary Roe

Supervisor

FUTURES

Missouri Department of Family Services
615 East 13th Street, Room 408
Kansas City, MO 64106

(816) 889-2034

Melanie Rubin

Director of Marketing

The Child Care Group
1221 Riverbend, Suite 250
Dallas, TX 75247

{214) 905-3523

Sue Russell

Executive Director

Day Care Services Assoclation
P.O. Box 901

Chapel Hill, NC 27514

(919) 967-3272
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John Sammons

Family Services Program Specialist
Kentucky Cabinet for Human Resources
Department for Social Services

275 East Main Street, CHR 6W
Frankfort, KY 40621

(502) 564-2524

Corinne Schock

Administrator, Early Childhood Services
Department of Human Services

State Capitol, Judicial Wing

600 East Boulevard Avenue

Bismark, ND 58505-0250

(701) 224-2976

Sandy Segal

Supervisor, Policy Unit

Bureau of Employment and Training Programs
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare
Health and Welfare Building, Room 428
Harrisburg, PA 17120

(717) 787-1674

Isabelle Stnith

Coordinator of Day Care Services

Nassay County Department of Social Services
101 County Seat Drive

Mineola, NY 11501

{516) 571-4758

Sheila Smith

Director for Research

Foundation for Child Development
345 East 46th Street, Room 700
New York, NY 10017

(212) 697-3150

Carole Stein

Policy Analyst, Children and Families

Indiana Family and Social Service Administration
402 West Washington Street, Room 341W
Indianapolis, IN 46204

(317) 232-1148

Maryann Stevens

RISE Regional Specialist
Office of Family Support
150 East Center
Provbo, UT 84601

(801) 374-7805
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Tom Schindler

Administration for Children and Families
105 West Adams, 20th Floor

Chicago, IL 60603

(312) 353-3270

Mark Schwartz

Assistant Chief of Policy Program
Connecticut Department of Social Services
110 Bartholomew Avenue

Hartford, CT 06116

{203) 566-7086

Chris Seifert

Public Policy Intern

MSU Early Childhood Project
117 Herrick Hall

Bozeman, MT 59717

(406) 994-4746

Joan Smi'h

Supervisor

Hendin County

525 Portland Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN 55415
(612) 348-4534

Rita Sparks

Consultant

Division of Family and Children

402 West Washington Street, Room W 363
Indianapolis, IN 46204-4239

(317) 232-4948

Susan Steinmentz

Senior Legislative Specialist

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
777 North Capitol Street, NW
Washington, DC 20002

{202) 408-1080

Carol S. Stevenson
Executive Director

Child Care Law Center

22 Second Street, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 84105
(415) 495-5498




Irene Stieberg

Supervisor Program Operations
Purchase of Child Care

DHR/Child Care Administration
2701 North Charles Street Fifth Floor
Baltimore, MD 21218

(410) 554-0419

Louise Stoney

Early Childhood Policy Consultant
Stoney Associates

10 Tillinghast Avenue

Albany, NY 12204

(518) 463-3677

Don Jose Stovall

Executive Director

Philadelphia County Assistance Office
State Office Building, Room 605

1400 Spring Garden Street
Philadelphia, PA 19130

(215) 560-2900

John V. Surr

Treasurer

OMEP--U.S. National Committee
Treasurer

The Children’s Foundation

8217 Lilly Stone Drive
Bethesda, MD 20817

{301) 469-9170

Willis Tate

Program Specialist

Administration for Children and Families
2201 Sixth Avenue

m/s RX-70

Seattle, WA 98101

{206) 553-0421

Maiyo Thao

Case Manager

Resource for Child Caring
450 North Syndicate, Suite 5
St. Paul, MN 55104

(612) 641-6572

Virginia A. Stocker
Grants Administrator III

State of Alaska Department of Community and

Regional Affairs
Child Care Programs
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 220
Anchorage, AK 99501-2341
(907) 269-4679

Robert Stout

Executive III

Division of Family Support Services
Deptartment of Public Aid

300 iles Park Place

Springfield, IL 62762

(217) 524-5963

Anthoula Sullivan

Chief of Benefits and Support
Nevada State Welfare Division
2527 North Carson Street
Carson City, NV 89701

(702) 687-4834

Maria Svihla

Executive Director

Day Care Action Council of Illinois
4753 Broadway

Suite 1200

Chicago, IL 60640

(312) 561-7900

Pam Tatum

Save the Children
1447 Peach Tree NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
(404) 885-1578

Karen Thelin

President

Iowa Child Care Alliance
800 East 12th Street
Des Moines, IA 50316
{515) 263-0568
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Erica E. Tollett

Senior Public Policy Analyst

National Black Child Development Institute
1023 15th Street, NW

Suite 600

Washington, DC 20005

(202) 387-1281

Karen Tvedt

Chief

Office of Child Care Policy

Department of Social and Health Services
P.O. Box 45710

Olympia, WA 98502

(206) 586-6066

Badiyyah Waajid

Child Care Specialist

Virginia Department of Social Services
730 East Broad

Richmond, VA 23219

(804) 692-2204

Biilie Lynn Warford

Director, MSU Early Childhood Project
Montana State Unviersity

117 Herrick Hall

Bozeman, MT 59717

(406) 994-5005

Christine Werner

Welfare Program Specialist
Department of Health and Welfare
450 West State Street

Sixth Floor

Boise, ID 83720

(208) 334-5818

Ann Wise

Child Care Bureau Supervisor
Children, Youth and Families

2407 West Picacho, Suite C-1

Las Crices, NM 88005

(505) 524-6047

Delores A. Woodward

Chief, Family Support Unit

Georgia Department of Human Resources
878 Peachtree Street, NE, Suite 503
Atlanta, GA 30309-9844

(404) 894-3710
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Peggy Torno

Supervisor V

Income Maintenance Director

Missouri Department of Social Services
Division of Family Services

615 East 13th Street

St. Louis, MO 64106

(816) 889-2500

Sharon Veatch

Board Member

Virginia Child Care Resource and Referral
Network

5001 West Broad Street, Suite 301

Richmond, VA 23230

(804) 282-6163

Debbie Walden

Children and Families Program Specialist
Administration for Children and Families
601 East 12th Street, Room 276

Kansas City, MO 64106

{816) 426-7081

Bobbie Weber

Chair

Department of Family Resources
Linn-Benton Community College
6500 Southwest Pacific Blvd.
Albany, OR 97321

(503) 967-8835

Sharon D. Wilson

Program Manager, Division of Child Care
Michigan Department of Social Services
235 South Grand Ave, Suite 504

P.O. Box 30037

Lansing, MI 48909

(517) 335-3495

Danae Wise

Program Director, Family Connections-UVCC
CEFS Department

800 West 1200 So., GT 336

Orem, UT 84058-5999

(801) 226-8476

Marlene Yardley
Program Dirccter
Child Care Contacts
P.O. Box 531

Twin Falls, ID 83301
(208) 733-9351




Lisa Yeater Alan Zalkind

Manager Acting Director

Montgomery County Assistance Office Essex County Department of Citizen Services
Department of Public Welfare Division of Welfare

District Two Office 18 Rector Street, Ninth Floor

19 North Charlotte Street Newark, NJ 07102

Pottstown, PA 19464 (201) 733-3325

(215) 327-5613
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PUBLICATIONS

Where They Stand:
A Digest of Organizational Policies

on Child Care and Education

A comprehensive guide for policymakers and advocates to
45 national organizations’ policy positions on quality child
care, early childhood education and education reform.
Highlights the common ground and differences among
crganizations’ approaches and the need for more
collaboration. (1993) 0 $25 non-member 0 $15 member

Building Links: Developer Initiatives

for Financing Child Care

The second of a series of reports on financing alternatives
for child care examines the ways in which communities
have begun to involve real estate developers in providing

child care. (2nd edition, 1993) 0 $25 non-member O 815
member

Investing in the Future:

Child Care Financing Options for the Public
and Private Sectors

Identifies key barriers faced by family day care and center
providers to obtaining start-up and operating financing.
The report highlights successful financing models, in-
cluding grants and loans, bank reinvestment strategies.
community initiatives, bonds, pension funds, and employ-
er partnerships. (1992) 0 $25 non-member O $15 member

Insuring Your Future:
Liability Insurance and Child Care

Offers child care providers comprehensive information
~bout designing a child care liability insurance package to
suit thelr needs. The Guide describes the types of policies
avallable, proflles 25 insurance companies nationwide that
offer labllity policies and includes a glossary of insurance
terms. (1992) 0 $25 non-member O $15 member

An Employer’'s Guide to
Child Care Consultants
Guides employers through the search for a child care
consultant focusing on: the reasons for using a child care
consultant; services that consultants can offer; how to
choose the child care consultant that best fits their needs;

and resources for locating child care consultants. (1992)
0 $15 non-member 0O $10 member

Not Too Small to Care: Small

Businesses and Child Care

Profiles 29 small businesses (employing under 250
workers) that have implemented child care benefits: on- or
near-site child care centers, employee subsidies, flexible
work hours, parental leave, family day care homes and
Dependent Care Assistance Plans. (1991)

o $25 non-member O $15 member

Making the Connections: Public-Private
Partnerships in Child Care

Highlights 20 successful and innovative partnerships for
child care between private business, voluntary organiza-
tions and public agencies. (2nd edition, 1991)

0 $25 non-member O $15 member

Child Care Currents

Provides an overview of the child care crists, including a
discussion of demand, marketing, and financing methods
for child care. (1990) D $10 non-member O $6 member

Employer Tax Credits for Child Care:

Asset or Liability?

Examines the effectiveness of state tax breaks to employ-
ers for child care. Includes interviews and the analysis of
quantitative data. (1989) o $25 non-member 0 $15 member

Child Care: The Bottom Line

Focusses on child care as an economic issue. Analyzes the
costs and benefits of increased investment in child care by
the public and private sectors. (1988)

0 $25 non-member 0O $15 member

MEMBERSHIP & PUBLICATIONS
YES, | would like to become a CCAC Member!

CCAC Members receive our trendsetling bi-monthly newsletier, Child Care
ActioNews, access to our 28 up-to-date Information Guides and discounts on
CCAC's groundbreaking publications.

O Individual $25 O Contributing $35 O Family $50

0 Crganization $100 O Corporation $250 0 Leadership Circle $1000
Piease sand the following CCAC publications:

Prcs

£
H

n

Where They Stand: A Digest of Organizational Poicies on Child Care
and Education

Investing in the Future: Chid Care Finazcing Options

Irsunng Your Future: Liability nsurance £ Child Care

An Employsr's Guide to Child Care Censutants

Not Yoo Small 0 Care. Smal Busirzsses and Child Care

Making the Conneaions: Public-Prvate Paninerships in Chiid Care
Buikhing Lirks: Develope Inkyztives for Financing Chéid Cace
Child Cars Currents

Emptoyer Tax Credits for Child Care: Assat or Liabilty?

Chid Care: The Botsm Lie

T

Yotal Amount Enckeed" §

Piease chatga 1o° 0 MasterCard O VISA
Card Number
Expiration Date
Signature

Name

OrganrzationCompany
Address
CyrState/Zp
Phine

(Ploasa allow 4.6 wesks for delivery.) Please mail your chack or monay order with this form to:
Chiid Care Action Campaign, 330 Seventh Ave., 17ih fi., New York, NY 10001
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Information Guides

Child Care Policy

Current Child Care Legislation

Is Day Care Good for Children?

Facts Abhout the Child Care Crisis

Where Are the Dollars for Child Care?

Do Criminal Record Checks Protect Children?

Child Care Advocacy

6. How Civic Organizations Can Help Resolve the Child Care Crisis
7. How to Advocate for Child Care: A Guide for Parents
8. Local Governments and Child Care

Sl e

Employers and Child Care

9. Speaking with Your Employer about Child Care Assistance
10. Employer Supported Child Care: Current Options and Trends
11. Examples of Corporate Involvernent

12. Examples of Union Involvernent

Information for Parents

13. Care for Your Child: Making the Right Cholce
14. Family Day Care

15. School Age Child Care

16. How to Use the Federal Child Care Tax Credit

17. Questions and Answers about Infant and Toddler Care
18. Infectious Disease and Child Care

19. Finding Good Child Care: A Checklist

20. Finding and Hiring a Qualified In-Home Caregiver

21. Temporary Care for the Mildly Sick Child

22. Dealing with Sexual Abuse: A Guide for Parents

Child Care Services

23. Careers in Child Care

24. How to Start a Child Care Center

25. Child Care Liability Insurance

26. How to Start a Family Day Care Home
27. Wages and Benefits in Child Care

08. Current State Day Care Licensing Offices

Members may receive all guides free upon request. Non-members may receive up to three guides free upon
receipt of a self-addressed, stamped #10 envelope ($.52 postage).
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