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I. INTRODUCTION 

Children are an important resource that is vital to the future growth and 
prosperity of California. Although the majority of children in the State are 
well-provided for by their families, many families and children in California 
may need some help from children's services providers at some time. 

California has recognized the value of children and acknowledged its 
responsibility for their protection and well-being by instituting numerous 
programs and committing significant resources to children's services and 
protection. The State of California, in cooperation with local governments, 
private agencies, and various non-profit organizations funds and administers 
an extensive children's services delivery system. However, due to the 
increased number of children in California, the increased number of children 
in need of service, and the number of children with multiple problems, the 
State's children's services delivery system is being strained to its limits. 

Since the State of California plays such a large and important role in the 
funding and administration of children's services, and because of the 
significant resources involved in these programs, the Little Hoover 
Commission initiated a l7-month study to review California's children's 
services delivery system and determine how it could be strengthened and 
improved. 

BACKGROUND 

California has a large and growing children's population. Presently, there 
are an estimated 7.1 million children in California under the age of 18. The 
number of children in the State is expected to continue to increase in the 
coming years. For example, between 1989 and 1985, the population of infants 
and children under six yerrs of age increased by 25 percent, from 2.04 
million to 2.55 million. Moreover, the higher number of births that 
California has been experiencing in recent years is expected to prevail for 
the remainder of the 20th century. 

The State of California, with the assistance of local governments, private 
agencies, and various non-profit organizations, such as churches or community 
groups, provides or administers a wide array of services for children, 
including health services, education, child protective services, financial 
assistance and many others. These services are designed to help families and 
individuals obtain basic services for their children, including nutrition, 
shelter, and medical care. For example , the Little Hoover Commission's 

1 Department of Finance. 1986 Baseline Report 86P3: 
Population Projections for California Counties 1980 to 2020 with Age/Sex 
Detail to 2020, July 1987. 

2 California Assembly Office of Research. California 2000: A People in 
Transition. June 1986, p.7. 
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survey of State agencies identified 35 different State programs designed to 
serve children in need of child care services, runaway/homeless youth, and 
abused and neglE!Jted children. These 35 programs expend more than $1.2 
billion annually. 

During the past four decades, there has been a dramatic change in the family 
environment in which children in California are living. Exhibit 1.1 
demonstrates this change. 

EXHIBIT 1.1 

ANALYSIS OF THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN BY FAMILY TYPE 
IN CALIFORNIA FROM 1940 TO 1980 

(Numbers in Millions) 

Family Type 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 

Couple 1.37 3.84 4.77 5.44 4.88 

Single Parent 0.16 0.29 0.49 0.97 1.21 

TOTALS 1.53 4.13 5.26 6.41 6.09 -- = ==:& -- = 

SOURCE: Created from data appearing in Socio-Economic Trends in 
California: 1940-80, California Employment Development 
Department, 1986. 

Percent 
Change 

1940-80 

256 

656 

298 

Exhibit 1.1 shows that the number o·f children living in single-parent 
families rose by 656 percent in the last four decades, while the number of 
children living with two-parent families increased 256 percent. Thus, the 
number of children living in single-parent families increased more than 2.5 
times faster than the number of children living in two-parent families 
between 1940 and 1980. Currently, approximately one out of every five 
children in California lives in a household headed by a single parent. 

The dramatic economic and social changes in the past 40 years have had a 
striking impact on the family structure of certain ethnic groups. Exhibit 
1.2 illustrates this phenomenon. 

3Little Hoover Commission, "Catalog of State Government Programs Serving 
Abused and Neglected Children, Runaway/Homeless Youth, and Children in Need 
of Child Care Services," See Appendix B. 
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EXHIBIT I.2 

ANALYSIS OF FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN IN CALIFORNIA 
BY FAMILY TYPE FROM 1940 TO 1980 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

Census Year 

Percent Change 
Family Type 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1940 to 1980 

Couple 691. 7 1,669.1 2,061.8 2,347.6 2,410.5 248 

Single Female 67.6 105.1 200.3 381.0 569.6 742 

Single Female 
(Black) 2.6 10.7 25.2 68.1 118.5 4,457 

Single Female 6.0 12.9 21.3 48.0 99.1 1,552 
(Spanish Surname) 

Single Male 16.1 18.7 27.9 57.0 100.8 526 

SOURCE: Adapted from data appearing in Socio-Economic Trends in California: 
1940 - 1980, California Employment Development Department, 1986. 

Exhibit I. 2 shows that the number of families headed by single females 
increased by 742 percent from 1940 to 1980, while the number of families 
headed by couples increased 248 percent during the same time period. 
However, even more alarming is the fact that the number of families headed by 
single black females increased by 4,457 percent between 1940 and 1980 and the 
fact that the number of families headed by single females with Spanish 
surnames increased 1,552 percent during this time frame. 

A consequence of the social and economic changes that have occurred in recent 
decades is an increase in the number of families that are living in poverty. 
For example, a study released by the California Senate Office of Research in 
April 1987 . showed that the poorer families in the State have suffered 
economically in the past 4ecade. The study determined that during the past 
10 years there was a 9 percent decline in the real annual income of families 
which comprise the poorest 20 percent of all California families. 
Specifically, the median income of these families, stated in 1985 dollars, 
fell from $9,796 in 1977 to $8,919 in 1986, a decrease of $877. 

The study conducted by the Senate Office of Research and other studies have 
confirmed the feminization of poverty and the increase in the incidence of 
poverty. For example, 1980 census data showed that approximately seven 
percent of all households in California were headed by single female parents. 
However. single females with children comprised 46 percent of the households 
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living on an income below the federal poverty threshold. In addition, 54 
percent of4 the female-headed households in poverty had at least one child 
under six. 

Another study conducted by the Assembly Office of Research indicated that 
nearly one-half of the young children living in poverty live in homes headed 
by women. In addition, an estimated 57 percent of the three- to five-year 
old children living with a single-~male parent live in poverty; among 
infants under three, it is 78 percent. 

The dramatic social and economic changes in the past four decades that have 
contributed to reshaping the makeup of families in California have placed 
great demands on government and other providers of children's services, such 
as private agencies, religious organizations, and other non-profit groups. 
While non-governmental agencies have actively provided many needed services 
for children, the sheer magnitude of the growing number of children in need 
of service combined with the increasing incidence of children with mUltiple 
problems have placed tremendous demands on government agencies. 

The State of California has tried to respond to the challenge of providing 
services to children by enacting numerous individual programs to meet the 
basic needs of children. However, the size of the population served and the 
needs of the children have changed dramatically during the past 40 years. 
Due to the large number of programs in existence, the significant resources 
committed to these programs, and the dramatic change in the population of 
children in need of services in California, the Little Hoover Commission 
determined it was an appropriate time to undertake an indepth review of how 
the State of California delivers and administers its children's services 
system. 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

In June 1986, Chairman Shapell and members of the Commission initiated a 
study of the provision of children's services in California. At that time, 
Chairman Shapell appointed Commissioner Jean Kindy Walker as the Chair of the 
Subcommittee responsible for overseeing the detailed study field work. In 
addition, Commissioners Abraham Spiegel, Haig Mardikian, Albert Gersten and 
Assemblyman Phillip Wyman were appointed to the Subcommittee. 

The purpose of the study was to examine the overall system for delivering 
children's services in California by focusing on three major groups of 
children: children in need of child care services; runaway/homeless youths; 
and abused and neglected children. Because of the complexity of the issues 
being reviewed, the Commission recruited 33 people that were identified as 
leaders in the field of children's services to participate on a "Blue Ribbon 

4California Senate Office of Research. Family Income in California. 
April 1987, p.4. 

5california Assembly Office of Research. California 2000: A People in 
Transition. June 1986, p.8. 
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Advisory Committee" to provide the technical expertise for the study. 
Appendix A provides a listing of the members of the Committee. In addition, 
Capitol Associates, a private consulting firm, was selected to provide 
technical assistance for the study. 

The role of the Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee was to assist the Commission 
in the following: 

o Identify resources in the State committed to children's services; 

o Review and critique the study methodology; 

o Assist in the identification of major problems and issue areas; and 

o Help identify potential solutions. 

The study was divided into two phases. Phase I involved the collection and 
review of information regarding the current children's services delivery 
system in California and the identification of major problems and issues. 
Phase I resulted in a preliminary report that was released in March 1987. 

Phase II of the study included additional detailed review relating to major 
problems and issue areas and the development of a complete set of 
recommendations for addressing the problems and issues identified in the 
study. This final report presents the overall results of Phase I and Phase 
II of the study. 

As . part of the study, the Commission held two public hearings--one in Los 
Angeles on July 30, 1986 and another in San Francisco on September 25, 1986. 
At these hearings, the Commission received testimony from experts and members 
of the public regarding system deficiencies. In addition, members of the 
Commission and the staff conducted site visits at children services providers 
throughout the State. The public hearings and site visits were supplemented 
by research conducted by the Commission staff and the consultants. 

The Commission would like to express its sincere appreciation to the members 
of the Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee who worked for more than one year to 
complete this study. Their insight, candor, dedication, and diligence in 
discussing the problems and issues relating to children's services in 
California greatly enhanced the Commission's study. 

STUDY CONSTRAINTS 

The statistical information contained in the report regarding the survey of 
state-funded programs was based on information provided by specific State 
agencies. While the Commission has reviewed the data for reasonableness, the 
Commission did not verify the complete accuracy of the data. 

The Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee assembled by the Comm.ission to provide 
technical expertise and insight relating to issues and concerns in 
California's children's delivery system included individuals from a broad 
cross-section of disciplines, expertise, and backgrounds. While the 
Commission has given consideration to the ideas and concerns of all members 
of the Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee. the final report is a product of the 
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Commission and mayor may not be consistent with the viewpoint of individual 
members of the Committee. 

The Commission has included individual experiences in some places in the 
report to illustrate current conditions in California's children's services 
system. While each of these examples is based on factual accounts, the 
Commission has changed the names and disguised the location of the incidents 
in some cases to protect the anonymity of the individuals. 

REPORT FORMAT 

The report is presented in three chapters. The second chapter of the report 
presents the study findings in each of the following areas: the children's 
services delivery system in general; children in need of child care 
services; runaway/homeless youth; and abused and neglected children. The 
third chapter of. the report presents the Comm~ssion's overall conclusions and 
recommendations for addressing the problems identified in the report. 
Finally, there are several appendices attached to the report that provide 
detailed information in support of the report. 
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II. STUDY FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the Little Hoover Commission's findings in its study of 
children's services in California. It is divided into four sections, 
including: children's services system; children in need of child care 
services; runaway/homeless youth; and abused and neglected children. Each of 
these sections are discussed separately below. 

CHILDREN'S SERVICES SYSTEM 

Finding #1 - Lack of A Uniform State Policy And Well-Defined Organizational 
Structure For Providing Children's Services 

The State of California has recognized the value and needs of children by 
establishing numerous programs and committing significant resources to 
children's services. A Commission-sponsored survey showed that California's 
children's services system spends more than $5.9 billion annually, excluding 
funds for K-12 education. However, due to the absence of an overall State 
policy for providing children's services, poorly defined roles and 
responsibilities of public agencies, and a fragmented service delivery 
system, children's services are not fully meeting the needs of the State's 
children and are not maximizing the use of scarce resources. 

Expenditures for all State programs specifically designed for children exceed 
$5.9 billion annually before considering K-12 education funding. This 
includes more than $4 billion for Aid to Families with Dependent Children. 
The expenditures for these programs are presented in APPENDIX B. To gain 
insight into the magnitude of the State programs serving children in need of 
child care, runaway/homeless youth, and abused and neglected children, the 
Commission developed a survey requesting program information from all 
relevant State programs. APPENDIX C' contains the complete results of the 
survey. The survey revealed that six state entities and all three segments 
of public post-secondary education operate and/or fund services for children 
in one or more of each of these three categories. 

Exhibit 11.1 summarizes the results of the survey and shows the State 
expenditures for children in need of care, runaway/homeless youth, and 
abused and neglected·children. 
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Exhibit 11.1 

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMS AND EXPENDITURES BY STATE AGENCIES 
FOR CHILDREN IN NEED OF CHILD CARE, HOMELESS CHILDREN AND 

ABUSED AND NEGLECTED CHILDREN 

Department/ 
Organization 

Social Services 

Education 

Office of 
Criminal Justice 
Planning 

Housing and 
Community 
Development 

Child Develop
ment Programs 
Advisory 
Committee 

Justice 

University of 
California 
System 

California State 
University 

Community 
Colleges 

TOTALS 

Target Group 

Abuse/Neglect 
Child Care 

Child Care 

Abuse/Neglect 
Homeless 

Homeless 

Child Care 

Abuse/Neglect 

Child Care 

Child Care 

Child Care 

Fiscal Year 
Number of 1986/87 
Programs Expenditures 

6 $765,578,000 
4 67,005,000 

13 366,953,000 

3 1,284,000 
2 1,120,000 

1 3,880,000 

1 216,000 

1 700,000 

1 3,502,000* 

1 3,466,000* 

1 4,026,000* 
1 736,000* 

35 $1,218,466,000 -

Source: Little Hoover Commission Survey of State Agencies, January 1987. 

*Some expenditures may also be included in the Education Child Care total. 
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Exhibit II.1 illustrates the breadth of the State's services for these three 
groups. For example, nine entities administer 35 programs and expend more 
than $1.2 billion. 

In addition, there are many other State-operated and State-supported programs 
that expend resources to serve children who may also be in need of child 
care, runaway/homeless youths, or abused and neglected. However, such 
children are not specifically identified in one of the three target groups in 
statewide statistics. Thus, although individual service providers may know 
children in their caseloads who fit these definitions, these children are not 
included in formal statistics maintained by S~ate-operated or State-supported 
programs. Additionally, some programs provide funding for children but do 
not collect data by age group to specify the resources it allocates for 
children and adolescents. 

The private sector plays a significant role in delivering services to all 
three groups. Many of the State-supported programs rely on contracts with 
private entities to provide services. Some of these contracts are 
administered at the state level, while others are administered locally. In 
addition, many private agencies such as those funded through the United Way 
provide support for children's services in California. For example, during 
1986, the United Way provided direct funding totaling at least $2.46 million 
for child care services, $2.10 million for services to abused and neglected 
children, and $1.1 million for services to runway/homeless youth. United 
Way's contribution to individual communities, provides millions of additional 
dollars for children's services. 

Lack of State Policy for Children 

State programs and activities affecting children span nearly the full range 
of the State's involvement in human services. These services include 
education, public health, and criminal and juvenile justice. Additionally, 
children are included in the populations served by programs which reduce 
poverty, mental and physical disabilities, and crime. However, children also 
have a set of needs and vulnerabilities which are peculiar to their age and 
dependent status. For example, if a parent or legal guardian is absent or 
incapacitated the child becomes a "dependent" of the State because they are 
not only below the age of majority but are unable to care for themselves. 
Thus, the State has assumed a diverse set of responsibilities for children. 
However, to a great extent the distribution of State responsibilities for 
children among administrative entities has been determined by the way in 
which the overall organization of human services in the State has evolved. 

California State government has a variety of programs for children which are 
not always well-defined and well-integrated. California's human service 
administration is characterized by a fairly high level of specialization by 
department, and is reflected in the distribution of State responsibilities 
for children. They are dispersed among various agencies in government 
resulting in overlapping or contradictory mandates. 

For example, there are significant differences among the child care programs 
licensed by the Department of Social Services and funded by the Department of 
Education, although they are supposed to be providing the same service. 



-10-

Caregiver to child ratios, staffing qualifications and per child cost are 
prime areas of these differences. 

For abused and neglected children, interventions may be determined by the 
intake procedure, not the type of abuse. Some children who could be placed 
in a less expensive foster care situation are retained in higher cost care 
facilities because lower cost situations are not available. In some cases, 
these situations may not be appropriate to their needs and result in the 
inability to serve other children needing special treatment or services. 

For runaway/homeless youth there is no legal mandate or on-going program at 
the State level. Mandated programs available for the homeless population are 
limited to adults or families. Thus, until recently with the initiation of 
two State funded pilot projects, the State had not provided any services to 
this segment of the homeless population. 

The absence of an overall policy for children ensures that programs for 
children are not well coordinated or integrated. With 42 different State 
plans that deal with children and youth, approximately 160 programs that 
provide services to this population, and at least 10 legislative and 
non-legislative committees charged with authorizing funding, or. reviewing 
policies related to children, a unified State policy for chil~en does not 
exist to prevent overlapping and contradictory policy decisions. 

Poorly Defined Roles and Responsibilities 

Many of the problems in the children's delivery system reflect ambiguities in 
State law concerning the roles of public agencies and their responsibilities 
for providing publicly-funded services for children. With a wide variety of 
programs each operating with their own mandates, priorities, and constraints, 
it is often difficult to tell where the responsibilities of one agency end 
and another's begin. A major concern ~s what the roles of different levels 
of government should be in the provision of children's services. 

For child protective services, these roles have fluctuated over time. For 
example, from 1976 to 1980, the federal government assumed a large part of 
the legal and financial responsibilities for child protective services. 
During this time, counties were required to provide the necessary 25 percent 
match to obtain federal Title XX funds and in return counties had a great 
deal of flexibility regarding the provision of services. Financial 
constraints at the local level, caused in part by Proposition 13, have 
resulted in a shift in responsibility from the county to the State. 
Currently, the State pays for 95 percent of all non-federal foster care costs 
and the county pays 5 percent. This increased State participation has raised 
questions regarding the degree of county flexibility that is appropriate and 
the degree of authority and responsibility that should rest with the State. 

6unpublished data provided by the California Assembly Committee on Human 
Services, Assemblyman Tom Bates, Chairman. 
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Imprecise definitions, of government responsibilities and unclear limits on 
services invite unrealistic expectations for public programs. In this 
situation, local entities and private service providers are able to assert 
that the State does not adequately fund its mandates. This is illustrated in 
the implementation of Senate Bill 14 (Chapter 978, Statutes of 1982). This 
bill increased the authority of the State over local services by requiring 
more prescriptive regulations and procedures. Specifically, SB 14 delineated 
specific programs to be implemented by County Welfare Departments, including 
the Emergency Response Program, the Family Maintenance Program, the Family 
Reunification Program, and the Permanent Placement Program. Although the 
goals of each program are clear, the bill does not clearly specify how or 
which services are used to accomplish the goals. For example, the Family 
Maintenance Program Services and the Family Reunification Program Services 
are addressed in the Welfare and Institutions Code and state that services to 
implement the program "shall include, but not be limited to, counseling, 
emergency shelter care, teaching and demonstrating homemakers, and 
transportation." While each of these terms are more fully defined in 
regulation by the State Department of Social Services (DSS), neither the bill 
nor regulations specify the services or combinations of services that must be 
offered. Additionally, neither specify procedures for evaluating the needed 
services for particular types of cases, nor do they require that counties 
submit implementation plans for programs. Thus, the manner in which family 
reunification is addressed can vary substantially from county to county 
because there is no way to equate the statutory requirement for service, the 
need in a given county, and the dollars appropriated to satisfy the 
requirement. 

The lack of clarity of public agency roles, responsibilities, and functions 
severely hampers the ability of the public sector to provide service and the 
ability of the private sector to supplement public mandates. Unclear roles 
and responsibilities result in children or youth not obtaining the 
appropriate services. 

Fragmented Children's Services Delivery System 

. Local entities, mainly the counties, are expected to operate children's 
services programs in a manner that is responsive to the multiple needs of 
individuals. However, the fragmented delivery system and the lack of 
coordination has led to problems in service delivery. 

Difficulties in finding and obtaining the appropriate range of services 
needed by a child or family, accounts of children "falling through the 
cracks" of the service system, and the inability to hold any individual or 
agency accountable for the results of services are the chronic symptoms of a 
fragmented service system. For example, in some counties runaway/homeless 
youth that have been abused and neglected are not provided services through 
the protective service system unless they can prove that they are residents 
of the county. 

The Department of Children's Services in Los Angeles reports that obtaining 
adequate mental health treatment for dependent children is very difficult 
because the Department of Mental Health has a unique set of priorities and 
programs. For example, staff of a residential home for children indicated 
that mental health needs for children are diagnosed by mental health staff 
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based on the number of beds that are available. If a counselor at a group 
home believes a child is suicidal and takes him/her to a mental health 
facility, he/she may only be diagnosed as suicidal if a bed is available. If 
not, the child may be sent back to the residential home after being diagnosed 
as depressed. 

Moreover, the full range of services needed by many abused and neglected 
children such as food, shelter, clothing, and mental and physical health 
treatment are not necessarily provided to children that are in the children's 
services system. This is illustrated by the problems one family experienced. 
Upon learning that his sons had been sexually abused by his former wife, Mr. 
Evans (alias) obtained custody. After depleting his financial resources on 
psychiatric care for the boys, Mr. Evans went to a county mental health 
agency for assistance. He was told that the county could provide intensive 
help for the children if he relinquished custody. Unfortunately, after he 
relinquished custody to'the county, the children were placed in a foster home 
where they did not receive appropriate treatment. Furthermore, while in the 
foster home, the children did not receive the support services they 
desperately needed. The natural mother later obtained temporary custody of 
the boys and moved to another state where she is now being investigated for 
child abuse. 

This example illustrates the effect that a fragmented system can have on 
children. In some cases, it may be necessary for children to become 
dependents just to be able to obtain treatment. In other instances, children 
may be placed inappropriately and not receive the services they need. In 
either case, limited resources are being used inappropriately and reSUlting 
in ineffective services for children and youth. 

Within the past two years, numerous county grand jury reports have looked at 
problems in the delivery of services to victims of child abuse and neglect. 
For example, the San Bernardino County Grand Jury Review of County Services 
for Children stated, "There is no one c'ounty board, committee or department 
that is responsible for coordinating and planning all children's services on 
a county-wide basis. The establishment of a single agency, such as an 
interagency children's policy and planning council, would assist in improving 
the long te~efficiency and effectiveness of the county's services provided 
to children." In addition, a management audit of Children's Protective and 
Placement Services (CPPS) for the San Bernardino Grand Jury stated, "CPPS 
administration lacks an adequate formal and informal information system to 
provide o~ersight and ensure implementation of policy procedures in various 
regions." A State Attorney General report on the Kern County Child Abuse 
Investigation, dated September 1984, stated, "There was no coordinated plan 

7 Report to the 1984-85 San Bernardino County Grand Jury. Review of 
County Services for Children, April 1985, p.9. 

BHask1ns and Sells Management Audit of Children's Protective and 
Placement Services for the San Bernardino Grand Jury, January 1986, p.2. 
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for the three agencies involved. Opposing philosophies90n the reliability of 
children's statements' also affected the investigation." , 

The problem of providing continuing services to abused and neglected children 
is particularly difficult at the local level because many local agencies lack 
the authority to assure the provision of services across agency boundaries. 
This arrangement precludes adequate case management and operational control 
of individual cases and programs. As a result, many abused and neglected 
children many not receive effective services because there is no mechanism 
for insuring interagency cooperation and continuing responsibility. 

Failure to Use Funding in a Cost Effective Manner 

The funding available for the children's services delivery system in 
California is frequently distributed in an unequitable manner that is not 
cost effective. A good example of this problem is the different ways used by 
various locales in the State to serve abused and neglected children and the 
significant variation in costs of services provided. 

Exhibit II.2 spows that fund,ing is not distributed in an equitable manner to 
ensure that each child is receiving the appropriate services or treatment. 

Dollars per 
Month 

$30.00~· 

r 
6,000-

5,000-

4,000-

3,000-

2,000-

1,000-

EXHIBIT II. 2 

ANALYSIS OF VARYING COSTS OF TREATMENT 
RESULTING FROM THE PLACEMENT OF ONE CHILD 

IN ANY OF THREE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES 

$30,417 

J =t 

$340 
I 

Foster Home 
Care 

\ 

I 

$5,667 

Emergency 
Shelter Care 

....------1 

County 
Hospital Care 

90ffice of the Attorney Gene"ral Report on the Kern County Child Abuse 
Investigation, September 1986, p.iii. 
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As Exhibit 11.2 illustrates, if a child is physically abused in California, 
depending on the availability of foster care and the services in the county 
that the child lives in, anyone of the following placement decisions could 
be made by the social worker for the same child: 

o· . The child could be sent to a county hospital where, due to a 
shortage of foster care openings, the child could remain at a cost 
of up to $1,000 per day, or an annual cost of $365,000 per year; or 

o The child could be placed in a county operated "short-term" 
placement home where, due to a shortage of foster care openings, 
the child could remain indefinitely at a cost of $186 per day or an 
annual cost of $68,000 per year; or 

o The child could be placed in a foster care home at a cost of $340 
per month or an annual cost of $4,080 per year. 

Thus, due to the inadequacies of the existing service delivery system and the 
lack of cost effective treatment alternatives, the number of dollars spent on 
children's services may not correlate with the severity of the child's 
problems or the quality of treatment the child needs. As a result, funds 
available for children's services may not be utilized efficiently. 

Alternative Children's Services Delivery Systems 

Some counties in the State have been trying to establish models to address 
some of these problems at the county level. In Ventura County, their model 
for mental health treatment represents a successful effort to coordinate 
mental health services for mentally disabled children. Initial screening is 
provided by Mental Health Services Coordination and is facilitated through an 
interagency network, and the use of formal interagency agreements. Private 
sector support is maximized by the use of in-kind donations from a wide 
variety of sources. Although this modei has been an innovative'step towards 
coordination of services for children, it is only applied to one service, 
mental health. Integrating public health, out-of-home placement or shelter 
care, probation, education, and youth authority into the structure would be 
necessary, if, in fact, the "whole child" is to be adequately served. 

A second model of coordination is in Mendocino County. In this situation the 
County Office of Education has developed a coordinated county-wide 
individualized service system for "high-risk" youth. In this model, "high 
risk" youth are defined as those minors certified by the county probation 
department as being beyond parental control, having poor attendance records 
or adjudicated. Each youth participating in the Mendocino County Community 
Court School system has been referred by the probation department to the 
courts. The special services each student receives are determined by Area 
Casework Teams (ACTs) located in each school district. Each team is composed 
of a representative from the county probation department, local school 
district staff, youth service bureau, and the Mendocino County Office of 
Education. Although such models seem to have been relatively effective in 
small counties. it should be noted that their effectiveness has not been 
demonstrated in the large urban counties. Additionally, some states have 
developed a structural model to coordinate services for children. 
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In the State of Oregon, a structural model was recently implemented. Similar 
to California, Oregon's runaway/homeless youth between the ages of 12 and 18 
are seriously in need of shelter, counseling and public health treatment. In 
Oregon, a state commission was established for at-risk children to correct 
the deficiency through prevention and other programs that are coordinated and 
facilitated at the local level with oversight by the state commission. 

The benefit of this structure is that a single, local agency is responsible 
for establishing priorities for funding and programs and one single state 
commission is responsible for ensuring that the needs of at-risk children and 
youth are adequately addressed. Additionally, the benefit of this structure 
can be measured by the fact that Oregon was able to channel funding that was 
originally intended for a new youth correctional facility into prevention and 
early intervention services. 

In recent years, several states have established commissions on children and 
youth in an effort to create organizationally a greater degree of 
coordination and integration of services across state agencies and 
departments responsible for children. At present, 32 states have in place a 
board, commission, council, institute, or office on children. These 
structures vary considerably in organizational history, membership, formal 
structure, formal authority, statutory power, and mandate. Exhibit 11.3 
displays the structure in five such states • 

. ,...; 
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EXHIBIT 11.3 

SUMMARY OF SELECTED CHILDREN'S SERVICE AGENCIES 
IN OTHER STATES 

State 

New York - The State 
Council on Children and 
Family 

Massachusetts - The 
Office for Children 

Florida - Office of 
Children, Youth and 
Family 

Michigan - Office of 
Children & Youth 
Services 

Illinois - Citizen's 
Council on Children 

Structure 

Executive Agency - Comprised 
of one representative of each 
of 13 state agencies serving 
children, plus professional 
staff 

Executive Agency - Comprised 
of Director and professional 
staff, plus Advisory Council. 
Director and some Council 
members appointed by Governor; 
remainder of Council members 
appointed by regional councils •. 
Reports to Secretary of Human 
Services Agency. 

Executive Agency - Comprised 
of Director and professional 
staff, plus Advisory Council. 
Director and Council members 
appointed by and report to 
Secretary of Health and 
Rehabilitation Services Agency. 

Executive Agency - Comprised 
of Director and professional 
staff. Director appointed by 
Governor; reports to Director 
of Department of Social 
Services. 

Legislative/Executive Agency -
Comprised of 16 members (8 
Legislators and 8 public 
members appointed by the 
Legislature) plus professional 
staff. 

Authority 

Responsible for policy 
research; data 
collection and research; 
legislative development; 
program coordination and 
advocacy. 

Responsible for 
licensing of both 
educational and non
educational child care; 
foster care licensing; 
policy research and 
advocacy; and oversight 
agency for children 
between agency 
jurisdictions. 

Responsible for 
standards development; 
quality control; 
legislative development; 
and monitoring of 
service agencies. 

Responsible for policy 
development and setting; 
legislation; data 
collection and research; 
program coordination; 
funding control; and 
direct administration of 
the state's juvenile 
detention facilities. 

Responsible for policy 
research and develop
ment; legislation; 
public children's 
issues hearings; and 
program coordination. 
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As Exhibit 11.3 illustrates, although the structure may differ from state to 
state, in each case the responsibility of the Commission is to provide 
coordination at the State level. Most state commissions were created after 
1980, with the exception of the New York State Council on Children and 
Families, the Oklahoma Governor's Commission on Children and Youth, the 
Maryland Office of Children and Youth and the Michigan Office of Children and 
Youth Services, which were all established in the late 1970's. 

Most state commissions have a small staff and a modest budget and were 
created by the Legislature. Generally the Commissions have quasi-executive 
branch, cabinet or subcabinet status with the exception of the Connecticut 
Commission on Children, which is located in the state legislature. 

In large states with county administrated systems, similar to California, 
such as New York, Texas or Florida, commission directors emphasize service 
integration from both the top down and bottom up. The policy loop is 
completed by improving planning and management at the state level under the 
direction of the state commission on children. Local county or regional 
councils for children build bottom up integration by linking services, 
programs and providers in response to children's needs. 

The recent growth in state commissions on children reflects a strong interest 
by legislators and governors to express a substantive concern for children 
and youth. 
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CHILDREN IN NEED OF CHILD CARE SERVICES 

Finding 02 - Child Care Has Become a Necessity For Working Families 

The structure of California families has"" changed considerably in recent 
years. Today, the typical California family is comprised of more single 
parents or dual wage earners than. ever before. Due to the change in the 
makeup of the families in the State, child care has become a necessity for 
working families. As a result, the demand for child care services has been 
on the rise. If the State does not respond to the growing need for child 
care, more parents may have to make the difficult choice between either 
leaving their children at home unattended, or foregoing wOrk and thus 
undermining the family economic security. 

Families in California as well as nationwide, have experienced a dramatic 
transformation in the past four decades. What was once thought of as the 
typical family -- one in which the husband was employed full time while the 
wife worked at home caring for the children and tending domestic mfoters -
now accounts for less than one-fifth of all American families. In a 
struggle to obtain the once taken-for-granted dream of owning a home, or in 
many cases merely to put three square meals on the table, women are 
increasingly entering the work force. By 1985, 51 percent of California 
women with children under six and almost y2 percent of those with chi1dr"en 
ages six to 14 worked outside the home. Moreover, a report recently 
released by the California Senate Office of Research indicates that middle 
income families have maintained their ecoY2mic position over the past ten 
years only by becoming two-income families. " 

A steady increase in the number of households headed by women has also 
contributed to the influx of women into the work force in California. In 
1977 there were 565,000 female-headed households with at least one child 
under 18 years of age; by 1986, this number had increased to 648,000. The 
rate of increase of female-headed households with children has been sharpest 
in households with a child under the age of six, increasing from 168,000 in 
1977 to 275,000 in 1985. Many of these women struggle for self sufficiency 
even though the wages they earn are often quite low. The average hourly wage 
for a single woman with children who works full time is $6.40 pe1.3hour. 
Those working less than 20 hours per week average only $5.00 per hour. 

Households with children that are headed by a single wage-earning parent and 
those in which both parents are employed constitute the increasing number of 

10 Wallis, Claudia. . The Child Care Dilemma, Time Magazine, June 22, 
1987. 

11 Unpublished Data. Current Population Survey, March 1985. Provided by 
the Assembly Office of Research. 

12Senate Office of Research. Family Income in California, April 1987. 

13 Ibid, p.9. 
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"working families" in California. These -families. strive. to fulfill their 
parental obligations by securing suitable child care for their children. 
While parents typically begin their search for child care with high 
expectations - for ·an . environment that is not only secure, enriching,· 
affordable, and. reflects some of their own. values" they fin~ that. merely 
securing child care is often a difficult feat. . 

. . . '. 

The cost of providing child care is also a problem. for . many families. 
Exhibit 11.4 presents an analysis of the cost of child care in California in 
child care centers and. family day care homes. 

. . 

EXHIBIT 11.4 

AVERAGE STATEWIDE COSTS FOR FULL TIME CH~LD CARE 
BY CHILD· AGE AND TYPE OF PROVIDER 

CHILD CARE CENTERS 
Dollars 
Per Week 

100 -

80 -

60 -

40 -

20 -

80.66 

Infant 
(Under 

2 Years) 

FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES 
Dollars 
Per Week 

100 -

80 -

60 -

40 -

20 -

.. 

63.43 

Infant 
(Under 

2 years) 

60.20 

Preschool 
(2-5 years) 

60.55 

Preschobl 
(2-5 Years) 

58.71 

School Age 
(Vacations 
& Holidays) 

~O. 71 

. 

School A e - g 
(Vacations 
& Holidays) 

Source.: Compiled with data from California Child Care Resource and Referral 
Network, Preliminary- Child Care Cost Results and Inventory o~ ,Child 
Care Facilities. February 1987. 
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Exhibit II.4 illustrates that the cost of child care can be quite high in 
California. It shows that the average cost of full-time infant care in child· 
care centers is $80.66 per. week, which amounts to almost $347 per month. 
These costs become more difficult for a family to pay if the family has two· 
or more children. For example, using the figures from Exhibit 11.4, a family 
with two children, ages 1 and 4, would pay an average of $140.86 per week or ,. 
almost $606 per month for full-time center-based child care. 

Many California families rely heavily on informal in-home child care 
arrangements by a parent, an immediate relative, or a friend. However, these 
arrangements have become less available as the labor 'force participation of 
females continues to increase. Some predict that within 10 years the numbr~ 
of children under six needing child care will increase by 50 percent. 
According to Jay Belsky, professor of human development at Pennsylvania State 
University: "We are as much a society dependent on female labor, and thus in 
need of a child care system, as we are a society dependent on the automobile, 
and thus in need of roads. " Indeed , given today' s economy and changing 
family patterns, many women do not have the ability to choose not to work 
outside the home. Meanwhile, there is currently a serious shortage of 
licensed, quality child care in the State, even for families who are able to 
pay reasonable fees. 

Some families have found that the hardships associated with remaining self 
sufficient don't payoff. One Los Angeles single mother of four provides an 
example of the dilemma. "Beverly Samuels" worked as a custodian for a local 
high school for five years. She earned about $1000 per month but was paying 
out $400 per month for chiid care. "We 'didn't buy anything," Beverly 
recalls. In an effort to cut down on expenses, she began bringing her 
children to work with her. While she scrubbed floors and emptied barrels of 
trash for eight hours each evening, she hid the children in an empty home 
economics classroom. "I'd sneak them in after the teacher left and check on 
them every 30 minutes or so," she explained. Beverly applied for 
State-subsidized child care assistance only to find that her name would ~5 
added to a waiting list with 3000 others. She finally resorted to welfare. 

Child care problems inhibit many families from being self sufficient. A 1982 
United States Bureau of the Census Study found that 45 percent of the single 
welfare mothers surveyed indicated that an unmet need for child care kept 
them from working. Additionally, 20 percent of mothers of children under 
four, who were employed part-time, said that they would work more hours if 
suitable child care was available at reasonable cost. 

14 Wallis, Claudia. 
.. 

The Child Care Dilemma. Time Magazine June 22, 1987. 

15Ibid • 
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In fact, ·a 1980 study issued by Fries and Miller Associates found that-· chIld 
. care~progiams . can 'be" cost-effective' for.-the-entirecommunity. ,-'IIi-' their 
two~and-one-half-year study of Livermore families, they found that welfare 
costs were ,reduced by almost half when child care was available' to . enable 
parents towork.- In addition, the study concluded that the overall increase 
in family incomes benefited community businesY6by increased sales and sales 
tax revenues to State,and federal governments. 

The economic . and social changes in recent years have prompted - a 
transformation of many California households into working families. Where 
child care was once a luxury for parents who wanted free time, ~t has become
a necessity for working families. The challenge that California is presently 
confronted with is providing adequate, affordable, and available child care 
for the .children in the State. . 

16Fries, Ruth and Miriam Miller, An Economic Analysis of Valley Child 
Care. Fries and Miller Associates, 1980. 
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Finding #3 - There is a Shortage of Licensed Child Care Spaces in California 

The lack of available subsidized and nonsubsidized child care spaces. has 
reached crisis proportions in California. High capital costs for child care 
facilities and the limited profit· potential of this industry have hampered 
private sector involvement. Even middle income families who can afford to 
pay for child care are sometimes unable to find it. The lack of availability 
of this necessary service has become a maj or obstacle for numerous working 
California families. As a result·, many parents in California are forced to 
either leave their children unattended, use substandard care,. or drop out of 
the work force. . 

Shortage of Child Care 

While employment in dual-wage earning families and single parent families is 
an economic necessity, these families often have trouble finding suitable, 
affordable, quality child care for their children. The supply of child care 
is often overestimated because many family day care providers, in particular, 
licensed to provide child care are not actively doing so. For example, a 
study recently completed by the California Child Care Resource and Referral 
Network revealed that 41.8 percent of family day care homes were not open for 
business. The 7,617 active center providers have spaces for 350,000 children 
and the 18,326 active. family day· care homes provide spaces for 131,351 
children. The survey also noted 1tfat the number of families on waiting lists 
for child care exceeds 136,000. Since most families have more than one 
child, the number of chil~ren waiting for openings probably is even higher. 

The shortage of child care is particularly acute for infants and school age 
children. In many parts of the state, parents are confronted with long 
waiting lists for child care programs. This is particularly true for infant 
care where some prospective parents place children on waiting lists shortly 
after conception. Infant care is more costly to provide mainly because the 
caregiver-to-child ratio required by . State law is significantly lower than 
requirements for pre-school or school-age children. For example, Title 22 
requires that private day care providers have one caregiver for every four 
infants, while Title 22 requires that pre-school age children have one 
caregiver for every 12 preschool child •. Interestingly, space requirements 
for all ages are the same. It would be possible to provide more spaces for 
infant care without jeopardizing their supervision by reducing the outdoor 
play area square footage requirements for this age group since infants need 
significantly less outdoor space than toddlers because of their limited 
mobility. 

California created l~¥fslation in 1985 to provide additional child care for 
school-age children. However, despite this legislation for "latchkey" 

17 California Child Care Resource and Referral Network. Preliminary 
Child Care Cost Results and Inventory of Child Care Facilities. February 
1987. 

18 Chapter 1026, Statutes of 1985. 
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chi~~ren, the ~emand. for school-age care continues to. far exceed the supply. 
For example, United Way reports that in Los Angeles County there are about 
239,000 children aged 5 through 12, who have working mothers and need 
supervised ~are before and after school, yet thf§e are only 46,621 licensed 
and unlicensed school age child care spaces. Crystal Stairs Inc. in ~ 
Inglewood reports 216,750 school age children neec1j&g care in Los Angeles .. ·· 
County and 23,333 spaces available in' licensed care. A survey of employees 
in downtown Los Angeles revealed that 24 percent of children ag~a 7 to' 9,and 
79 percent of children aged 10 t~113, were left alone without any supervision 
for .several . hours each day. Other families have utilized other 
arrangements for their children. For example, 'a' 1984 survey of 92 Los 
Angeles County libraries revealed th'22 900 school-age children were using 
libraries as extended-care facilities. 

An increase in the number of low income children needing child care coupled . 
with limited funding resources has resulted in a severe shortage of 
subsidized child care space. The State Department of Education estimates 
that between 90,000 a~~ 110,000 children are currently receiving State 
subsidized child care. The Governor's budget for fiscal year 1987-88 
appropriates $323 million 2ko provide subsidized child care and encourage 

. nonsubsidized child care. In February 1986, there were approximate2~ 
130,000 eligible families' on waiting lists for subsidized child care. 
Based upon current eligibility standards and assumptions concerning need, the 
unmet demand for State-subsidized child c'2~e for children under 14 years of 
age.is approximately one million children. 

The fact that the private sector has not stepped "in to meet·· the ,need for 
child care reflects the high costs of providing child care.'· lI£"g11 capl:tal 
outlay costs along with necessary quality of care requirements that affect 
the well-being of children in child care contribute to the slow growth of the 

19 United Way. School's Out in L.A. County, May, 1986, p.4. 

20 Hill-Scott, Karen. Triple Digit Deficit, Crystal Atairs. November 
1987 in press. 

21Ibid • 

22 
Brownsey, Donne. Meeting the Demand for Child Care: How Cities Can 

Develop and Expand Programs with State Funds, Western City, July 1986. 

23 
Department of Education. Triennial Report to the Legislature, 

September 1987. 

24 Department. of Finance. Governor's Budget Summary, 1987-88, January 
1987, p.27. 

25Unpub1ished Data furnished by the State Department of Education. 

26 Assembly Office of Research. California 2000: A People in Transition. 
June 1986, p.13. 
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child care industry. For example, current State law. sets regulations for 
indoor-- and "outdoor square footage requirements, minimu1ll_:_c~.il;.~_ to caregiver 
ratios, minimum "teacher" qualification. requirements, and a host of fire, 
safety and health requirements. These regulations, which protect the health· 
and safety of children, combined with soaring insurance costs and constraints 
on how much an average working parent is able to pay, limit the profitability 
of child care as a business. 

The expansion of the. number of child care spaces is also hampered by 
. difficulties in recruiting and retaining child care workers. Center-based 
child care workers2fank among the lowest 10 percent of all· wage earners in 
the United States. . A review recently completed by Orange County revealed 
that animal caretakers are paid more than child care workers. In 1984, for 
instance, Orange County nursery school attendants were 0ztered $3.35 per 
hour, while animal caretakers were offered $4.00 per hour. This low wage 
results in a hi~~ turnover with 6 out of 10 child care workers leaving within 
the first year. 

Insurance problems are having an impact on the availability of child care. 
Child care providers are experiencing an insurance crisis that may inhibit 
the growth of child care providers. Soaring insurance costs have forced 
providers to put added dollars into insurance that could have gone toward 
expanding child care spaces or providing better care for children. Since 
1984, 3cfhi1d care providers have experienced rate hikes of 300 percent or 
more. In addition, the insurance policies often restrict the flexibility 
of the children's programs. One urban Sacramento child care center cannot 
take children in their care on field trips, inc1u4ing a walk around the 
block, because of insurance limitations. 

The availability of quality child care is hampered by many factors. As 
families struggle to fulfill their parental obligations, they are 
encountering new obstacles to doing a good job of parenting. For many 
California families, the lack of availability of quality child care has 
become a major obstacle. 

27working Parent Magazine. 

28Ibid • 

29Ibid • 

30 Unpublished data supplied by: Insurance for Child Care project, La 
Jolla, California, 1987. 
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Finding 04 - Some Work Policies Have a Negative Impact on the Ability of 
Parents· to Provide Care For Their Children ....... _ .. 

Many. California employers do not have flexible policies or programs 
supportive of working parents.' While child development experts differ· on 
their views regarding out-of-home care for children, parents are limited in .. 
their choices in how they can provide care for their children. As a result, 
many parents who would like to provide full or partial care for their 
children themselves cannot do so. They are forced to find substitute care 
because they cannot afford the loss of wages or employment repercussions, 
such as the loss of tenure, demotion, loss of promotion opportunities, or· 
even the loss of their job. . 

Most child development experts agree that good quality child care for 
children over two years of age can be enriching and beneficial. There is' 
considerably less consensus on the effects of child care on infants, 
particularly those under one year of age. Dr. Burton White, a psychologist 
at the Center for Parent Education in Newton, Massachusetts, and an outspoken 
opponent of child care for infants, states that children should be cared for 
by either parent or grandparents for the first six months of life. Following 
this, he recommends only part-time, high-quality care. Dr. White admits that 
he has no hard evidence t~l support his assertions except insights gained in 
his professional practice. 

Many parents who would like to take leave from work to care for their 
infants themselves are unable to do so because they cannot afford the·10ss of 
wages or would risk losing their employment or position. In fact,.the.~umber 
of women returning to work soon after childbirth is steadily groWing. lihi1e 
this trend is growing among all occupation groups, a recent study by the 
Population Reference Bureau found that a greater investment of time and 
dollars in education was highly correlated with how rapidly a woman returns 
to work after childbirth. These women32ought to minimize losses in earnings, 
as well as depreciation of job skills. .. 

Last January the Supreme Court ruled that states may require businesses to 
provide job-secured maternity leaves. Nationally, only 40 percent of working 
women currently receive such leaves. l'arents who work for the State of 
California are currently entitled to unpaid, job protected, maternity leave 
benefits that can be used for up to one year following the birth of an' 
infant. Other employers in the State are not required to offer such a leave. 

The Family and Medical Leave Act of 1987, (H.R. 925/S249) addresses the issue 
of parental leave at the .nationa1 level. The bill is being touted as an 
imperative pro-family measure. Sheila Kammerman, Professor of Social Policy 
and Planning at Columbia University, points out that the United States is the 

31Ricks, Thomas E., "Day Care for Infants is Challenged by Research on 
Psychological Risks," Wall Street Journal. March 3, 1987, p.35. 

32 . 
Working Parent Magazine. 



only western industrialized nation that does not guarantee a. w03~ing ··mother 
the rightto·-a-lea"ire-.~(jf.~absence .. f~llowing the birth of an· i~f~nt:. -

As. debates. over the issue o~ in~ant care and the employers'responsibility 
for··prov1ding parental leave continue, parents are caught in .the middle. 
While some new parents feel secure in returning to work soon after. 
childbirth, and also obtain secure child.care,many lament the fact that they 
are trapped into making the choice between being a full time parent or member 
of the labor force. 

., 

. 33Kammerman, Sheila and Cheryl Hayes. Families that Work: Children in a 
Changing World. National Academy Press. Washington, D.C., 1982. 
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Finding 115 - The Public And The Private Sector Can Take Further Actions to 
Facilitate The Expansion of Child Care in California 

California has an extensive and diverse child care system, but there is a 
persistent and growing unmet need for services. To address this growing 
child care availability crisis, both the public and private sectors can take.· 
additional steps to. encourage the· expansion of quality child care. In 
addition to contributing to the well-being of children and their families , 
the provision of expanded child care can result in improved morale and 
productivity, reduced employee turnover and lower ~~senteeism. 

Employer Sponsored child Care 

Employer sponsored child care programs can produce positive outcomes for 
business. Business Week, The Wall Street Journal, and a host of other 
business periodicals have published numerous articles heralding the benefits 
of employer-provided child care programs. They have repeatedly reported that 
employees who are offered child care as a benefit show improved productivity, 
lowered absenteeism, and improved worker morale. It is also useful in 
recruiting and retaining desirable employees. 

In his book, "Child Care and Corporate Productivity," John P. Fernandez 
studies the impact of child care and related problems on work productivity. 
Fernandez found that instances of missed days at work, tardiness, leaving 
work early to deal with family issues were positively correlated with 
employees' difficulties with child care and juggling dual family/work roles. 
His study concluded· that corporations a3~ losing a great deal of money 
because of employees' child care problems. 

Despite these facts, both public and private employers have been slow to 
offer child care services as a benefit to their employees. By 1986, only an 
estimated jSOOO employers nationwide offered any kind of child care 
assistance. This assistance takes·a variety of forms. Some offer on-site 
care or subsidies or vouchers to be used for off-site care; others arrange 
discounts for employees at selected child care programs. Additional options 
include: flexible benefits, information or referral programs, salary 
reduction, care for mildly-ill chi1dren,or policies that offer alternative 
work patterns that allow parents to share child care responsibilities or to 
.be home when their school-age children need care. Some of these employers 
offer benefits "cafeteria style"--al1owing employees to select the benefits 
that best suit their needs. For example, parents of young children may 
prefer to temporarily forego retirement benefits for child care benefits. 

34 Fernandez, John. Child Care and Corporate Productivity, Lexington 
Books 1986. 

35 Diamond, S.J. With Tax Code Aid, Firms Ease Child Care Cost. Los 
Angeles Times. March 18, 1987, p.IV.1. 
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Some California employers are taking notable steps to provide child care 
benefits to their employees. American Savings and Loan Association in 
Stockton offers comprehensive child care benefits for their employees with 
children. In 1983 they purchased and renovated a church located near their 
work centers. The proj ect cost American Savings and Loan $550,000. The 
child care center now serves 126 families from its work force of 2,200. The 
center provides child care five days per week from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. and 
includes a preschool program for two-to-four-year old children, an accredited 
kindergarten and care for school-age children before and after school, with 
transportation to nine different school locations. The center also provides 
extended school-age child care during school holidays and summer vacation. 
The cost for these services, which includes two snacks and lunch each day, 
range from $235.00 per month for two-year-old children to $135.00 per month 
for school-age children. The center also allows employees to spend their 
lunch break with their children. American Savings and Loan found that child· 
care helped employee retention by reducing the turnover rate ~~l employees 
with children in the child care center .to less than one percent. 

Other companies now offer similar benefits for their employees. For example, 
Syntex Pharmaceutical Company in Palo Alto helped build an employee child 
care facility in 1984. The Company is committed to paying some of the 
operating expenses for the center until :1,t becomes self-supporting. In 
addition, §yntex employees can have child care payments deducted from their 
paychecks. Hewlett-Packard, also in Palo Alto, assists employees by 
offering flexible work schedules and referral services. It also recen3SY 
established a program to assist its employees with care for sick children. 

KPFA radio in Berkeley and Measurex in Cupertino provide financial assistance 
to offset the child care expenses of employees. O'Conner Hospital in San 
Jose has offered on-site child care to staff since 1982. The center provides 
moderately priced care seven days per week, from 6:00 a.m. to midnight and 
provides care for children from 6 weeks to 6 years of· age. Bishop Ranch 
Office Park in San Ramon includes an· on-site child care office that assists 
employees of businesses in the park in finding suitable child care. Many 
cities and counties a~ permit employees to use accumulated sick leave for 
.care of sick children. This sampling of existing programs demonstrates the 
wide ranging avenues that employers can use in response to the child care 
needs of their employees. 

36 Testimony from Renee Becker, American Savings and Loan Association to 
Senate Select Committee on Women in the Workforce. Hearing Transcript 
Interim Hearing on Employer Sponsored Child Care, September 10, 1986. 

37 Stein, Ruthe, "Bay Area Companies that Provide Child-Care Benefits." 
Special Report, San Francis~o Chron~c1e. June 16-20. 1986. 

38Ibid • 

39Ibid • 
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Private Non-Profit Child Care 

Child care is provided through the aegis of many different organizations' 
including proprietary, private non-profit, church related, and publicly 
sponsored child care programs. Private non-profit child care centers and 
churches have provided valuable contributions to child care programs." 
According to the United Council of' Churches ,_ more than 34cFiliion American 
children are cared for in church;"based child care programs. In California, 
some churches administer their own denominational chil~ care programs, while 
many lease facilities. to child care providers. Some churches offer the use 
of their facilities at a reduced fee and others' use facility' ,leases as' an 
important part of their income-generating programs. 

The State of California, as an employer, offers .on-site child care facilities 
in all new state buildings for operation by private non-profit corporations. 
The.first on-site day care center established for State employees was located 
within the Department of Motor Vehicles. This. successful center gives 
priority to State employees and provides child care for children ages 2 
through 5, including an on-site kindergarten class. This was followed in 
1983, by the DOT TOT Center, which provides priority for the children of 
Department of Transportation employees. The center is housed in a building 
that was used for office space during the capitol restoration project and 
donated by the Legislature for child care purposes. The DOT TOT Center 
serves 60 children ranging in age from six weeks to 5 years. 

Public/Private Partnerships 

Public/private partnerships have successfully contributed to the expansion of 
child care. Probably the largest of such j oint ventures is the California 
Child Care Initiative. The program is funded by over 20 private businesses 
and foundations as well as contributions from federal, state and local 
governments. The Initiative funds child care supply building projects 
conducted by the California Child Care Resource and Referral Network. The 
project seeks to increase the number of quality family day care providers. 
Training for the providers is an integral part of the project. The program 
has shown remarkable success as six pilot projects generated 1,100 new child 
care spaces in 231 new family day care homes, as well as five new school-age 
programs in over 20 cities from Sacramento to Los Angeles. The project has 
recruited new family home day care providers from diverse populations that 
would not have provided care without recruitment. 

The State of Connecticut has developed a consortium for child care that 
includes the cooperation of government, business, and non-profit agencies. 
The consortium funds a project that provides child care referrals and 
counseling for parents, recruitment of new child care providers, lobbying and 
helping private employers develop child care benefit programs. The 
consortium chairman stated: "I think that companies that partieipate in the 
consortium have a selling tool in their recruiting. We're competing £or good 
people in the marketplace." He continued by stating that another impetus for 

40National Committee on Working Women. "Child Care Fact Sheet, Working 
Mothers and Children." Washington, D.C. Undated document. 
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private participation includes the retention of good employees--ifchild care 
worries are reduced, employees are more likely to stay with the company. 
-
California presently has an excellent system of state-funded child care 
resources and referral 

0 

agencies. These are located in each county in the 
State. The fact that these agencies are already established may make them an 0" 

excellent vehicle for expanded services including more extensive recruiting 
programs, extensive child care counseling for parents and business, and °a 
host of other support services. California may benefit from ideas presented 
by Connecticut's child care consortium. Exte~ded services facilitated 
through local resource and referral agencies may 0 be possible through joint 
funding ventures with businesses and private, non-profit agencies. 

Expansion of Child Care 

Local communities can be instrumental in encouraging the expansion of child 
care facilities. Hollywood, Concord, Sacramento, Yorba Linda, and San 
Francisco have formally recognized child care as a community concern through 
the enactment of building or redevelopment ordinances. These ordinances have 
encouraged the availability of child care facilities by requiring the 
integration of child care space in building plans. 

For example, San Francisco's Office and Hotel Affordable Child Care ordinance 
requires project sponsors of office and hotel developments that exceed 50,000 
square feet to include licensable space for child care or to make a specified 
donation to the "Affordable Child Care Fund" which is 0 administered by the 
Mayor's Office of Community Development~ Similarly, facilitating the growth 
of child 0 care is an integral part of the Hollywood redevelopment proj ect. 
This project allocates funding 0 from tax increment financing through the 
Community Redevelopment Agency. These programs are beginn~ng to recognize 
that child care is an "essential service" by integrating plans for child care 
services into community planning and ~evelopment. 

Other cities have utilized a variety of methods to help increase the 
availability of child care. Santa Monica has provided city land for the 
construction of child care facilities. Irvine has purchased portable 
buildings for child care use in parks and schools. Sunnyvale and Fremont 
have used city funds to purchase buildings for child care facilities, and San 
Francisco, Concord, and Davis have provided low-interest loans for the 0 

establishment, rehabilitation, or expansion of child care facilities. Los 
Angeles has provided $2 million!y community development grant funds to 
subsidize 19 non-profit preschools. 0 

Section 129 of the Federal Internal Revenue Code allows employees to defer 
part of their salary in return for having their employers pay child care 
costs directly. This "salary retention" allows anticipated child care 
expenses to be deducted from the employees' paychecks, before taxes are 

41Brownsey, Donne. "Meeting· the Demand for Child Care: How Cities Can 
Develop and Expand Programs with State Funds." Western City: July 1986, p.1S, 
20. 
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assessed, and deposited into an account. The employees can draw money from 
the account by filing "claims" for child care expenses. Employees pay· no 
taxes on the deferred salary and employers pay no social security fees for 
that portion of the salary. .The California Revenue and Taxation Code does 
not include a similar provision for deferring State taxes. 

Additional approaches for expanding· child care include: issuing State or 
municipal bonds; creating community facilities districts; encouraging tax 
increment financing in redevelopment areas; assess.ing .... Quimby funds in 
localities that have them; and cr~ating a public trust. . .. 

One form of a bond issue that could be made available for eXp·anding child 
care is a general obligation bond. General obligation bonds are backed by 
the full faith and credit of the State of California. These bonds could be 
repaid through the collection of State income and sales taxes in the event· 
loans made from general obligation bond funds were to default, or if the 
funds were used exclusively for publicly-owned facilities such as schools. 
Prior to Proposition 13, the majority of bond issues were general obligation 
bonds. Currently, general obligation bonds constitute only about one-third 
of all bond issues because such bonds require a two-thirds vote for approval. 

The revenue bond is another option available for expanding child care. The 
revenue bond is issued to support a particular project and is usually repaid 
out of revenues from that project. These bonds are used to finance different 
types of projects and are paid back by user fees. Approximately two-thirds 
of all bonds issued are revenue .bonds. Revenue bonds require a majority vote 
for approval. 

A second approach to expanding child care would be to create a community 
facility district. These districts are created by a local agency to develop 
services that are needed by that community. In many communities, these 
districts have been created for libraries, recreation areas and schools 
through the Me110-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982. However, because 
the Act does not specifically name child care as· an eligible service, an 
amendment to the original act may be necessary to include child care 
services. 

Tax increment financing can also be used to increase child care services. 
Redevelopment agencies are public entities that are established to revitalize' 
economically depressed or blighted areas in the community under the authority 
of the Community Redevelopment Act of California. The redevelopment agency 
increases tax revenues to the locality through increased property taxes as 
redeveloped property appreciates in value. The increase of tax revenue over 
the base revenue collected is tax increment revenue which reverts to the 
redevelopment agency for its own uses for up to 30 years. To encourage this. 
avenue for the expansion of child care services, State law would have to be 
modified to specify ch~ld care facilities as an eligible project. 

Local communities may be able to utilize Quimby Funds for the expansion of 
child care. The Quimby Fund Act of 1965, allows localities to establish park 
land dedication ordinances that require developers to pay fees or dedicate 
land for the purpose of developing new, or rehabilitating existing, 
neighborhoods or community park and recreational facilities to serve a 
subdivision. Although not all localities have passed Quimby ordinances, this 
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could be a useful mechanism for the expansion of child care by developing 
child care facilities on park land .. --.... -.- .. 

A .final option ,that .could be made available to expand .child . care services 
would be to create a public . trust to encourage the expansion of child service 
facilities. through bequests. The use of bequests to provide services has··· 
worked for churches and other groups such as conservation groups. If the 
bequest is a house or building, it could be used as a child care center', 
group foster home or any number of child-related purposes.:The benefit of a 
public trust would be that no public contributi~n or government participation 
would be necessary. Although a public trust coulCi be administered at - the 
State or local level, State operation would be more difficult since the trust 
would be geographically removed from the children's services and property and 
would also remove' the property from the county tax rolL The benefit of 
setting up the county as the public unit receiving the bequest is that there -
could be some return from leases to replace lost taxes. - This option could be 
enhanced if the State allowed additional benefits to persons making a bequest 
prior to death. 

There are a wide range of methods available to help expand the supply of 
quality child care. A successful effort will require that all sectors of the 
California economy work toward the goal of increasing the availability of 
quality child care. . 
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Finding 06 - Quality Child Care is Beneficial to'Children And Can Result in 
Long-Term Savings to The State -

Quality child care is cost effective for the State and beneficial "for 
children. Studies have shown that certain characteristics are indicative of 
quality child care which enhance the well-being of children in the child care"" 
setting. High quality child care can substantially reduce problems later in 
life such as juvenile delinquency or the need for special education programs. 
If quality child care is available to children while their "parents work, the 
State will benefit in later years through cost sa~i~gs. 

Characteristics of Quality Child Care 

With the best interests of children in mind,. "child care" means more than 
mere supervision. Parents have been successfully caring for children fo·r" 
thousands of years,.however, they usually care for a small number of children 
of varying ages. Child care centers typically care for relatively large 
groups of children who are often grouped according to age. When children 
with diverse values, interests and backgrounds are cared for in one location, 
special facility characteristics and trained caregivers are needed. Many 
children of working parents spend 10 hours or more "per day in a child care 
environment. These children need to be provided with a secure, enriching, 
nurturing environment. Any standards for child care should be formulated to 
help ensure that children in child care obtain these basic necessities. 

Certain characteristics within a child care center have been shown to have a 
positive impact on the well-being" of "children in care. Four particular 
characteristics are of special importance: group size, caregiver-to-child 
ratios, caregiver training and qualifications, and program environment and 
services. 

Although not currently regulated by the State, group size in child care 
centers is an important component to quality child care. Studies have fou~2 
that smaller groups are consistently associated with better care. 
Preschool children who are cared for in small groups tend to engage in more 

. creative, verbal, and cooperative activity. They also tend to do better on 
some standardized tests than children in. larger groups. Preschool children 
in large groups often lack a consistent caregiver. This limits the ability 
of children to form a strong attachment to their caregivers and feel that" 
they can depend on them. These children frequently alifJ observed aimlessly 
wandering about and exhibiting more aggressive behavior. 

42 Travers, Jeffery, et.al. National Day Care Study, Abt Associates. 
Cambridge, MA, October 1980. 

Ruopp, R., et.al. Children at the Center, Abt Books, Cambridge, MA, 1979. 

Smith, P. and Connolly, K. The Behavior Ecology of the Preschool, Cambridge 
University, Cambridge, England, 1981. 

43Ibid • 
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Chi1d-to-caregiverratios highly influence many aspects of the child care 
environment. In small groups with a small number of children per adult, 
children receive more attention, particularly in small clusters of two to 
nine children. The management of children is also improved in small groups 
as well as in larger groups with low chi1d-to-caregiver ratios. Low child-to 
caregiver ratios can help preven~4harmfu1 accidents by enabling caregivers to'
provide appropriate supervision. --

Low child to caregiver ratios are particularly important - for infant care. 
Infant studies, performed in orpha~sges 40 years ~g~, demonstrate the effects 
of inadequate caregiver attention. Infants who received adequate nutrition 
and health attention but, because of understaffing, were denied the benefit 
of social stimulation, including being held, smiled at, and spoken to, 
suffered irreparable harm. Numerous studies have confirmed that infants born 
normal and healthy but denied social stimulation suffered drastically, with
increased morbidity· rates, chronic medical problems, and serious social 
ailments later in life. This phenomenon is so widely recognized that 
physicians have diagnosed it as "failure to thrive." 

The characteristics of the caregiver also have been shown to affect the 
quality of care given to the child. Caregivers who have education or 
training specifically related to y~)Ung children, such as training in child 
psychology, child development, education, or day care, provide better social 
and intellectual stimulation to children than other~~egivers. Children in 
their care also score higher on standardized tests. There are important 
develop1Jlental needs for children of different ages that impact the care they 
should receive. While infants need cuddling and one-to-one social 
interaction, school-age· children need the opportunity to run and engage in 
lessstructuted, creative play with their peers. Because of these 
differences, caregivers need age-appropriate training and experience. 

Child care work is a high stress job_with low pay and few employee benefits. 
The Children's Defense Fund estimates that nationally, two out of three 
center-based caregivers earn below poverty-level wages, regardless of their 

44 Clark, Stewart A. and Gruber, C. Day Care Forms and Features: Quality, 
Variations in Day Care, RC. Ainslie, ed. Praeger, NY 1984. 

Howes, C. Caregiver Behavior in Center and Family Day Care, Journal of 
Applied Developmental Psychology, Vol.4, p.99-107, 1983. 

Howes, 
Care: 
1985. 

C. and Rubenstein, J. Determinants of Toddlers' Experience in Day 
Age of Entry and Quality of Setting, Child Care Quarterly, Winter, 

45Spitz, Rene A. _ Hospitalism: An Inquiry into the Genesis of 
Psychiatric Conditions in Early Childhood, The Psychoanalytic Study of the 
Child, Vol.1, p.15-74, 1945. 

46 Travers, 
Cambridge, MA. 

Jeffery et.al. National Day Care - Study, Abt. Associates, 
October, 1980. 
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experience, training or education.. Many family child care providers earn 
even less. Only 54· percent of teachers and 34 percent-of assistants receive 
any type of health benefits. Few child care workers receive the employee· 
benefits of health insurance, life insurance, or retirement plans. Most do 
not r~7eive payment for attending staff meetings or compensation for planning 
time. The most often cited reason for caregiver turnover is· to accept a.· 
better paying job. Additionally, working conditions for staff are stressful; 
Child care is a job where one must always "be on." Constant demands from 
children are compounded by those from parents and supervisors. The noise 

. level is often high. These facto{~ influence the hi~h ~nnual turnover rate of 
40 percent for child caregivers. . 

Employee turnover can have a negative impact on the quality of child care" 
When a caregiver leaves and is replaced by a new person, children suffer 
because bonds of trust are broken and classroom routines are disrupted. 
These problems are exacerbated by the fact that vacancies are increasingly 
difficult to fill immediately so other staff must fill in the gaps. 

Offering support services as part of child care programs can promote 
increased communication between child care providers and parents and enhance 
the child's well being. Often referred to as ."parent services", these 
services can include: care for the child with mild illness, parenting 
workshops, and community health and service referrals. These services can 
benefit the entire family by reducing the risk of family problems and 
contributing to the overall well-being of children. A 1985, study by W. Paul 
Harder found that parent services to prevent crises, such as family brea~vp 
and -child abuse,can Save the State $240 per· year for every family.served. 

High quality developmental child care programs do make a difference. Small 
group size, low child-to-caregiver ratios, appropriate caregiver training and 
retention, and high quality child development programs and services are 
important to children. Quality child development programs have resulted in 
increased intellectual and language development, high levels of social 
adjustment, increased cooperation, and better interaction between caregivers 
and children. 

Impact of Quality Child Care for Disadvantaged Children 

While many studies have documented the benefits of high quality child· 
development programs for disadvantaged children, the most comprehensive 
longitudinal stuc:1y was conducted by High/Scope Educational· Research 

47 "Analysis of Wage 
Centers." Unpublished 
Berkeley, CA. 

48Ibid • 

and Salary Surveys for Selected California Day Care 
data supplied by Child Care Employee Project. 

49Harder, W. Paul. An Analysis of the Potential Savings of State Funds 
Associated with the Parent Services Project, URSA Institute, San Francisco, 
CA. March 1985. 
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Foundation. Their much cited work, liThe"" Perry Preschool,Program'and its 
Long-Term Effects: A Benefit-Cost '" Analysis," "showed dramatic "beriefit~ "for" 
both society-at-large and the children that participated in the program. 0 " 

The High/Scope study tracked 123 three and four-year old black children born 
between 1958 and 1962, until they were 19 years of age. Children were 
selected on the basis of race, low" parental attainment and socio-economic 
status, and low scores on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test" (61-88) ~ 
Children were randomly assigned to either a "test" or "control" group. Those 
in, the "test" group attended preschool, programs designed to promote the 
"intellectual, social, and physical development" of "each child. 

Compared with the control group, ch~ldren who completed the Perry Preschool 
Program showed: " 

o Significantly higher scores on I.Q. and Achievement Tests at age 
15; 

o Reduced need for special education classes; 
o Substantially reduced school drop out rate; 
o High percentage of high school graduation; 
o Fewer teen pregnancies; 
o Lower delinquency rate~; 
o Higher rate of self-support; and 
o Higher employment rates. 

High/Scope researchers took the study results and converted them into 
economic benefits, 'including costs avoided, and compared them 'with the 
combined costs of the preschool" program which were about $5,000 per year for 
each child. The researchers also took into account the opportunity costs, 
i.e., the value of' the invested dollars that could not be used for other 
purposes. Specifically, they concluded that for every $1,000 invested in the 
Perry Preschool Program, $4,130 has or will be returned to society after 
taking inflation into consideration.' Furthermore, the lifetime benefit/cost", 
ratio for 51children who attended one year of preschool was almost 
six-to-one. 

Other studies have confirmed the findings of the High/Scope Study. After 
analyzing data from 12 different preschool programs, Irving Lazar and Richard 
Darlington of Cornell University concluded that preschool education for 
children substantially reduced later problems for children, like juve~2le 
delinquency, grade retention, or the need for special education programs. 

50Barnett, Steven W. The Perry Preschool Program and Its Long-Term 
Effects: A Benefit-Cost Analysis, Lawrence Scheinhart and David Weikart, eds. 
Ypsitanti, MI. 1985. 

51Ibid • 

52Lazar, Irving, and Richard Darling, Lasting Effects After Preschool, 
United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Human 
Development. 1980. 



These studies indicate that quality child care is-very important for "children 
and ;". in": the -iong . run~'-wilt '-pi'ovide . economic -b-enefits" -to - the"" State :. 
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Finding 117 -' California ,Has Varyin~(Guidelines And 'Requirements 'For Child 
Care Services-- - ·7 : 

California has two different sets of goals and standards for providing child 
care for children in the State.· The -set of goals and standards for State 
s~bsidized programs serving income eligible families emphasizes child' 
development and parent education and services. The goals and standards set 
for non-subsidized programs is primarily concerned with providing supervision 
for children to enable parents t~work, receive training for work, or simply 
to provide the child with a prescho~l experience. Due to the· different 
goals, standards, and requirements for providing child ~aFe in State 
subsidized and non-subsidized programs, the quality of child care that 
children with similar needs receive may be-inconsistent. Moreover, because 
there is a difference in program operating standards, the cost of providing 
child care can vary considerably. 

Varying Child Care Program Goals 

Over the years, California has developed child care provisions that are 
diverse and far-reaching. The programs are offered through. either the 
Department of Social Services (DSS) or the State Department of Education 
(SDE). Exhibit 11.5 provides, a summary of the 'child care programs that the 
State provides. 



Program'Name 
. Ages. 
Served 

Genera' Sublldlzed Birth 
CltlldCan throush 
teenler.bned) I. aRe 13 

Alternative Blnh 
r.yme", Ihrnuth 
r,"arr.m •• 1110 13 

R ... plle Care _. Binh 
• throueh 

ISC 13 

Private Child Any 
CanCenten 
lnon-Iubsldlzedl a. 

Family Day Care •• Any 

Slate Preschool Aaes3-S 
Prolnm I. 

Uead Slart .... Aaes3-S 

School.,\lfe KInder-
Community Child prten 
Car •• thnlllRh 

all" \3 

EXHIBIT 11.5 

SUMMARY OF THE STATE'S CHILD CARE PROGRAMS 

Etlgllilllty"Jtl'ees-
", # .. 

Oiher trd'Orma{toit· About" Sertrcft" FunJtnJt· 

Fanu1ie1 receive lervices In this order of priority: Procnml are required '0 provide an aae'lppropriate State Department of Education, Child 
lJ children who In abused. neRlceted. or It·risk curriculum and activities. a IIIIrltional program, parenl Development Division (SDE/CDD) .. 
2) Iowesl-lneome fanuraes who an worldn, or In tninln, COIInseMIIo and refemls. Some hnve other private fundinllthruueh 

procnIms. foundations. United \\lIy. dtles. etc. 

Fees: sBdlna fee scale based on Income. except for CPS. 
Referred cbildren who Iltend free '" charge. 

Same IS Cenenl Subsidized Child Care. A \'fodor/voucher program which pays for care of par- State Department of Education. Child 
enl's choice. whether in a cenler. I fanuly day care Dewlopmenl Division. 
home. or lhe child'. own home. Mea"t 10 "nhanc" pa. 
renlal , .. hnice: cln .Iso Icron,moda,c parent. ,vith un-
usual work schedules. f'arent and provid", ",,".:'Ulon. 

·Abua.d or at-rilk childrla; .ult ba Short·term care. desllll\l!d to help families who are In Llmiled funds from SDE/COD (less (ban 
rafarrld hy lalal, .adical, .oeial stress because of medical oremotional problems. or who $1 mUr_ per Yl!ar statc:widel • 
•• rYlca or other co..uuity Ilaacle •• 
/my coabiaatioa of hour. le .. thaa 

Ire IIOlnlthrllllsh difficulltnnsidolll and need reHel. 

24 hour. par day. 

'a ... aoaa 

No ellibilitY rrquirements. but eIitIibIe parents may use Prognms may caD tbemsehes a child care center, day 
Alternaliwl Payment. care center. preschool, lllner)' school. day IIIflery. 

Pees: variable 
etc. 

Np eUsibility requirements. but e&III"b1e parents may use FamUy day care It care In a billed home environment 
Alternative Payment. other than the chiId's own. There Ire two kinds of family 

Peel' variable 
day can &censes: for up to all children, or up to twelve. 

EIi_y: bw Income. Abused or neBlected children A deftbpmenUl preschool program. including parent SDE/CDD: 
have top priority. education and panlcipatlonj IS weD as health, IJJtrltlnnal, lIOIIIe fedenl 

Pee.:nane 
social and psydIIatr/c senlces for children and families. funds. 
Some JII"OInms. an bDln..IaL 

EIIII'biIIty: bw Income. Abused or neRlecled children A deftbpmenlll preseh061 prosnm, Inducflllf parent Fedenl Department of Health and Hu: 
haye top priority. 10';\ of children in prognm !NISt be education and partlcipalion. '" well al health, IIItritlunal. man Services. 
cbDdren with lpecial needs. . social and psychiatric senlc4s for children .nd families. 

Peel' none 
Some prollnms Ire b~L 

suer. or chDdretl!NISt be eRlII"bIe lorillte·subsidized care De'o'tlDpmenlal and IIIIrklbnal Programs for IL-bool·age SDK/COl) 
(see "Cl!nerai Subsidized ClII"ld Care"); 5O'Xo M .. UBibility clu1dren before and after school 
JlUldeDneI. 

Peel: ame IS Cl!nenl Subsldllecl Child Care. 
, 

--

Adminlstratfon 

School districts. churches. i 
I 

ur prlwte non·prIIIIl I agendes. i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 

Child care re500rce and referral agencies. famny day 
<"lire assuLiatlons. or olher private non·profit or lor· 
prollt DKendes. 

Child care resource and refeml agenclel. whkh have 
respile Ifantl to pay for the are. and which .. Ifer reo 
ferrals and counselinlto parents. 

Other agendes. such as Rep,nal Centeno the Clul. 
dren's lIomll SocIety. and county welfare departments. 
may also have IllllretS of respite funds. subject to dif-
ferent reCUlations. 

Vuioul, Indudilll non-prollt orpnilltionl, for·profit 
businc.SCI. cburcbes. military. and public or private 
sector employers. 

P.rivate 

School districts. ceneaes. unlvenlties. COIIIIIIIIIity Ill-
tion aaencies. or prlvalt non-profil asendes. 

Private or pllblic non·profitaaendes: school districts. 

School districts. local IIOvemments. private non·profit ' 
.gendes. 

I 

, . 
I 

\.tJ 
\D 

I 



(lAIN I(l,.ater Hirth Children 01 AFIlC reclplenll or applicants. ClUId care II one oIlhe Mll1pportive aervicesM paid lor Uepanmenl 01 Counly wllare depanment. 
AYenuel lor IhrOUCh by the foAlN pro.nm, III educallonal. job Il'lIininllo Social Services. fir sub-conlnclinlll.encieL 
Indepen. allll1 Feel: parenl. will pay no fee as Inna as lhey are re-

counselinc and employment JIfOI,oram lor AFI)C recip!-
dence' a. ~vlnl only their AFDC rnnl. enls or applicants. A GAIN partlclpanl" child care cost .. 

for any chDd under ace 12. II1II1 be paid for by the counly 
welfare depanmentif he or she needs auch care 10 par· 
ticlpate in GAIN. Parent. -call use the care 01 lhelr 
choice, lncIucIin. care by relallves, friends or nel.hbors. 
Payment. are made at the rale which Is nOrmally 
charsed in that particular ares. If the parent finds a reg· 
ular job and IOCS otf welrare, the chOd care IIIIst be sub-
sidized for another three months if the parenl needl It. 

allllrani Child Birth Childr.n of .iar.nt f.r. vorker.; Localed in stale'nwned mlrnnl hoIIsin. camp. or olber SUE/CU\}: some fedenlfunds. School district, coonly 
Care •• throueb oth.rvt •• , alialbility .Dd fa •• laciflliea. and operlted durin, pe.k .... lcullurll perlnds. olliee. 01 education. or 

ace 13 .ra tha •••• •• for C.nar.l C.llfornla also h .. three federally·operated mltlrant prlYate non·prollt aRenele •• 
Subaidiead Child Cara •. cluld care centerl. 

Campul Child Binh For slate-subsidized campus cent en. parent 1III1t be Pro .... ms Ire required to prClYlde .n Ige·.pproprlale SDE/CDD: some have additional Un"..:r· Conesel and unlyenklel. 
Care CenJen •• throulh enrolled lithe colle .. or unlvenlty: eliRibDityand leel curriculum and activities. a nutrltlon:ll-program. parenl lit,· Hecenls or Siudenl Assoclltion . ase 13 are lhe nme .. lor General Subsidized ChDd Clre. counselint. and relerral •• lunds. Some c.mpul centers ar" not 

Some campu. centers are not .lIte-subsldlzed; some Som. campul centers Ife al.o tnlnlnll ,Ite. ("l.b 
Ilah:·subsidlzed: parenl lees In thele 

are also open t~ laculty. IIaff andlor Ihe senenl com· schon\") lor Early C1u1dhnod Educalion/Child Develop-
cenlers nllY be hicher. 

IIIIRlty. ment'tudenlL , 

School.A,e Primarily EIiRibDity not based on Income. Parenl nWst be enroned Located on or near a hlah school campus. Offers I de· SUE/CIlI) Public hleb schools or school districIi. : 
Parenlln, infants; in hlRb school yelopmental proIIfIm for children. parenllng education, 
and nevelopmenl but mosl and career counseling. 

, 
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Exhibit 11.5 shows that" the programs offered by the State include State 
"Preschool, General Child Care, Respite Care, Migrant Child Care, Greater 

Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program, Child Care, Alternative Payment" 
Program and Campus Child Care. Additionally, State funded resource and 
referral programs are available in all 58 counties to help parents locate " 
licensed child care. Many Resource and Referral Programs also facilitate" 
educational workshops designed to inform parents how to choose child care and: 
to explain what child care provider or other "resources are avB.l.lable. 
Resource and referral services are provided to anyone seeking child care, 
regardless of income. 

DSS is responsible for statewide licensing and monitoring of' standards in 
child care facilities. DSS also administers some welfare-related subsidized 
child care subsidies and provides indirect _subsidies for child care through 
an allowance in welfare grants. These funds are often facilitated through" 
county welfare departments to provide funding for child care services to 
eligible Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) recipients. The 
primary function of these funds is to provide child "care that enables the 
recipient to work or receive training or education. 

There are significant differences among the child care programs regulated by 
DSS and the subsidized programs funded by SDE. The Education Code 
establishes goals for child care programs administered by SDE. Section 8201 
of the Education Code summarizes legislative intent, program goals and 
operational goals, as follows: 

o To provide" a "comprehensive J coordinated and cost-effectiv"e" system 
of child care and development for children to age 14, ana -tbeir 
parents, including a full range of supervision, health and support 
services through full and part-time programs. 

o To encourage community-level coordination in support of child care 
and development services. " 

o To provide an environment that is healthy and nurturing for all 
children in child care and development programs. 

o To provide the opportunity for positive parenting to take place 
through understanding of human growth and development. 

o To reduce strain between parent and child in order to prevent 
abuse, neglect or exploitation. 

o To enhance the cognitive development of children, with particular 
emphasis upon those children who require special assistance, 
including bilingual capabilities to attain their full potential. 

o To establish a. framework for the expansion of child care and 
development services. 

This statement of legislative purpose, with its heavy child development 
emphasis, supports the view that the State's child care programs need to 
include child development and parenting components. Note that the goal of 
enabling parents to work is not explicitly mentioned. The Governor's Budget, 



however, provides a different emphasis~ 
sufficiency. 

accentuating work--and family 

The Governor's Budget for 1987-88 identifies the following major goals for 
the-Staters child care programs: 

o To assist families in becoming self-sufficient by enabling parents 
to work or receive training to lead to employment by providing safe 
and appropriate environments for children. 

o To enhance the physical, emotional and- developme~t~l growth of 
participating children. 

o To refer families in need of medical or family support to 
appropriate -agencies. 

The stated goals of the SDE administered child care programs and the stated 
goals in the Governor's Budget are not incompatible, but the different focus 
of each of these goal statements can lead to different policy and program 
outcomes. 

Differing Child Care Program Quality Standards 

All licensed child care centers are subject to the minimum standards set in 
Title 22 of the Health and Safety Code and administered by DSS. Standards 
include basic heal~hand safety provisions -as well as requirements for 
caregiver .. to child ratios and staff qualifications. State preschool and 
other child care programs administered by the SDE are exempt from certain 
portions of Title 22 regulations and bound by sections of the Education Code. 
An error in these exemptions has led to a gap in ratio standards for SDE 
Centers. Section 101316.5C of the State Child Care Center Licensing 
regulations states: "Child development programs funded by the State 
Department of Education and Operating- under the provisions of Title 5 of the 
California Administrative Code shall not be required to meet the 
teacher-child ratios specified above Title 5 ratios shall be applicable in 
such centers." While the Education Code statutes set ratio standards for SDE 
child care programs, Title 5 of the Administrative Code does not. The 
Legislature has given SDE until December 31, 1987 to develop ratio standards 
and other regulations. 

Sections 8201, 8202, and 8203 of the California Education Code require 
cost-effective and high quality child care. The law mandates specific 
quality requirements for program standards, staffing ratios and staff 
qualifications. Specifically, "quality" as it has been defined takes 
precedence over "quantity" when demands for services exceed budgeted 
resources. Because these "quality" requirements entail additional· costs, 
some providers view them as unfair and unrealistic. These critics argue that 
it would be preferable to serve more children, even if it means at a somewhat 
lowered standard,rather than not to serve some children at all. 

Some also contend that the SDE Code standard of quality which is embodied in 
staff qualifications and staff/child ratios is unnecessarily restrictive. 
They assert that the State can operate adequate programs with lower ratios. 
In fact, one small State program, Alternative Payment, does respite care 
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subsidized in Title 22 centers. A persistent question that must be -addressed 
is how -many more ch11dren could be ·served -even 1f-"quality" ·requirements· were 
decreased. Exhibit 11.6 provides a comparison of existing staffing ratios in
California. 

EXHIBIT 11.6 

COMPARISON OF TITLE 22 AND EDUCATION CODE 
STAFFING RATIO REQUIREMENTS FOR CHILD CARE CENTERS 

STAFFING RATIOS 

Title 22 Teacher/Adult:Child 

Infants (0 to 2_ years old) 1:4 
Preschoolers (2+ year olds) 1:12 

(with one aide 1:15) 
School Age (6 to 12 year olds) 1:15 

Education Code Adult:Child Teacher: Child 

Infants (0 to 2 years old) 
Infants/Toddlers mixed (0 to 3 years old) 
Preschoolers (3 to 6 years old) 
School Age (6 to 10 years old) 
School Age (10 to 14 years old) 

1 :3 
1 :4 
1 :-8 
1:14 
1:18 

1:18 
1:16 

- 1 :24 
1:28 
1:36 

As shown in Exhibit 11.6, the Education Code ratios are more stringent than 
the Title 22 ratios for the preschool age child. The Education Code sets the 
adult-to-child ratio for preschool-aged children at 1 :8, while Title 22 
regulations contain ratios for this age group at 1:12. The age categories for 

.regulating child care are sometimes ambiguous. For instance, there is a gap 
in Education Code regulations for preschool-aged children between the ages of 
24 and 30 months. School-age regulations in both Title 22 and the Education. 
Code begin at age six. Although most children begin kindergarten at age 
five, the law does not require that children begin school until they are six 
years old. For the purpose of regulating child care, we have heard concerns 
about applying this policy to child care. Since most five to 
five-and-a-half-yeat:: old children are in the school setting part day, and 
therefore in need of part-time care, some providers believe that their 
children should be governed by school-age ratios, not preschool ratios. 

Proposed changes in Title 22 - regulations have addressed this_. problem. 
Kindergartners in child _ Care programs that care exclusively for children 
enrolled in grades kindergarten and above will be counted as school age. It 
is hoped that this change will help combat the "latchkey" problem of 
school-age children staying home unsupervised. Although kindergartners are 
developmentally more compatible with preschoolers, the intent of this change 
is to combat transportation problems from school site to child care center. 
Although the DSS licensing proposal states that the intent of the change is 
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to enable kindergartners "to remain on the school site instead -of being 
transferred to -a day care -center", _ the proposed changes do not specify that· 
the school-age program must be exclusively located on or near the school
site. 

-- -

The Title 22 child-to-caregiver ratios shown in Exhibit II.6 represent the '
minimum allowable ratios set by - law. Numerous child care c~nters in 
California actually operate their programs with more stringent 
child~to-caregiver ratios. Child advocates have stated that the ratios and 
caregiver/teacher requirements dictated by Title 22 are not stringent enough 
to allow for-an adequate quality program. 

A review of the evolution of.child-to-caregiver ratios reveals a decline in 
child care ratio standards for -both SDE and Title 22 centers. For instance, 
in 1953, the ratio for Title 22-type child care centers for children aged two' 
to five was 1:10. In 1970, these ratios changed to 1:12 for children aged 2 
to 6. Between 1968 and 1980, the Federal Interagency Day Care Regulations 
(FIDCR) and programs receiving State funds, which both set more stringent 
child/adult ratios, required that child care centers that received federal or 
State funds were required to meet their prescribed ratios. Since many 
centers were receiving federal or State funds, it was not uncommon to find 
child care cente1;s5§'perating with much more stringent child care ratios than 
Title 22 required. 

Education Code standards hav; also been lowered over time. For example, from 
1965 until 1977, child-to-caregiver ratios for children aged 3 to 5 years 
were-_1:5. In 1977, ratios for preschoolers were changed 5~ 1:7. These 
ratios were changed again in 1980 to the present ratio of 1:8. 

Many child professionals also assert that training requirements for teachers 
and aides or "adults" under Title 22 are too low. Exhibit II.7 provides a 
comparison of staff qualifications for child care provided under the 
Education Code and Title 22. 

530n the Capitol Doorstep. "History of Child Care Regulations." Undated 
document. 

54Ibid • 
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,EXHIBIT, II • 7 

COMPARISON OF TITLE 22 AND EDUCATION CODE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR 

STAFF QUALIFICATIONS AT CHILD CARE CENTERS 

Title 22 

Teachers Can be hired with 12 
semester units in Early 
Childhood Education/Child 
Development (ECE/CD) 
and 6 months experience 

or 

Children's center permit 
issued by the California 
Commission on Teacher 
Preparation and Licensing 

Provisional 
Teacher Can be hired after 

comple'ting 6 semester units, 
but must complete at least 
2 units per semester until 
meeting the requirements 

:Education Code 

Can be hired with Children's Center 
Instructional Permit, which requires: 
24 semester units· in ECE/CD, and 
16 units in general education, plus 
field experience and passage of a 
basic skills test or a Bachelor's 
degree . . 

Can be hired with 12 units 
in ECE/CD and. field e~er.i.enc.e, plus, 
enrollment in a training program 

or 

Can be hired with 6 units in ECE/CD, 
field experience and field based 
assessment, plus a Child Development 
Associate credential 

As shown on Exhibit II. 7 , the teacher qualifications prescribed by the 
Education Code are more than double the requirements for Title 22 teachers. 
These increased credential requirements may be partially·offset by the lower 
teacher-to-child ratio prescribed for the centers which fall under the 
Education Code. For example, the teacher-to-child ratio for Title 5 children 
who are ages three to six is 1:24 while the teacher-to-child ratio for Title 
22 Centers is 1: 12. More non-teacher supervision may be -utilized in the 
Education Code Centers. Teachers in Title 22 Centers are required to have 
considerably less training than those in SDE Centers. For example, a teacher 
can be hired under Title 22 with only two classes in child development. 

"After employment, a teacher, hired with these qualifications is required to 
complete two units each semester or quarter until hel she has completed a 
total of 12 post-secondary units (approximately 4 classes) of child-related 
education and acquired 6 months of child care experience. Despite this 
minimal training, the teacher is often responsible for planning the 
day-to-day curriculum, supervising the aides, substituting for the director 
when he/she is absent, and caring for children. Many child development 
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experts feel that the child care center is a unique -environment that'requires 
staff training in subjectsfroIiCchi1d -'development and education to emergency 
first aid and health issues. 

Differences in Cost of Child Care 

There are considerable differences in the costs of providing - child care in 
California. Exhibit II.8 shows the range-of rates and the - average daily 
rates that the State Department of Education pays for different types of 
child care programs. 

EXHIBIT II. 8 

RANGE OF REIMBURSEMENT RATES PAID BY 
"THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF CHILD CARE* 
1987-88 DAILY RATES 

Type of Program Low High Average 

General Child Care-
School District $14.70 $25.56 $18.67 

General-Child Care-
Private Agencies $10.10 $18.85 $17.82 

Center Based Care $ 9.99 $18.85 $16.89 

State Migrant Child 
Care $18.85 $18.85 $18.85 

SOURCE: Compiled from data provided by the State Department 
Child Development Division 

Monthly 
Average 

$373.40 

$356.40 

$337.80 

$377 .00 

of Education, 

*This data is based upon pre-finalized fiscal year data, therefore, does not 
reflect rate increases, expansion funding, cost-of-living adjustments, or 
any other amendments. 

Exhibit 11.8 demonstrates that reimbursement rates can vary even within the 
same type of program. The State Department of Education states that the 
variation in rates is due to the fact that reimbursement rates_cannot exceed 
the rate charged by the contractor to nonsubsidized children. 

Exhibit 11.8 further i1lt.ls1;rates that school district programs, which are 
under the Education Code requirements, and migrant child care programs are 
the most costly. It should be noted that the daily rates were adjusted July 
1, 1987. It also shows that the rates paid to private agencies and 
center-based care facilities are considerably less. The increased costs are 
due in part, to the wages paid to teachers.- For example, wages paid to 
teachers and other staff at SDE school district child care centers " which 
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vary from school district to -school district, are usually covered by 
collective bargaining agreements and therefore -typically earn higher wages 
than those paid to staff in private child care centers. 

Orange County recently completed a wage survey of child care teachers in SDE 
administered centers and found that the annual salaries paid in Orange County.-
ranged_ from $11,666 to $26,000. The median maximum salary category was 
approximately $18,000 per year. These wages, usually for year rouna serVice; 
are considerably less than the average wage paid to 5~indergarten and g-rade 
school teachers who work on a nine-month schedule. A 1985 Legislative 
Analyst's report found that the only child care teachers who earned enough to 
support a family of four at a "loweS6 standard of living" were' t'hose covered 
by collective bargaining agreements. 

A frequent debate over child care quality revolves around the question of why 
some State subsidized child care programs serving the working poor have 
higher standards and costs than non-subsidized care. Critics of this dual 
system maintain that it creates unequal treatment for children based solely 
on the source of funding t thus making the expansion of new programs more 
difficult and more costly. Some assert that the -so-called "Educational 
Model" fostered by the State Department of Education is responsible for the 
higher costs. However t others indicate that the education model serves 
multi-problem families and provides more services and programs. These people 
indicate that increased quality components and commensurate wages are needed 
because children with multiple problems served in SDE programs, such as 
abused children referred by the children's protective services system, and 
migrant children need more extensive programs. Even so, alternativ~ payment 
programs, administered by SDE t are not required to meet the Education-1:ode 
standards and serve a similar population of children. 

It is important to point out that Title 22 licensing standards represent 
minimum standards, below which no program can operate legally. These minimum 
standards do not articulate what constitutes a quality child care program. 
It is not uncommon for private child care centers to utilize more stringent 
child-to-caregiver ratios and caregiver qualifications. Licensing standards 
serve a different function from funding standards. If SDE child care 
programs were requested to operate using Title 22 licenSing standards, 
subsidized programs effectively would be restricted to _ operating at the 
lowest allowable standard of care. 

A recent study by the Child Development Division of the State Department of 
Education entitled, "The Cost of State Subsidized Child Care in California," 
concluded that the considerable cost variations in the costs among child care 
contractors could be explained by the amount of time each day that children 
were enrolled, the ages of children enrolled, the difference in the prices 

55 Orange County Department of Education. Survey of Child-
CarePositions-Teachers, 1986-87. Unpublished Data. 

560ffice of the Legislative Analyst. A Report on the Child Care 
Reimbursement System, July 1985. 
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that contra~tors had to ~ay f03i.esources, agency. ,Size., and the quantity' and 
quality of .. : services provided. However,. they did find '. that some "fine 

. tuning" could improve the current reimbursement system. The general. 
conclusion of the cost study was that the current' reimbursement system was 
sound, but· the system '.would benefit from adjustments: "to ensur~ that 
providers are treated equitably and that care is provided efficientlyi,. 8 .' 

" ' 

57MPR Associates, Inc. and J.D. Franz Research. The Cost of 
State-Subsidized Child Care in'California, September 1986, pg. 51. 

58Ibid • 
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Finding D8 - The Number of Subsidized Child Care Spaces Available In 
California is Sufficient to Service The Working Poor 

There is a shortage of subsidized child care spaces in the State of 
California. Estimates show that only 7 percent of the 1.1 million children 
eligible for subsidized child care receive it. This places many parents in 
the position of having to make a·. virtually impossible decision--accept 
inadequate care and supervision for their children, or stay home to care for 
the children and: encounter unemployment. If the parent chooses to stay at 
home, the entire fami1yma!y su~fer economically or.the State may have to help 
support the family. 

Between 1977 and 1986, the poorest 20 percent of aS~ California families 
experienced a 9 percent decline in real annual income. Young children have 
been hit hardest by poverty. A full 25 percent of ~l ·chi1dren below the age· 
of six live in families below the poverty level. In families headed by 
single women, many women and children have become victims of the growing 
phenomenon referred to as the "feminization of poverty. If Among families 
headed by women, an alarming 78 percent of children aged 0 to 2 and 57 
percent of ch~\dren aged 3 to 5 live in families with incomes below the 
poverty level. Furthermore62 150,000 additional children live in families 
just above the poverty level. While the price tag for child care provides 
minimal compensation for the costs incurred by providers, it is a sizable sum 
for families, especially working poor families. California does not provide 
sufficient subsidized child care to serve the vast number of children who 
qualify. In fact, the report by the Assembly Office of Research indicates 
that less than 7 per'6:Pt of the children who qualify for state su~sidized 
child care receive it. 

Mary Balimo is a single mother with two children--Nathan, 6, and Erin, an 
infant. She receives minimal child support from the children's father and 
now works at a bay area savings and loan. Following Erin's birth, Mary was 
struck with the fact that if she returned to work, child care would cost her. 
$700 per month--for after school care for Nathan and full-time infant care 
for Erin. When Nathan was on summer vacation the cost would be close to 
$900.00. She earns $1,200.00 per month. Mary is one of the lucky ones, she 
received a subsidized child care space from the State Department of 
Education. "If I hadn't had this help," Mary .confides, "I'll be honest, it 

59Senate Office of Research. Family Income in California, April 1987, 
p.2. 

60 Assembly Office of Research. California 2000: A People in Transition. 
June 1986, p.9. 

61Ibid • 

62Ibid , p.8. 

63Ibid , p.13. 
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would have been mo~ advantageous to.go on welfare, and I could have stayed 
home with my. kids • I~. ... . . -

Families or children eligible to receive State subsidized child care include: 

o Families on public assistance; 
o Families with a monthly income at or below 84 percent of the Stat·e 

median income, as adjusted for family size; and 
o Chi1dr.en who have been or are at risk of being abused or neglected 

as· determined by and referred by a legal, medical, or social 
services agency. . . 

In addition to the above eligibility criteria, families must establish a need 
for subsidized child care services in accordance with criteria set forth in· 
Education Code Section 8263. These criteria include parents' employment 
status, incapacity of either parents or children, and the need for, or 
participation in, child protective services. Once eligibility has been 
established, the child's need for service is assessed in relation to other 
children who are eligible for care. An abused or neglected child receives 
first priority for available child care space. Other eligible families are 
assessed according to income. Children from the poorest families are placed 
above those that are relatively more fortunate. Once eligibility and 
relative need are assessed, the family will either be admitted into the 
program or, if no space is open (as is often the case), the family is placed 
on a waiting list. If space becomes available and the· family enters the 
subsidized program, the family can remain until· family income reaches 100 
percent of the California median. . 

Families of children in subsidized programs pay fees on a sliding-fee 
schedule. For· example, a family of three at the 84 percent median income 
level of $I ,814 per month (just below the eligibility cutoff point), would 
pay a daily fee of $9.54, which amounts to $205.11 per month for full-time 
child care. Whereas, a family of three with monthly income of $1,080 would 
pay a daily fee of $.90 which amounts to $19.35 per month for full-time child 
care •. Families with more than one child needing subsidized care are assessed 
fees for only one child. These sample fe~s reflect recent changes in the fee 
schedule made by the Department of Education in 1987. 

Drastic shortages of spaces in subsidized child care programs prompted the 
Commission to consider possible ways to expand subsidized child ~are 
services. One option for filling the unmet demand for child care within 
budget constraints would be to increase the existing fee charged to families 
so that more families and children could be served. Another option would be 
to establish a limit on the number of years that families can receive 
subsidized child care. Other options would be to reduce the median income 
requirement or to discontinue services to families whose incomes exceed the 
84 percent median income _ :!:.eve1 ceiling. These proposals would reduce the 
pool of eligible children by removing those who are supposedly the best able 

64 6 Marin Independent Journal, June 6, 198 , page D-2. 
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to pay •. Another method to reduce costs to the State would be to assess child 
care fees for each sibling in a family instead of basing the assessment--ori 
only one child. These alternatives reflect attempts to address the .issue of 
"equity", based upon. the service priorities defined under existing law and 
given the present limitations on funding. 

There have been assertions by numerous sources stating that these changes 
will result in a substantial increase in the number of subsidized child care 
spaces. For example, the Governor's 1987 budget summary states that changes 
that reduce staffing ratios and reduce minimum caregiver qualifications would 
result in 6,900 new subsidized spaces ·for infants -and preschoolers. Other 
sources state that the effect of such changes would be minimal. However, 
there is only limited data available to support either of these assertions. 

Critics of programatic changes to increase the availability of child care 
assert that negative results should be weighed against the possible increase 
of spaces created. For instance, establishing a limit on years. of 
eligibility for subsidized child care could result in a revolving door, 
forcing the working poor to revert to public assistance. Additionally, 
equity issues must be balanced against the possible hardships these 
alternatives might impose upon children and families. It is possible that 
family income could fluctuate just above and below the income cutoff point. 
In a case like this, a child may be burdened with frequent drifts in and out 
of different child care programs. Additionally, if a child were terminated 
from the program, a lack of affordable alternative child care options may 
force the parent into unemployment or to leave the ~~ild unattended~ 

The pool of eligible working families in need of subsidized child care is 
likely to grow. Contributing to part of this increase may be previous 
welfare recipients with school-aged children who are required to r·eceive job· 
training and work under the Greater Avenues For Independence (GAIN) program. 
GAIN encourages welfare recipients with preschool children to enter the 
State's subsidized child care programs. While the GAIN program includes a 
subsidy for child care, eligibility ends three months after the GAIN 
participant is employed. It is probable that the employment gained by many 
of these participants will pay relatively low wages that may make paying the 
full costs of child care prohibitive. 

There is a definite need for subsidized child care in California. Currently, 
the availability of subsidized child care falls far short of the· demand. 
Programatic changes in the State Department of Education's funded programs, 
if deemed reasonable and cost effective, may be a first step towards fully 
addressing the unmet need. 
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Finding #9 - The Child Care Needs of Special Population Groups Are Not Being 
Met 

There are severe shortages of adequate child care for families living in high 
density urban areas, children with disabilities, children determined to be at 
risk of abuse or neglect, and migrant agricultural worker families. Even 
parents that can afford to pay for child care for children in these special 
populations groups are often unable to find it. There is also a shortage of 
subsidized child care for children in these special population groups. For 
example, les~than ten percent of the children of migrant farm workers 
needing child care are receiving it. Similarly, abused and neglected 
children often must wait two months or more for a space in a subsidized child 
care program. Due to their unique needs and the lack of sufficient 
subsidized and nonsubsidized child care spaces, the child care needs of these 
special population groups are currently not being adequately met in 
California's child care delivery system. 

In high density urban areas, facility-related regulations inhibit the 
availability of child care facilities. Outdoor and indoor space is typically 
limited in high density urban centers. This limitation prevents child care 
centers, as well as family day care homes, from meeting standardized 
licensing requirements. . As a result, the amount of available child care 
spaces in these areas is limited or remains unlicensed. 

Section 8263 of the Education Code requires that children who are at risk of 
abuse or neglect be given first priority for subsidized child care services. 
However, because subsidized facilities are usually filled, long delays are 
not uncommon. A report issued last year by the Auditor General stated that 
children at risk of abuse or neglect "often must wait two months or more 
before they are enrolled in a subsidized child care program." The report 
added that three of seven respite care contractors co~~cted indicated that 
the average wait for subsidized child. care is one year. 

Child care programs for the children of migrant farm workers are not meeting 
the desperate need for service. A 1980 report by the Department of Education 
stated that the number of migrant children that qualify for subsidized child 
care exceeds 358,000, yet less than. 10 percent were being served. 
Researchers found that many children aged three through six were being le66 alone for an average of 50 hours per week while their parents worked. . 
Migrant families often live in areas where the presence of farm equipment and 
toxic farm chemicals may be attractive and potentially lethal play objects 
for these young children. 

Another special population that is presently underserved is exceptional 
children with developmental disabilities. This problem may be rectified with 

65 -Office of the Auditor General. A Review of the State Department of 
Education's Administration of Child Development Programs, June 1986, p.1l-12. 

66 California State Departmene of Education. A Survey of California 
Farmworkers' Child Care Needs, 1980. 
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the anticipated passage of AB 2666. The bill was drafted largely in response 
to the passage of federal legislation. PL 99-457. Title II of this law says 
that if states fail to implement a statewide early education program for all. 
handicapped preschool~rs aged 3 to 5 within four years, the State will lose 
all current funding for special education preschool programs. With full 
participation, the State will receiv'67 approximately $176 million in new:' 
federal funds over the next four years. The law responds to the importance 
of prevention programs. Preschool education can prevent young ~hildren with 
disabilities from developing secondary handicapping conditions that often 
cause need for intensive services at a later age. Title I of PL 99-457 also 
includes a segment relating to care for handicappeoOinfants. 

It has been estimated that if parents of exceptional school-aged children, 5 
through 14 years of age participate in the labor force in the same proportion 
as parents of non-handicapped children, then up to 130,000 school~ag68' 
exceptional children·would need care and supervision for part of the day. 
In 1985, over $15 million was allocated for school-age child care under SB 
303, Education Code Sections 8460-8492. Although the statute specifies that 
provisions for handicapped children be included, the Commission has learned 
that some contractors are not doing so. For instance, at a recent child care 
hearing, it was revealed that although Orange County agencies received SB 303 
awards, all but two agencies claim that they are unequipped to care f.or 
disabled children. The t~~ remaining agencies are able to care for only very 
mildly disabled children. 

While the Department of Education's subsidlzed centers allow -mOnetary. 
compensation for children with special needs, such as disabled chilaren; 
providers point out that the adjustment often is not sufficient to compensate 
for the staff time that must be devoted to some disabled children. . For 
example, the adjustment factor for a handicapped child is one-and-a-half 
times the base rate. This means that one handicapped child will be funded 
and counted in caregiver to child ratios as 1.5 children. This adjustment. 
factor may establish a standard that can't be uniformally implemented, 
particularly considering the wide range and extent of disabilities children 
may have. Typically, teachers and other caregivers do not receive additional 
training to work with handicapped children and there may be no difference in 
the child care program for handicapped children. As a result, programs may 
not admit handicapped children into their programs or serve them adequately. 

67 On the Capitol Doorstep, June 1987. 

68California Child D~~elopment Programs Advisory Committee. Child Care 
Needs of Exceptional Children, April 1983, p.1-3. 

69Rhys Byrchill. Developmental Disabilities Board. Testimony to Gil 
Ferguson, California Child Care Today and Tomorrow, May 8. 1987. 
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Finding D10 - Child Care Programs Can Play An Important Role in Abuse 
Prevention . -- ---

Child care can serve an important function for children in troubled families. 
Because of the on-going interaction between the caregiver, the child, and the 
family, the child care setting can provide an important stabilizing element-. 
to the child's life and help connect the child and family with needed 
services. By early identification of child abuse, child care can provide·· a 
first line of prevention that is much less costly than waiting until -an 
abusive. environment is out of control.. 

One prevalent modern day myth is that child abuse· occurs most frequently 
outside the· child's home, as in the child care setting. The fact is that· 
most abuse occurs within a child's home and. family. The American Humane 
Society reports that -frfwer than 1.2 percent of child abuse cases occur in the· 
child care setting. The child care environment can provide a useful 
setting for abuse prevention as well as in the detection of abuse or neglect. 
Child abuse experts point out that the early detection of child abuse or 
neglect can benefit the entire family. If parental child abuse and neglect 
is caught early, there is a greater chance that parents can change their 
abusive or neglectful behavior. In some cases, child care can also serve as 
an alternative to out-of-home placement for child victims . of abuse or 
neglect, or as a stabilizing environment for the child who is placed 
temporarily in a foster home. 

Over one-third of the reported cases of child abusn. and neglect nationwide 
involve children who are less than six· years old. Child care staff, if 
properly trained in detecting the behavioral indicators of possible abuse and 
neglect, are in a unique position to provide treatment and preventative 
services to families. Caregivers in the child care setting have the 
opportunity to observe children in a variety of different settings--they 
observe children's eating habits, play, as well as parent-child interactions. 
They are in an excellent position to detect signs of family stress that can 
lead to abuse or neglect or to note signals that indicate that a child has 
already experienced abuse or neglect. Local resource and referral agencies 
administer $1 million statewide of respite child care funds which are used to 
provide short-term child care for at-risk families identified by medical, 
social service or child welfare professionals. 

Survey results from a recent study by the Child Development Programs Advisory 
Committee (CDPAC) indicate that each subsidized child care and development 
program identifies an average of four children annually as abused, neglected, 
or at-risk. The survey also indicated that child care staff most often cited 
"knowledge of children's behavior patterns" as one of the three most 
important skills needed to serve abused, neglected, or at-risk children. The 

70Cited by the National Commission on Working Women. Child Care Fact 
Sheet, Undated document. 

71Weinstein, Vivian. The Best We Have To Give. California Child Care 
Resource and Referral Network, 1987. 
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,second and third most cited sWls were identification of injury and 
identific,:_:.:~'on of parental stress. , 

When a family has been reported to authorities because of child abuse or 
neglect, the child can be affected in a number of ways. The positive aspect 
is that steps can be taken to stop the harm from being inflicted upon the' .
child--often this is completed by removing the child from the hom~~ but the 
child's world can also be turned topsy-turvey. Young children usually 'love 
their parents despite the abuse; their view of the' parent often includes 
positive experiences. For example, one social. worker related that when 
escorting five-year old William to court, they saw William's. ,father in an 
adjacent hallway. The father had physically abused William since he was a 
toddler. William pointed to the father and710mmented to the social worker, 
"That's my Dad, he used to take me fishing". , , 

Separation anxiety . may be compounded by placing the child in a foster 
home--or even a series of foster homes--where daily routines and surroundings 
are unfamiliar. The process may end with attempts to reunify the family. In 
this case, the family is under stress as parents attempt to, correct their 
abusive or neglectful patterns by changing behavior that may be grounded in a 
long history of abuse--perhaps learned from their own parents. Children are 
negatively affected by the stresses and repeated changes that· disrupt any 
semblance of routine in their life. The child care setting can serve as the 
only constant in the child's life during this period and may be particularly 
important during and after reunification with the family. 

Child care staff interact with children and parents on a ',daiJ.ybasis.This 
daily interaction often builds trust, not only with children, but with 
parents as well. This relat;Lonship may put caregivers and 'educators in a. 
powerful position to help a family while there is still a good chance of 
changing harmful child-rearing practices. For parents that have been 
reported to Child Welfare Services for child abuse or neglect, the child care 
staff can work closely with social' workers to increase the likelihood of 
successful family reunification or to help provide continuity for the child 
if reunification is not an imminent reality. Child care and child 
development programs can benefit abused and neglected children and their 
parents by providing support for the child, support for the parent, and by 
facilitating the coordination of community support services. 

A number of agencies refer abused, neglected, and at-risk children to the 
subsidized child care, programs currently offered by the State Department of 
Education. The CDPAC survey indicated that most referrals were made by Child 
Welfare Services, but referrals were also made by medical and health 
organizations, community service organizations, schools, and others. The 
survey further indicated that the subsidized child care and development 

72 -Child Development Programs Advisory Committee. The Role of Child Care 
in Child Abuse Prevention, Undated document. 

73Pollack, Kent. Foster Homes Jammed with Forgotten Children. The 
Sacramento Bee. August 6, 1986, p. A-I, Name changed. 
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programs ~lso provided important connecting services for abusive and at-risk 
families. Almost· 70 percent of the programs provided parent educ·ation· 
programs; other services included counseling for parents, and counseling for 
the child--25 percent of the programs hired special staff to work with 
abusive and at-risk families. The child care programs also connected the 
families with a variety of community support services, such as child g~!dance 
clinics, counseling facilities, and community social service agencies. 

Despite the pivotal role of child care, many staff in child care facilities 
need .training in reporting child abuse. While ~~ild care can provide an 
important forum for facilitating the identification and treatment of abusive, 
neglectful, or at-risk families, their successes can be "mitigated by 
inadequately trained staff. For instance, while CDPAC survey responses 
indicated most programs identified an average of four abused or at-risk 
children per year, they reported half that amount. State law requires that 
any suspicion of child abuse or neglect be reported to law enforcement or a 
social welfare agency. The CDPAC attributed the discrepancy between 
identified and reported suspicions of abuse and risk of abuse to "lack of 
technical assistance , lack of knowledge of the reporting law, fear of 
parental retaliation'75 and the lack of confidence in the reporting and 
investigatory system. Respondents did indicate that families identified, 
but not reported to agencies, were carefully observed while in their program. 

Child care can serve an important function for children from troubled 
families. Abuse, or the risk of abuse, can be identified and steps can be 
taken to better ensure that children are protected from such behavior. The 
child care setting can provide an important stabilizing element ·to the 
child's life and can help connect the child and family with needed services. 
Current programs have indicated that success in each of these areas can be 
achieved if staff are properly trained. 

74Child Development Programs Advisory Committee. The Role of Child Care 
in Child Abuse Prevention, Undated document. 

75Ibid • 
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Finding 011 - Child Care is Necessary to Enable Welfare Recipients to Receive 
Training For Work But Concerns With Continuity And Quality ·of-.·_· 
Care Persist 

Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) is a relatively new state program 
that was enacted in 1985 to help welfare parents obtain training and·· 
employment. While there are many positive aspects of this program, there are 
some problem areas. Many fear that GAIN recipients may displace the children 
of the working poor who may already be awaiting child care slots in the State 
Department of Education's subsidized program. Without sufficient subsidized 
child care spaces for GAIN recipients, the goals ·or the GAIN program may be 
undermined. . 

GAIN legislation was enacted to help parents obtain the training and 
employment necessary to terminate their dependence on welfare. An important· 
element of this legislation is a component that funds child care for GAIN 
recipients. This element of the program is crucial to the success of job 
training and employment. GAIN also funds child care during a three-month 
"transition" period--when the participant gains employment and is no longer 
an AFDC recipient. 

Counties implementing GAIN are required to perform child care availability 
surveys and to advise participants of the child care information services 
provided by local resource and referral agencies. Through a contract with 
the Resource and Referral Network, a statewide study determining the number 
of active child care providers and costs was completed. The study included a 
useful county-by-county calculation of the market rates for child. care. 
Counties have worked closely with· local resource and referral agencies to 
develop child care availability assessments. . 

GAIN child care is premised on parental choice for child care arrangements. 
The preferred form of reimbursement for child care under the program is to 
provide vouchers to fund the child care arrangements preferred by the. 
parents. Some concerns have been raised regarding the topic of choice. 
These concerns center on the issue of whether· parents in all counties are 
consistently provided information on the different options open· to them. 
Additionally, parents will not be given the opportunity to wait for a child 
care opening with their choice of providers, if a wait is necessary. 

Although GAIN recipients are currently eligible for subsidized child care· 
through the Department of Education, their use of this program will increase 
demand on an already over-burdened program. In addition, fears have been 
expressed that GAIN recipients may displace the children of the working poor 
who may already be awaiting child care slots in the State Department of 
Education's subsidized programs. 

Many child advocates also have expressed concerns regarding the continuity of 
care for GAIN children once they no longer receive GAIN-funded child care 
services. The GAIN subsidy for child care ends 90 days after obtaining 
employment. Some people are concerned that GAIN graduates may not be able to 
find employment that pays them enough to maintain the costs of the child care 
arrangements that were funded under GAIN. Thus, recipients may be forced to 
find other child care arrangements or to leave their children unattended 
while they work. Since continuity of care is an important element for the 
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well being of children, this may have a negative impact. on the children of 

GAIN program graduates. 
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RUNAWAY /HOMELESS YOUTH. 

-
Finding 112 - Problems of Runaway/Homeless Youth Are.Not Fully Recognized 

Although ~here are no accurate statistics available on the number of 
runaway/homeless youth in California, many experts believe that there may be ,. 
as many as 20,000 to 25,000 runaway·youth on any given day. Although these 
children have a multitude of problems, adequate programs and services are not 
available to them. Since a. majority of these youths are often forced to 
engage r in criminal activity, prostitution, and drug use as a means of 
survival, intervention may be a cost-effective means of deal~~g with these 
youth. If their problems are not addressed now, there is a strong likelihood 
that these youths will not become responsible, product~ve adults and may be a 
burden on the State the rest of their lives. 

The actual number of runaway/homeless youth is difficult to estimate. The 
federal Department of Health and Human Services estimated in 1983 that the 
number of children who runaway 7Cach year throughout the United States is 
between 733,000 and 1.3 million. . 

A study on California's runaway and homeless youth populWon conducted by 
the California Child Youth and Family Coalition (CCYFC) confirmed that 
providing the exact figure of California's runaway and homeless is not 
possible. 

However, the .report illustrated that in 1984 there may have been as many as 
250,000 homeless youth. Exhibit II~9 summarizes th~ estimates of· .runaway and 
homeless youth based on the CCYFC study. . 

76 Runaway and Homeless Youth National Program Inspection, Office of the 
Inspector General, Departm,ent of Health and Human Services, October 1983, 
page 4. 

7701son-Raymer, California's Runaway and Homeless Youth Population, A 
Study by the California Child, Youth and Family Coalition, 1986. 
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EXHIBIT, II. 9 . 

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES 
OF RUNAWAY AND ,HOMELESS YOUTH 

Estimated Number 
of Runaway· and Homeless 

57,323 
(166 agencies in 
40 counties) 

17,703 
(25 departments in 
25 counties) 

12,967 
(12 agencies in 
12 counties) 

127,702 
(19 agencies in 
12 counties) 

36,275 
(12 agencies in 

4 counties) 

251,970 

Number of Youth 
Served or Handled 

18,812 
(137 agencies in 
37 counties) 

8,096 
(18 departments 
in 18 counties) 

3,259 
(7 agencies in 
7 counties) 

* 7,214 
(19 agencies in 
12 counties) 

2,445 
(8 agencies in 
. 4· counties) . 

39,826 

* This figure represent~ the total of those in the study questionnaire on 
the client characteristic survey, 27 agencies in 15 counties reported 
serving 9,980 runaways and homeless youth. 

Source: "California's Runaway and Homeless Youth Population" by California. 
Child, Youth and Family Coalition. 

Exhibit II. 9 shows that a small percentage of the runaway/homeless youth 
population in California are actually receiving services. Local agencies 
reported serving only 39,826 of the estimated 251,970 runaway and homeless 
youth, or 15.8 percent. 

A Bush Program study, condu~ted by the University of California, Los Angeles, 
entitled "Focus on Runaway and Homeless Youth" concluded that neither experts 
nor available records could provide a reliable approximation of the number of 
runaway and homeless youth in Los Angeles County. However. they were able to 
identify a lack of community resources to serve this population and observed 



-61-

that the lack of resources7~inders the reasonable provision of services to 
runaway and homeless youth. " 

For the purpose of this study, an" individual is considered a 
"runaway/homeless" youth if he or she mee'ts the following criteria: 

- Is under the age of 18; 
Is living on the streets as a result of intolerable' home conditions 
or"by choice; and 
Has no adequate legal means of supportfo~ daily necessiti~s. 

In comparing other programs available for runaway/homeless y·Outh in other 
states, Florida is the only state with a specific budget line specified for' 
runaway services. In North Carolina there is a statewide fund called 
Community Alternatives for Youth. This fund" is allocated to each county' 
based on a per capita formula and programmed to fund runaway centers and 
other youth service programs. 

In South Carolina the state operates and funds runaway centers. Federal 
funds are allocated to the State Department of Youth Services which 
administers the funds and operates the programs. However, California, which 
may have as many as 25 percent of the, total adolescent runaway/homeless 
population, has no ongoing program for these youths. 

Health and Mental Health Problems 

Runaway/homeless youth as a group are charact~rized by a high -incidence of ' 
mental and physical health problems, including chronic - depression, 
sexually-transmitted diseases, and substance, abuse. In addition, it is 
estimated that a majority have histories of physical and/or sexual abuse that 
contributed to these problems. A recent study prepared by the Los Angeles 
Children's Hospita17gentitled "A Risk Profile Comparison of Runaway and 
Non-Runaway Youth," concluded that runaway/homeless youth are at much 
greater risk of acquiring a wide variety of diseases and problem-producing 
behaviors than their non-runaway/homeless counterparts. This study reported 
a high level of intravenous drug use by runaway/homeless youth., In fact, 
approximately 35 percent of these youths indicated that they' had used 
intravenous drugs in the last six months. Since intravenous drug users 
represent a high-risk population for acquired immune deficiency syndrome' 
(AIDS), and because runaway/homeless youth may engage in prostitution to 
support themselves, the health problems of these youths could have a 
significant impact on the overall community. 

The consequences of homelessness also often include serious physical and 
mental health problems, for which treatment, if at all available, is costly. 

78Rothman, Jack and Thomas David. Status Offenders in Los Angeles Focus 
on Runaway and Homeless Youth. September 9, 1985., 

79Yates, Gary; Mackenzie, Richard; Cohen, Eric; Brady, Michael "A Risk 
Profile Comparison of Runaway and Non-Runaway Youth" 1985. 
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According to the same study, 84 percen~o~the runaway/homeless youth seen"at 
a medical clinic in Los Angeles were diagnosed as being' depressed and 18 
percent were diagnosed as having maj or mental health problems. . Moreover, ' 
when compared to their peers, runaway/homeless youth were 4.5 times as likely 
to be actively suicidal. 

The National Network of. Runaway and Youth Services recently completed a study 
entitled, "To Whom Do They Belong? A' Profile of America's Runaway and 
Homeless Youth and the Programs That Help Them." In this study, they found a 
tremendous need for comprehensive mental health services for runaway and 
homeless youth. Shelters in every state noted 'that they are seeing more 
youth with more severe mental health problems than they were' four to five 
years ago. The problems include: drug and alcohol abuse, suicidal 
tendencies, family tensions, juvenile court involvement , and psychiatric 
problems. 

Risk of Involvement in Crime 

Runaway/homeless youth are exposed to a high risk of involvement in crime. 
They are frequently victims of specific exploitative crimes, such as 
prostitution and child pornography. Federal studies estimate that 
approximately 25 percent of runaway YOMjh become homeless street kids who are 
often exploited by criminal elements. The Commission's study showed that 
homeless street youth often lead a virtual underground existence in our. 
State's major urban cities, where they sleep in abandoned buildings, take 

. drugs to soften their harsh world, and can become involved in prostitution in 
order to survive on the streets. 

The costs of administering the juvenile and adult corrections systems and 
incarcerating offenders are very high, ranging up to $30,000 per person 
annually. Thus, intervention and diversion may be a much lower-cost 
alternative by preventing the "drift" of homeless street youth into criminal 
activity. This cost savings 'could be significant based on a federgr study 
conducted in 1983 by the Department of Health' and Human Services. This 
study indicated that 75 percent of the hard-core "street kids" engage in 
criminal activity to support themselves and 50 percent engage in 
prostitution. The need to address the ,problems of homeless youth can 'be 
further demonstrated by the current overcrowding problems at the youth 
authority. Exhibit 11.10 shows the gap between the projected population and' 
the design bed capacity for wards in the Department of the Youth Authority. 

80 United States Department of Health and Human Services Runaway and 
Homeless Youth, 1983. 

81Ibid • 
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Exhibit II. 10 shows that the gap between the proj ected population and the 
design· bed' capacii:y- for· :wards . in the_ Department .Of - the Youth Authority is 
rapidly widening. 

The population at Youth Authority: is currently at the levels previously 
estimated for juvenile offenders. for 1990. This is due. in part to an··· 
increase in the average. months .served by a youthful offender for a crime. 
The Department of Youth Authority has identified four major strategies for 
youthful offenders: 

o . Reduction of intake; .. 
o Reduction of institutional length of stay; 

. . 
o Further crowding of existing capacity; and 
o Expand existing capacity. 

Presently, the youth authority is building a $58 million facility in Stockton 
that will provide 600 new beds. Whatever the strategy, it is clear that we 
can't build ourselves out of the dilemma. Prevention and intervention are 
the only mechanisms available to reduce the growth in juvenile offenders. 
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Finding 013 - Runaway/Homeless Youth Tend to "Fall -Through The Cracks" of 
Public And Private Programs 

California does not have an ongoing program for runaway/homeless youth. 
While the presence of runaway/homeless youth is a statewide phenomenon, 
relatively few state dollars are expended for these youth. Currently, the 
State is spending $1.1 million on projects specifically de~iEUed for 
runaway/homeless youth. This includes two pilot projects funded through the 
Homeless Youth Act, at a cost of $920,000 per year, and a Runaway Hotline 
costing $180,000 per year. Underfunding is partly due - t~ a lack of 
understanding of these youths by the general population. Moreover, the 
current classification system in the Welfare and Institutions ·Code does not 
adequately recognize the needs of runaway/homeless youth for services. As a 
result, many runaway/homeless youths throughout the State are not receiving 
needed shelter, medical treatment, or counseling. -

Level of State Effort 

The low level of program activity targeted for runaway/homeless youth, both 
in the public and private sectors, suggests that the needs of this population 
are only beginning to be recognized. The survey of State programs identified 
only two State level programs designed to deal with this population--the 
Runaway Hotline and the AB 1596 Services to Homeless Youth Pilot Project, 
both of which are administered by the Governor's Office of Criminal Justice 
Planning. Funding for these programs is limited to short-term appropriations 
and there is, ~at present,_ no commitment of continuing financial resources~ 
However, it is to the credit of the Governor and the -Legislature~hat the 
State Runaway Hotline and the AB 1596 pilot projects have been initiated. 

The current pilot projects serving runaway/homeless youth funded by AB 1596 
(Agnos) provide the opportunity to demonstrate the effectiveness of 
integrated/coordinated services. The two projects authorized by the 
legislation are located in S.an Francisco and Los Angeles. These proj ects 
began operations as early as July 1986. During the first year of operation, 
demand for services is already reported to exceed capacity at both sites. 

Lack of State Mandate for Services 

While runaway/homeless youth could be subject to dependency hearings pursuant 
to Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300, in actuality this rarely occurs 
and is for the most part impractical. In addition, current public agency 
services provided pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code Sections 601 and 
602, and related provisions do not effectively direct resources to the needs 
of runaway/homeless youth. 

Currently, "homelessness" does not qualify a youth for State-mandated 
services, such as welfare and food stamp programs, and there· is no clear 
direction or mandate to local governments for serving this population. Being 
homeless does not, in itself, establish eligibility for youths. In the face 
of demands for funding from other better established programs, programs to 
serve the runaway/homeless youth population do not receive "secure" funding 
from the State. This is partly attributable to the lack of organization in 
state government charged with assuring the delivery of services to 
runaway/homeless youth. Thus, it is not difficult to see why this population 
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tends to "fall through the cracks" 
system. 

of the children's services· delivery 
. . . 

Additionally, this population is difficult for traditional social programs to 
serve because most runaway/homeless youth are disconnected from their 
families or other sources of stability, such as school or work. The problem 
of serving the runaway/homeless youth population is compounded by the lack of 
reliable data concerning their numbers. The few programs designed to serve 
runaway/homeless youth consistently report an inability to serve the total 
number of youth seeking assistance. This is espe~ia11y true for shelters in 
the Los. Angeles area which turned away more than they were ab~e to shelter 
between October 1986 and March 1987. For example, during the first nine 
months of the program, 2231 youth were sheltered. Of this amount, 1197 were 
sheltered at the Los Angeles Youth Network and 1034 in the Status Offender 
Detention Alternative Bed Program. An additional 2734 were turned away. 

The Dependency Process 

California has established a set of procedures whereby abused and neglected 
children are declared to be dependents of the Juvenile Court, pursuant to the 
provisions of Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300 et seq. The 
dependency process includes a court hearing conducted to inquire into the 
ability of their parents to provide for their welfare. In practice, this 
process is used mainly for children age 12 or under. Because social work 
professionals and court personnel believe that children in this age group 
are more susceptible than are older children to problems of abuse, efforts by 
social services agencies tend to focus on yqunger children. 

A finding of dependency establishes eligibility for services funded through 
the Aid for Families with Dependent Children program (AFDC). As a practical 
matter, the pressure on public social service agencies to respond to reports 
of child abuse and to administer existing case load leaves little time for 
establishing dependency for runaway/homeless youth. Moreover, child· 
protective service agencies typically are· not used to working with older, 
more transient populations for whom it is difficult to establish eligibility 
.for reimbursement for treatment services. It is a policy of many county 
Departments of Social Services to not provide services for out-of-county 
youth other than, in some cases, to provide transportation for them to return 
home. This is only of benefit to those runaway youth for whom family 
reunification is an option. 

The Youthful Offender Process 

Many of the runaway/homeless youth are known as "status offenders." These 
youth are classified as neither a criminal nor a delinquent, but rather a 
pre-delinquent. Until 1977, such youth could be incarcerated with ordinary 
juvenile criminals, even though they were legally innocent of any crime. 
However, AB 3121 (Dixon) wa.s passed in 1977 which "decriminalized" runaways 
and other status offenders. Instead, runaways and other homeless youth now 
can not be detained more than 24 hours in most cases or up to 72 hours if 
they are being returned home. County Probation Departments were allowed, but 
not required, to establish separate facilities where runaway/homeless youth 
could be sheltered while attempts were made to return them to their home. 
The problem with helping these children is twofold. 
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First~ there is a lack of necessary and adequate facilities. Outside "the 
State foster care" system, Commission staff have been able to identify--the 
following: 

o In Los Angeles County there are a" total of 5 private non-profit 
runaway or homeless youth shelters with 48 beds plus a probation:" 
program with 25 beds in private foster homes available for a total 
runaway/homeless youth population which may be as much as 10~000 on 
any given day; 

o In San Francisco with a homeless youth population estimated between 
2,000 and 3,000 on any given day, there are 56 short~term shelter 
beds and 16 hotel voucher spaces available for homeless youth; 

o Throughout the remainder of the Stat8~ there are 256 shelter beds" 
available for runaway/homeless youth. 

The second problem is the confusion among the government agencies established 
to help these youth. It has been estimated that approximately tP,fe-third of 
California's homeless youth are victims of abuse or neglect. However ~ 
status offenders come under the authority of the probation department and the 
juvenile justice system, while abused children are dealt with by the social 
service system on the state and local level. Therefore~ when a youth is 
picked up by a police officer and tells the officer, "I'm a runaway because I 
was molested at home," the youth often is referred to the local social 
services agency as an abused child. Th~ social services agency~ in turn~ may 
refuse to help .the youth~ saying that,"" as a status offender~ this ~r2r~b_Iem" 
child" belongs in the juvenile justice system. The youth needing help then 
"falls through the cracks" of the system. This dilemma appears to apply to 
many runaway/homeless youth. 

Unique Problems of Minority Populations 

Young people who find themselves "on the street" do not comprise a 
homogeneous population although they often share a distrust for public 
agencies and adult authority. This distrust may be compounded for members of 
cultural minorities, for whom cooperation from family and/or other community 
leaders may not be easy to obtain. For some youth~ particularly newer_ 
immigrants ~ there are language barriers to obtaining service. Others will 
participate only in services that operate in non-traditional settings~ such 
as programs for gay and lesbian youth and programs serving youth "from 
different cultural backgrounds. Because runaway/homeless youth rarely are 
served pursuant to a court order which directs cooperation with a social 
service agency, - active cooperation of participants is critical to the 
effectiveness of services. 

82Estimate provided by the Runaway'Hot1ine. 

83 United States Department of Health and Human Services. Runaway and 
Homeless Youth, 1983. 
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Finding 014 - Models. of Treatment Developed For Abused And Neglected Children 
or Youthful Offenders Generally Do Not Suit The Needs of 
Homeless Youth 

Runaway/homeless youth generally require a wide array of services involving 
numerous agencies. Stabilization in a safe environment with a fixed 
responsibility for services is a key to effectively serving these youth. 
However, because few agencies are equipped to provide the whole range of 
services needed by youth, it is essential for these agencies to coordinate 
and provide referral services. Unfortunately, few communities provide this 
crucial coordination. As a result, many runaway/homeless youth are not 
served and for those that are served only a portion of their needs are met. 

The services developed for assisting abused and neglected children and their 
families are often not appropriate for the runaway/homeless youth population •. 
Unconventional means· of connecting with these youths are often required to 
bring runaway/homeless youth to service programs, and few public agencies 
have the flexibility to use some of the techniques employed by successful 
private non-profit programs. Once contact has been established, 
runaway/homeless youth generally require a wide array of services, including 
food and shelter, health care, counseling and mental health services, 
education, job training and employment services. Since the runaway/homeless 
youth population also includes several subpopu1ations ranging from 
situational runaways to homeless street kids, different service approaches 
are required. There is a need for a variety of coordinated agency resources, 
operating .on different models of service. to effectively reach young people on 
the streets. Agencies involved could include: 

o Community-Based Private Agencies; 
o Law Enforcement; 
o Social Services; 
o Mental Health Services; 
o Drug and Alcohol Services; 
o Health Services; and 
o Education. 

Because few agencies are equipped to provide the whole range of services 
needed by these youth, active referral, follow-up and coordination are 
essential for an effective program. With the exception of the two pilot 
projects funded pursuant to AB 1596, no State programs are authorized or 
funded to coordinate services for this population. 

The pilot project in Los Angeles brought together more than a dozen service 
agencies. These agencies have established an interlocking system of·services 
for the county's runaway/homeless youth. This network includes 
community-based counseling centers, outreach agencies, law enforcement, 
public social services, education, emergency shelters, short-term shelters, 
placement agencies, and _ 1-ndependent living programs. However, the Los 
Angeles effort is the exception, not the rule in working with 
runaway/homeless youth in California communities. Without adequate 
coordination, many youth will not receive appropriate treatment. 
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Finding 1115 - Family Reunification is Not a ·Rea1istic Goal For Many 
.. - - -Runaway/Homeless Youth 

Family reunification, which is the primary objective of State-mandated child 
welfare services, is not a realistic goal for a significant portion of the 
runaway/homeless youth population who have been abandoned by their parents or"· 
who have left abusive family situations. In such cases, emanc.i,pation is a 
more realistic goal and this can be - accomplished by independent 1ivin'g 
programs coupled with comprehensive services. However, few'such programs are 
available for. runaway/homeless youth. Other t~an l~ited-term emergency 
shelter facilities or foster care placements, there are insufficient stable, 
safe options for long-term shelter. Given this scarcity of re~ources, it is 
not surprising that so many youth remain on the streets. 

The following case examples illustrate that the profiles of runaway/homeless' 
youth are different· and therefore require different approaches. Ann was 
referred to a community-based service program for runaway/homeless youth by a 
police officer who noticed her in a downtown neighborhood frequented by 
transients. She told program staff that she left home several weeks ago 
following a series of arguments with her mother over school. In addition, 
she had financial problems because she spent all her savings. She and her 
divorced mother "just don't get along." She is 16, and thinks she can take 
care of herself. She admits to being out of funds, but claims she knows she 
can get a job. 

Another' youth named Bob came to the attention of a mental health services 
worker through a referral from the emergency room of a la:rge ·.me:gojlo1itan· 
hospital. He was receiving treatment for the third time in three months for 
a sexually-transmitted disease. The public health case worker became 
concerned over his safety after discovering' that the youth was "surviving" 
through prostitution, and had no permanent residence. Through an initial 
counseling session, the mental health ~orker learned that Bob had been living 
on the streets for nearly six months :after having been abandoned by his drug 
dependent mother. He is 15, has never attended school regularly, and has 
lived with his mother in many locations around the country. He cannot read 
above second grade level. He has a history of substance abuse problems and 
experiences severe depression. . 

Both these young people have come to the attention of a social services 
program. Both need help and assistance. There, the similarity ends. Ann's 
case presents the possibility of reunification with the family she left and 
to which she could possibly return. Her need for services is modest. In 
Bob's case, the reunification option is not present. He can only return to 
the streets or find an alternative living arrangement after leaving an 
emergency shelter program. Most importantly, Bob has a need for a range of 
treatment services, including substance abuse, mental health, and health care 
which are not currently available through emergency shelter. programs --that 
typically serve runaway/homeless youth. 

While the level of resources committed to Ann's problem may not be sufficient 
to deal with every comparable case, there are, at least, the legal mechanisms 
and service mandates to address her problems. The same statement cannot be 
made in the case of Bob. Who is equipped to deal with Bob's problem? 
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As the previous examples illustrated, . there are some runaway/homeless youth 
who potentially-can be reunified· with thdr~_ families.~--:'However, . there is 
another portion of the runaway/homeless youth population for whom family 
reunification is not a realistic goal. It is _ important, to_recognize the 
differences in the youth that make up the runaway/homeless youth population 
and to work with them accordingly. 

Within the San Francisco Homeless Youth Network, there have always been a 
significant number of clients, 30 to 40 percent, who have continued or 
returned to. the instability of street life because they were not -ready to 
live independently in a stable environment.· .-. The Extended· Care. ~rogram works 

. with youth who have no viable options through their own family. or other 
social service systems and are not immediately ready for independent living. 
The Extended Care Program has placement options including supervised 
placement in hotel rooms for older youth who are working; temporarY
intermediate and long-term foster care placement in a-structured shelter for 
young women; and room and board in a halfway house for young men. 

The Extended Care Program involves the following: 

o Recruitment and selection of foster homes; 
o Development of other community placement; 
o Screening of youth for extended care; 
o Case planning for youth; 
o Placement directly into an extended care foster home, hotel voucher 

room,· ()ther appropriate residence, or referral to another agency 
for placement; and 

- 0 Support of youth as they make the transition from extended care 
placement to independenc~. 

The Los Angeles Pilot Proj ect has also been developing independent living 
programs through Job Corp and other. training programs. In both instances, 
professionals are attempting to place youth in independent living and/or 
transitional programs to integrate them with society. 
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Finding #16 - Impediments Exist to Providing SerVices to Runaway/Homeless 
Youth at The Local Level -

A variety of impediments exist that restrict the ability to provide services 
to runaway/homeless youth at the local level.' These impediments include 
difficulty establishing or documenting residency for runaway/homeless youth, 
insufficient emergency and intermediate length shelter capacity, a lack of 
interagency cooperation and coordination, and inadequate continuing'services 
for runaway/homeless youth. The Los Angeles pilot project found .that only 29 
percent of the youths that received shelter at the.~osAngeles·Youeh Network 
were from within the city or county. As a result, many run~way/homeless 
youth do not receive needed services and must exist on the streets supporting 
themselves. This often includes resorting to cr~nal activity, drugs, and 
prostitution. 

Residency and Other Administrative Requirements 

Determination of residency and other administrative considerations complicate 
the provision of services to runaway/homeless youth in California. There is 
evidence that runaway/homeless youth who are unable to prove local residence 
have been denied services by public agencies. 

Exhibit 11.11 shows the origin of the youths that received shelter care 
through the L'os Angeles Youth Network. 

EXHIBIT II. 11 

ORIGIN OF YOUTH SHELTERED AT 
LOS ANGELES YOUTH NETWORK 

Out of State 

33.5~ 

_------2.3~ Out of country 

P"-'-----1~ Heldco/Latln Amel"lca 

\II th In 
City/County 

281 

\llthln State 

20.n 
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As Exhibit 11.11 shows, 33.5 percent of the youth seen at the Los Angeles 
Youth Network were from out of state and almost 15 percent were from out of 
the country. Therefore, dealing with the homeless youth problem as a local 
rather than statewide program is not a viable solution. 

In a written opinion dated October 23, 1986, California's Attorney General 
ruled that counties may not deny service to runaway/homeless youth simply 
because they are officially residents of some other county or state. Because 
runaway/homeless youth are under age 18, they are unable to receive financial 
aid from county general assistance welfare progr.ams unless they have been 
declared emancipated by the court. Because securing legal eI!lancipation is 
time consuming and requires more resources than are available to most 
runaway/homeless youth, few in this population will receive such assistance. 

Runaway/homeless youth who are found· to be dependent children are eligible· 
for services under the AFDC foster care program, however, relatively few 
obtain service through this process because it requires time and the active 
cooperation that these youth are unlikely to provide. In addition, the 
priorities for dealing with reports of abuse and working with younger 
children limit the time social service workers have for dependency hearings 
for runaway/homeless youth. Service professionals who deal with this 
population observe that local jurisdictions rarely accept responsibility for 
coordinating services for runaway/homeless youth. 

Insufficient Emergency and Intermediate Length Shelter Capacity 

There is inadequate specialized emergency shelter capacity for 
runaway/homeless youth, and a lack· of capacity or provision for intermediate 
length of stay facilities for youth lacking local "connections" or resources.· 
Less than 75 beds are available in the greater Los Angeles area to serve a 
runaway/homeless population estimated to number in the thousands. In the San 
Francisco Bay Area, fewer than 60 short-term beds are available to serve a 
population also estimated in the thousands. Statewide, the number of 
specialized emergency shelter facilities equipped to serve runaway/homeless 
youth is not known. Based on a review of available data, such facilities 
also exist in Sacramento, Orange County and San Diego. The experience gained 
from the current pilot projects established pursuant to AB 1596 for 
runaway/homeless youth in San Francisco and Los Angeles may indicate the need 
for many more beds in these and other parts of the State. 

Although state and federal funding has been provided for the operation and 
construction of some shelter facilities, length of stay is generally limited 
to two weeks under federal guidelines for facilities receiving federal funds. 
Two weeks does not provide sufficient time to stabilize a youth who has 
experienced multiple problems. Greater flexibility is needed regarding 
length of stay to serve those members of the runaway/homeless youth 
population who cannot be returned home and whose only alternative other than 
living on the streets may_b~ to exchange sex for shelter, or resort to other 
criminal activities. 

Local zoning, building codes, and land use requirements frequently have 
inhibited the location and operation of shelter facilities. Organizations 
seeking to open licensed emergency shelter facilities have found that 
opposition from neighbors and building code requirements have prevented the 
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use of existing available space in the locations most suitable--typically 
those in and around downtown areas. In addition~ inflexible -enforcement -of 
State licensing requirements has limited the ability of certain programs to 
offer emergency shelter services. 

Lack of Interagency Cooperation 

New protocols between law enforcement and social service agencies are 
necessary in many communities to avoid "ping-pong" contacts With agencies and 
to avoid counter-productive administrative acti"?l:ty - for law enforcement 
agencies. Because juvenile justice agencies no longer admit ru~away/homeless 
youth into their juvenile halls upon referral, law enforcement agencies often 
have no place to send runaway/homeless youth picked up on the street. Youth 
often are picked up only to be released on the_ streets, a repetitive cycle 
that creates frustration and non-productive administrative workload for law' 
enforcement. Some -law enforcement organizations lack str~:mg working 
relations with social programs, consequently referrals to social agencies 
does not always occur. The Governor's Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
has recognized this problem and is seeking a means to promote and encourage 
the transfer of information 'among law enforcement and social services 
agencies serving the runaway/homeless population through current AB 1596 
projects. 

Inadequate Continuing Services for Runaway/Homeless Youth 

Most of the programs serving runaway/hoDl:eless youth are operated by private 
agencies ~ Because - these pro'grams are not always well integrated with 
established public programs, access to treatment services becomes 
complicated. In the absence of a state mandate to serve this population, the 
response has come from concerned individuals and agencies in communities 
where the problem has been most visible. Because runaway/homeless youth are 
unable to pay for services such as health care, some other agency must "pick 
up the tab" for such services. While local sources such as the United Way 
playa significant role in supporting services to'needy populations, they are 
unwilling to assume complete continuing responsibility for funding what are 
generally perceived as "public agency responsibilities. " . The voluntary 
sector agencies which serve the runaway/homeless are often the only help 
available. 
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Finding #17 - The Homeless Pilot Pro ects Are Stabilizin 
Runaway Homeless Youth 

The state recently established two pilot projects through the Homeless Youth 
Act to serve the runaway/homeless population. In addition to providing a 
continuum. of coordinated services for these youth, a secondary benefit of the --_ 
pilot projects has been the collection of data identifying the origin of the 
youth, demographics, ethnicity and the status at intake. The result of--the 
pilot project after the first year of operation is that the State is able to 
identify specific service needs of this popula~ion. Prior to the pilot 
project's integration and coordination of the service delivery for homeless 
youths was not possible. The Homeless Youth Act recognized· a need for 
effectively planning services for youth. -

Many homeless youths are living on the streets in the major urban centers of
California without adequate food, shelt~r, health care or financial support. 
As the statistics show, many come from out-of-city, out-of-county, or 
out-of-state locations and have a history of physical or sexual abuse. The 
youths may have run away or been forced out of their homes and onto the 
streets. There they fall prey to drug abuse, prostitution and other illegal 
activities. There is a recognized need for providing at least a minimum 
level of remedial services to these youths. A vast majority of these 
homeless youths are not part of an extended family and are ineligible for 
most state programs which are aimed at homeless adults and families. 

_The Homeless Youth Act has been successful in meeting the proven need - for 
creative, enhanced and expanded outreach services; increased food, shelter, 
and clothing availability; better access to medical assistance; increased 
counseling and long-term stabilization planning. With all shelters staying 
continually filled to capacity and youths having to be turned away from 
services, the need for programs such as the homeless youth pilot projects is 
obvious. Agencies involved in the pilot projects, after only one year, have 
shown how the networking of services for homeless youths can provide an 
environment conducive to keeping young people involved in programs and 
discouraging them from returning to the streets. 

San Francisco Pilot Project 

The San Francisco Homeless Youth Pilot Project Network includes five major 
agencies: 

o Catholic Charities (administration of the grant and extended care); 
o Diamond Street Youth Shelter (shelter, food, and counseling); 
o Central City Hospitality House (shelter, food, case management, 

counseling, and independent living); 
o Larkin Street Youth Center (outreach, drop-in, medical screening 

and counseling); and 
o Huckleberry Hous~/Youth Advocates (family reunification, shelter, 

food and counseling). 

Youth service committees and advisory councils, as well as interagency 
working agreements in San Francisco, create an environment wherein other 
agencies not directly funded by the homeless youth pilot project grant become 
involved with the network activities. Agencies that are part of the San 
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Francisco network have developed good working relationships with local law 
enforcement" especi'ally in the Polk Street-Tenderloin area. The San 
Francisco Police Department has been of great assistance in getting homeless 
youths referred ,to the service agencies. 

All network agencies are well established and have histories of serving youth ': 
in San Francisco. These agencies also receive funds from other sources. The 
homeless youth grant funds are used to enhance or complement existing 
programs" consequently the start-up time was minimal and the pilot project 
became operational immediately after the grant ~wa~~ on July 1" 1986. 

Outreach services to homeless youths in San Francisco are provided on a 
drop-in basis at Hospitality House" Larkin Street Youth Center or Diamond 
Street Shelter" and on a street outreach basis by staff of the Larkin Street 
Center and Catholic Charities. Not' only is information disseminated to' 
youths on the availability of services" but also on such important topics as 
AIDS. Through June 30" 1987" 4,,967 contacts with youths had been made 
through outreach services in San Francisco. 

Food is provided to youths involved with the San Francisco network through 
the use of meal vouchers accepted at participating food establishments or 
on-site meal preparation. All agencies in the network can provide food in 
one of these two ways. Through June 30" 1987" 17,,067 meals were provided to 
homeless youths, as a part of the homeless youth pilot proj ect in San 
Francisco. 

Shelter for homeless youths in San 'Francisco is provided by Diamond Street 
Youth Shelter" Huckleberry House and Hospitality House. Diamond Street is a 
20-bed" 20-day emergencyshe1ter and is the primary resource for the network 
in providing emergency 'residential placement for homeless youths while 
counseling services are provided. It provides the only emergency shelter for 
this population in San Francisco and would have closed down had it not been 
for the Homeless Youth Act funds. Hospitality House is a 10-bed" 60-day' 
interim shelter for homeless youths which provides an initial step in the 
transition to a more permanent" stable living arrangement. Huckleberry House 
is a 6-bed" 48-hour emergency shelter working primarily with local runaways 
who need a place to reside temporarily while placement or family 
reunification plans are being developed. Through June 30" 1987" 1,,063 youths, 
were sheltered in the San Francisco network. All shelters in San Francisco 
operated at full capacity. 

Medical screening is provided to street youths by Larkin Street Youth Center 
and Huckleberry House. This screening assists youths in problem diagnosis 
and guidance to an appropriate agency for mental or physical disorder 
services. Through June 30" 1987, 349 youth received medical screening 
services in the San Francisco network. 

While all agencies of the San Francisco network provide counseling services 
to youths, the most comprehensive case management and day counseling programs 
are offered by Larkin Street Youth Center and Hospitality House. Through 
these programs, youths are provided assistance with education, employment, 
health and other personal needs. All youths in the shelter facility also 
must be involved with the day program by actively looking for employment, 
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working at a job or being involved with some component of the educational or 
counseling program. 

All agencies in the San Francisco network assist youths in long-term 
stabilization planning. If family reunification is appropriate it will be 
the treatment of choice. However, because the homeless youths that these" 
agencies work.with often cannot go home, it is necessary to find alternative 
long-term placement for them. Often, a program such as independent living is 
the most suitable alternative, while at other times it may be a group home, 
foster care, or other out-of-home placement. Long-term stabilization 
programs funded partially or in total through this grant in Sa~ Francisco are 
an 8-bed, 60-day hotel voucher program for independent living administered by 
Hospitality House, foster care through Huckleberry' House and Catholic 
Charities, and intermediate and long-term housing options with the goal of 
independent living through Catholic Charities. Through June 30, 1987, 25ir 
youth were placed into long-term stabilization programs through the San 
Francisco homeless youth pilot project. The agencies of the network which 
place youths in long-term stabilization programs provide follow-up at 30-day 
intervals for six months or longer to assure that placements are continuing 
to work. 

Finally, under the leadership of Catholic Charities, the network is gathering 
statistical data which will assist state executive and legislative 
decision-makers on the needs and continued funding of the programs. The 
statistics will also help agencies determine the most appropriate service 
needs for these youths. 

Los Angeles ·Project 

The Division of Adolescent Medicine of Childrens Hospital of Los Angeles is 
the lead agency and principal grant recipient for the homeless youth pilot 
proj ect in the County of Los Angeles.. A regional network had been developed 
over the past five years through the Hospital's High Risk Youth Proj ect, 
which had been funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation to provide 
consolidated health services to high risk youth in the Hollywood/Wilshire 
area. The project network includes the following agencies: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Childrens Hospital of Los Angeles (administration of the grant,. 
medical screening, counseling, and project evaluation); 

Los Angeles Free Clinic (medical screening); 

Los Angeles Youth Network (shelter, food, and counseling) 

Stepping Stone (shelter, food, and counseling) 

Aviva Respite Center (shelter, food, and counseling) 

1736 Crises Cent~r (shelter, food, and counseling) 

Options House (shelter, food, and counseling) 

Gay and Lesbian Community Services Center (outreach); 
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o Children of the Night, (outreach); 

o Angel's Flight (outreach); 

o Teen Canteen (outreach); 

o Triangle Project (foster care); and 

o Hollywood YMCA (counseling, psychotherapy) 

A key service provider of the Los Angeles' pilot' 'project, tqe Los Angeles 
Youth Network (LAYN) , is new and was implemented through project' grant funds. 
Therefore, although the grant was approved for Los Angeles on July 1, 1986, 
actual start-up of the project began in early October when the LAYN shelter 
and case management became operational. 

Strong communication links have been developed among youth service providers, 
law enforcement and the Los Angeles homeless youth pilot project agencies. 
This has been accomplished through regular meetings of these organizations 
and establishment of interagency agreements that work to enhance the efforts 
of the pilot project. Presently, 20 agencies, from throughout L.A. County 
participate in a Coordinating Council for Homeless Youth Services. They 
provide advice in program design, function, and direction. A model agreement 
has been developed between the Los Angeles Police Department's Hollywood 
Division and the homeless youth pilot project wherein the police are taking 

,an active role in working to get youths into the project and'keep them there. 
Officers bring youths', directly to . the LAYN shelter and case man~gement, 
center. It is one of the few examples of local law enforcement directly 
making referrals to a ~rivate youth-serving agency. . 

A letter dated July 8, 1987 from the Commanding Officer of the Hollywood 
Detective Division illustrates the results of the coordinated effort •. He 
stated that during the first nine months of the program, 59 youths were 
referred directly to the program and that the normal expenditure of time to 
handle a runaway is eight hours for each youth. The direct referral to the 
Los Angeles Youth Network can' be completed in two hours per youth. 
Therefore, the net savings to the Hollywood area of the Los Angeles Police 
Department was 354 hours of officers time during the first nine months of the 
project. Specifically, the commanding officer stated that: 

Hollywood continues to be a mecca for homeless and runaway youth. 
Because of the mammoth ongoing revitalization undertaking in the 
Hollywood area, there are many vacant buildings. These buildings 
are being sought out by the homeless for shelters. Presently, 
approximately six out of every ten youth picked up by the Hollywood 
area police are being detained and processed through normal police 
channels because the Project Homeless Youth is uriaole to 
accommodate them. As I have previously indicated, if your project 
were to be tripled in size, the Hollywood Police Division would 
still be able to fill all your vacancies. 

Outreach services to homeless youth in Los Angeles are accomplished through 
on-the-street contacts, drop-in centers and local telephone hotlines at the 
three contracted outreach agencies. Specific contractual agreements have 
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been signed with the Gay and Lesbian Community Services Center. Angel's 
Flight and Teen Canteen provide outreach as a part of the pilot proj ect. 
Children of the Night also does outreach in cooperation with the project even 
though no grant funds are provided. From October 1, 1986 through June 30, 
1987, 6,456 youth were contacted through the· pilot proj ect outreach program .. 
in Los Angeles. 

Food is provided to homeless youths involved in the pilot project by the LAYN 
through restaurant vouchers or on-site meal preparation. Although: many of 

. the agencies associated with the pilot project hav~ .the capability to provide 
food, statistical data is only being kept on meals provided. ~y the LAYN. 
From October 1, 1986 through June 30, 1987, 13,901 meals were provided to 
homeless youths by this component of the pilot project in Los Angeles. 

Shelter is also provided by LAYN. This agency operates a 20-bed, 60-day 
long-term shelter. ·The shelter is only open at night. During the day the 
clients are seen at a separate case management facility. Kitchen and shower 
facilities are located at the case management center along with counseling 
and transportation to medical appointments. From October 1, 1986 through 
June 1987, 460 youth were sheltered at LAYN as part of the homeless youth 
pilot project. The average length of stay was approximately 30 days, and the 
shelter has operated at capacity since it became operational. . 

Medical screening is provided to street youth referred by LAYN and other 
collaborating agencies through Chi1drens Hospital of Los Angeles and the Los 
Angeles Free Clinic. A high emphasis is placed on the physician-patient 
relationship at initial intervention with· street youthf? in Los Angeles. 
Although a youth may· be served by a physician for a single medical problem, 
techniques used result in a youth sharing many other aspects of his or her 
life. This has allowed the physician to prescribe a wider range of services 
to deal with the youth's needs. Interdisciplinary teams have been 
established through the Division of .Ado1escent Medicine, Childrens Hospital· 
of Los Angeles to allow for case review and appropriate medical referral. 
Through June 30, 1987, 561 youths received medical screening in Los Angeles 
as part of the homeless youth pilot project. 

All agencies that are associated with the Los Angeles homeless youth pilot 
project provide some form of counseling services to youths. However, a 
comprehensive case management program offered by LAYN is the central 
long-term counseling component of the project. Its goal is to help young 
people acquire the necessary personal skills and stability to move off the 
streets. Through the case management program, youths are provided assistance 
and guidance in education, employment, living skills, and other areas that 
relate to their future well-being. All youths in the shelter facility also 
must be . involved with the day program by actively looking for employment,. 
working at a job or being involved with some component of the educational or 
counseling program. 

Long-term stabilization planning for homeless youths in the Los Angeles pilot 
project is a part of the LAYN program. As discussed in the San Francisco 
project. if a family reunification is appropriate it will be the treatment of 
choice. Since the homeless youths these agencies work with often can not go 
home it is necessary to find alternative long-term placement for them. 
Often, independent living is the most suitable alternative, while at· other 
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times it may be a group home, foster care or other out-of-home placement". - A 
special unit of the Los Angeles County.Department of Childrens Services~'- the 
Runaway .Adolescent Pilot. Project RAPP, is co-located with the LAYN case' 
management center to facilitate foster and.group care placement for eligible 
proj ect . clients and youths referred from collaborating agencies. The Los 
Angeles network has found through the first year of operation that one of the 
most viable long-term living arrangements for youths is independent living. 
An expanded program component to meet this need is included in Los Angeles' 
second year grant application. From October 1, 1986 through June 30, 1987, 
212 youths entered the long-term stabilization pr~gram at the Los Angeles 
Youth Network. 

Childrens Hospital provides follow-up at 30, 60, 90, and 180-day intervals to 
assure that.placements·are continuing to work for youths placed in long-term 
stabilization living arrangements. Of the first 91 former clients due for 
follow-up after 90 days, 70 (or 77 percent) were contacted. Of those 
contacted, 87 percent were still at their original placement or in another 
stable living situation. 

Exhibit 11.12 presents profile data for youth sheltered by the Los Angeles 
Youth Network. 
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EXHIBIT 11.12 
. ~'.' . .' 

PROFILE DATA FOR YOUTH SHELTERED 
.AT. ~. Li;>5 ANGELES YOUTH NETWORK 

. : . 

--~-Hispanic 

--l---.4---Asian PacifIc 

~--,,'&-___ AmerTcan IndIan 

Chron i c -..,..~- _~_--- Homeless with abuse 
H.7t 

J....------JF- rt11rl--l-J.-- Situational (15.1%) 

-'lr----~-- Pre-runaway 

No Data/Other 



-81-

As Exhibit H.12 illustrates, of those youths receiving shelter, 53 percent 
are young women and 47 percent are young" men. It also shows that of" the 
youth receiving shelter, only 15 per~ent a~eyouth who ran away from family 
situations that can be worked out and only 29 percent are from Los Angeles 
City and County. In addition, the data collected shows that 33.7 percent of 
those sheltered were homeless with no home or out-of-home placement to which"" 
they might return and another 25" percent were chronic runaways who were 
unlikely to be returned home or to placement. This informa~ion, coupled with 
data showing the individual components of the Homeless Youth Act is presented 
in detail in Appendix D which "provides ca~egorical definitions and 
statistical information. The statistical information is valuab~e in planning 
future services for this homeless population. 

Exhibit 11.13 depicts the combined effort of the San Francisco and" Los 
Angeles homeless youth pilot projects through the first three quarters of 
1986-87. 

EXHIBIT 11.13 

HOMELESS YOUTH PILOT PROJECTS STATISTICS 
THE FIRST YEAR OF OPERATIONS ENDING JUNE 30, 1987 

SERVICE SAN FRANCISCO LOS ANGELES TOTAL* 

Number Contacted 4,967 "6,456 11,423 
" " 

Meals Served 17 ,067 13,901 30,968 

Number Sheltered** 1,063 1,197 2,234 

Number Medically Screened 349 561 910 

Number Placed in Long-Term 258 212 470 
Stabilization Programs 

* The disparity in totals for Los Angeles and San Francisco are 
partially" the result of the difference in operational 
implementation dates. Because San Francisco's h~meless youth 
network was created from existing agencies they were able to begin 
tracking serVice delivery from the date of the gr"ant award, July 1, 
1986. In Los Angeles, data tracking began with the operational 
start-up of the Los Angeles Youth Network's shelter and case 
management center on October 1, 1986. 

** In Los Angeles the homeless youth pilot project dollars fund a 
20-bed, 60-day shelter facility in Los Angeles (Los Angeles Youth 
Network). ~here are other agencies that are a part of the Los 
Angeles homeless youth pilot projects that operate shelters. They 
include Stepping Stone, Aviva Respite Center, Options House, 1736 
Projects and the Probation Departments Status Offender Dentention 
Alternatives (SODA) program which provide short-term shelter 
services. 



In San Francisco the Pilot Project partially funds a'20-bed~ 20-day 
shelter (Diamond Street) and a 10-bed,' 60-day shelter facility in 
San Francisco. Also, Huckleberry House (6-bed, short-term shelter 
for local runaways) in San' 'Francisco is providing long-term 
stabilization planning as a part of the'project. 

Exhib~t 11.13 shows that the two' pilot projects sheltered 2,234 youths, 
provided 30,000 meals and placed 470 in a long-term stabilization program 
during fiscal year 1986-87. 

The Homeless Youth Act has been successful in m~eting the proyen need for 
outreach services; increased food, shelter, and clothing availability; better 
access to medical assistance; increased counseling, and long-term 
stabilization planning. With all shelters staying continually filled to 
capacity and youths having to be turned away from services, the need for' 
programs such as the homeless youth pilot projects is obvious. Agencies 
involved in the success of the pilot proj ects, after only one year, have 
shown how the networking of services for homeless youths can provide an 
environment conducive to keeping young people involved in programs and 
discouraging them from returning to the streets •. 
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ABUSED AND NEGLECTED CHILDREN 

Finding #18 - Increased Number of Reports of Child Abuse And Neglect Have 
Contributed to Workload Problems 

California's children's protective service system is experiencing a dramatic" 
rise in the number of reports of abuse and neglect. This trend has 'been 
influenced by recent changes in legislation and the public's increasing 
awareness of the plight of abused and neglected children~ The increased 
number of reports that need to be investigated, c9~bined with a shortage of 
needed services and a lack of interagency cooperation, have. resulted in 
severe workload problems for child welfare workers and have reduced the level 
of services provided to abused and neglected children. 

Increased Number of Reports 

California's Child Abuse Reporting Law, Penal Code Sections 11165 through 
11174, requires that school employees, medical personnel, child care workers, 
child welfare workers and all others who work with children must immediately 
report all cases of suspected child abuse. The law also requires that 
commercial film or photographic print processors report the depiction of any 
child under the age of 14 engaged in sexual conduct. All "mandated 
reporters", as they are called, are required to file prescribed reports with 
child protective agencies within 36 hours. Law enforcement and/or child 
welfare agencies must investigate the reports and copies must be provided to 

, the Attorney General. A central registry of such complaints is maintained in . , 

Sacramento by the Department of Justice. 

While' there are problems with the system to protect abused and neglected 
children, such legislation is needed and useful. Studies across the nation 
have shown drastic reductions in child fatalities folloWing the enactment of 
child protective legislation. For example, within five years of the passage 
of a comprehensive reporting law in the State of New York, there was a 50 
percent reduction in child fatalities. In Denver, Colorado, diilfhs due to 
maltreatment dropped from 20 per year to less than one per year. 

Media attention to the importance of reporting cases of child abuse and 
neglect have deepened public concern and involvement in the problem. The 
result of this attention and concern has been a dramatic increase in the 
number of reported cases of child abuse and neglect. Exhibit ,11.14 
summarizes the number of emergency responses from 1982 to 1986. 

84Besharov, Douglas, "Doing Something About Child Abuse: The Need to 
Narrow the Grounds for State Intervention." Harvard Journal of Law and 
Public Policy. Summer, 1985. 
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EXHIBIT 11.14 

SUMMARY OF TOTAL EMERGENCY RESPONSES IN CALIFORNIA FOR 
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES FROM 1982 TO 1986 

Increased 
Number Number 

of of Percent 
Responses Cases Change 

73,473 
107,573 34,100 46.4 
250,271 142,698 132.6 
295,650 45,379 18.1 
342,001 46,351 15.7 

Total Change from 1982 to 1986 268,528 365.5 

Source: Compiled with data provided by Statistical Services, California 
Department of Social Services. 

As shown in Exhibit 11.14, the number of emergency responses to reports of 
child abuse and neglect swelled from 73,473 in 1982, to 342,001 in 1986, an 
increase of 268,528 reports, or 365.5 percent. These statistics indicate 
responses to reports of child physical, sexual and emotional abuse, general 
and severe neglect, as well as child exploitation and absence of a parent or 
guardian. While the dramatic increases in reports reflected in ·the 
statistics shown in Exhibit 11.14 are indicative.of a trend toward increased 
reporting experienced throughout the nation, ther~ are numerous factors that 
cloud the accuracy of the statistics •.. 

For example, the statistical services office of the State Department of 
Social Services maintains records of the number of responses that. county 
.child welfare agencies claim to have made to reports of various categories of 
child maltreatment. Exhibit 11.14 pre.sents such statistics. However, 
statistics reflecting the entire number of reports of abuse or neglect, 
including those are counted over the phone, are not maintained by any State 
office. 

The Department of Justice maintains the Child Abuse Central Index which keeps 
statistics only on investigated reports of child physical or sexual child 
abuse or severe child neglect. For example, the Department of Justice 
reports that there were 60,627 investigated cases of child abuse in 1985. 
Additionally, various departments and statistics utilize only .certain 
categories of child maltreatment in their statistics for comparative 
purposes. 

There are other variations in current data collection techniques that make it 
difficult to get an accurate count of the magnitude of child abuse and 
neglect in the State. For example, all totals of child abuse and neglect 
include duplicate reports. This problem seems to be shared by most states. 
A report published last year by the American Humane Association indicated 
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that only five states in the Nation ~~lect statistics on child maltreatment 
that do no include duplicate reports. 

The occurrence of duplicative reports can be compounded by the fact, that 
reports of child maltreatment usually reflect the number of children 
reported. Several children who are maltreated by their parents, of course,"· 
would be counted separately. While statistics reflect the number of chil.dren 
maltreated, they do not reflect the number of people who abuse or neglect 
children. In a partial attempt to correct this, Statisticai Services within 
the State Department of Social .Services recently b~g~n maintaining statistics 
on the number of families receiving an emergency respon~~ for child 
maltreatment. For example, in 1985, there were 295,769 emergency responses 
for chilcla&>?=,otective services. These emergency responses involved 159,060 
families. 

In recent years, there has been considerable discussion surrounding the 
percentage of child abuse and neglect reports that are "unsubstantiated". 
Although current recordkeeping procedures preclude precise calculation of 
cases that are "unsubstantiated" , State Department of Social Servic8~ 
officials have stated that the percentage may be as high as 60 percent. 
This figure can be deceiving, however, because interpretations of it can 
vary. For example, California defines an unsubstantiated report of child 
maltreatment as a report for which there was insufficient evidence to prove 
child abuse. It is not currently possible to determine how many 
unsubstantiated cases of abuse may be substantiated later with a subsequent 
report and investigation. 

Similarly, there have been reports that the number of "false reports" of 
child abuse and neglect are increasing. A false report is not necessarily 
intentional. In fact, evidence suggests that in the zeal to protect children 
from harm, unintentional false reports have increased. There is some 
dispute, however, over the magnitude of malicious false reports of child 
abuse. 

Recent attention has been directed to the possible increase of malicious 
reports of child abuse or neglect. This may occur in cases of family 
conflict, particularly marital disputes and child custody battles where a 
report is made in an effort to embarrass or discredit the other party. Such 
allegations typically involve 'accusations of sexual abuse. A recent 

85 American Human Association, Highlights of Official Child Neglect and 
Abuse Reporting, 1984. 

86Unpublished data provided by Statistical Services, California 
Department of Social Services. 

87McMahon, Linda, Dir~ctor, Department of Social Services. Testimony to 
Little Hoover Commission at Children's Services Hearing. September 25, 1986. 

Suter, Loren, Department of Social Services. Testimony to Senate Select 
Committee on Children and Youth Hearing. December 4,1986. 
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publication by the Association of Family and Conciliation Courts 'indicates 
that deliberate false allegations made to influence the custody decision.or 
to cause harm to an ex-spouse are, in fact, rare. The study found that· 
although malicious reports do occur, the amount of media and other attention 
directed to such cases is disproportionate to its actual practice. In fact," 
the report concluded that the amount 'of attention to the few cases of 
malicious reports may cause harm §g . reports of true abuse that are brought 
during child custody proceedings. When allegations of abuse are brought 
after a custody suit or other court action begins, it is unreasonable to 
conclude that these cases have been made. falsely.. Any parent wishing to 
protect their child from abuse would wish the abuse to be a factpr in custody 
decisions. Additionally, abuse may begin after separation or·divorce. 

Impact of Increased Reports on Case Management 

According to the Director of the State Department of Social Services, State 
funding targeted specifically to child welfare se~9ces programs increased 
from $129,073,000 in 1982, to $266,683,000 in 1986. However, the 1980's 
also brought reductions in the amount of local and federal funding for child 
welfare services. The impact of local funding constraints imposed by 
Proposition 13 combined with drastic reductions in Federal Tit1e.XX and Title 
IV-B allocations in 1981, caused a gradual yet drastic erosion of services to 
neglected and abused children. In part, the substantial increases in State 
funding in recent years came in response to public outcry about the lack of 
adequate services for neglected and abused children which resulted from 
decreased funding from other sources. However, there 'is still concern that 
the recent increases in funding have not kept pace with the increased case 
management workload and the demand for children's services. 

A recent report on working conditions of social workers in San Francisco 
found that workloads for those handling child abuse and neglect cases are 
unmanageable. While national workload standards recommend 18 to 20 cases per 
worker, the average case10ad per social worker in San Francisco is 30. 
Furthermore, those working in the permanency planning program consistently 
work 10 hours of overtime per week with no financial reimbursement. The 
report sgf>ted that, "Ultimately services to children must fall by the 
wayside". 

The State Department of Social Services is currently evaluating workload 
standards for various positions within child protective services. A report 
evaluating workload standards for investigators of foster and group homes 

88 Thoennes, Nancy and Pearson, Jessica. Summary of Findings from the 
Sexual Abuse Allegations Project, The Association of Family and Conci1itory 
Courts. Denver, CO, 1987. 

89McMahon, Linda. Testimony at Little Hoover Commission Hearing, San 
Francisco. September 25, 1986 ~ '. 

90Supervisoria1 Staff, Family and Children's Division. Every Three 
Hours. Unpublished Document, June 18, 1986. 
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concluded that present standards were inadequate. The report, issued by the 
Department of General Services recommended that casel091s be reduced from the 
present level of 115 to 89.1 facilities per evaluator. 

A· recent Los Angeles County survey indicated severe workload problems in 
adoption services. The program has been handicapped by insufficient .funding'~ . 
State funding for adoption services is closed-ended and does not .increase 
with the level of services offered. At the same time, Los Angeles~ like 
other California counties, has experienced an increase in hard-to-place 
children, increased numbers Qf court cases, and ~taterequired services. In 
Los Angeles, the result is that at the end of June 1987, 550 legally freed 
children awaited adoption and approximately 2~000 more were under study for 
possible adoption. Using state-mandated workload guidelines, the report· 
found that Los Angeles County should have funds. for 150 p~2fessional 
adoptions staff; however, the State allocated funding for only 89. . 

Adoption workers in San Francisco also experience severe workload problems. 
A recent report estimates that the over 20 functions required of adoption 
workers requires a minimum of a 55 hours per work week, barring any 
unexpected problems or crises which could add up to 15 additional hours. 
Like adoption workers elsewhere in the State, San Francisco adoption workers 
can have adoptions pending in a variety of different states. One 
overburdened worker in San Francisco stated, "I have index cards to keep the 
names straight. I barely have enough time to shake a chi~~'s hand, let alone 
hug or provide.him some kind of meaningful conversation." 

The problems involved with excessive caseloads are compounded ·bS sev~re 
shortages of services for children. When placement is necessary, an ideal 
situation would allow the social worker to choose a foster home that is most 
suitable to the child's personality and needs. However, placement shortages 
often mean that the social worker must spend his or her time searching for 
any available opening, regardless . of its compatibility with the child's 
needs. Even the best trained and· experienced social worker is unable to 
accommodate the needs of children when services are lacking. 

Due to the limited capacity to provide services, current workload pressures 
can have disastrous effects on children and families. In fact, the resulting 
procedural delays and limited spaces in appropriate programs combined wit~ 
the lack of time and resources to appropriately educate caseworkers, have led 
to the alarming fact that reporting abuse or neglect does not assure a 
child's safety. During its study, the Commission heard numerous 

91 Department 
Community Care and 
1986. 

of General 
Licensing: 

Services, Department of General Services, 
County Evaluators Staffing Standards, April 

92unpublished Report of the Funding Sources Subcommittee of the 
Children's Budget Implementation Coordination Committee, 1987. 

93supervisorial Staff, Family and Children's Division Every Three Hours, 
Unpublished Document dated June 18, 1986, p.11. 
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heartbreaking accounts of children who are· denied services they desperately 
need, as well as accounts o~ otner--children wne; were unnecessarily removed 
from their home. These problems attest to the fact that deep-rooted problems 
exist .in our current child protective services system. 

Increased reports of abuse and neglect, combined with inadequate· 
have contributed to unmanageable workloads throughout the State. 
that are overwhelmed are hard-pressed to perform well, even when 
efforts are adequate. But, current. conditions are such that 

funding, 
Workers 

training 
training 

provided is often inadequate. The result· is ~h~t, too often, cases are 
inappropriately handled and needed services are not delivered • 

. ~ .,-
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Finding 019 ~·Current Approaches For Abuse And Neglect May Prove Damaging to 
Families and Children 

Incorrect judgements, staff with inadequate training, and unnecessarily 
complicated service delivery systems are too common in dealing with abuse and 
neglect cases. County child welfare workers are faced with making extremely:. 
difficult decisions in the investigation and resolution of reports of child 
abuse and neglect. The sheer volume of cases currently being referred for 
investigation combined with inadequate training for workers and a lack of 
necessary services have contributed to the fact ~hat some families who are 
reported to child welfare services are harmed by unnecessary and 
inappropriate treatment. In addition, the negative interactions that some 
children and their families experience with the child welfare system in 
California cause problems for children and families that could often be 
avoided. 

Difficult Decisions Regarding Abuse and Neglect 

Staff members within county child welfare departments have significant 
responsibilities when investigating a report of child abuse and neglect and 
determining how to resolve the case. When a report of child abuse or neglect 
is received it demands prompt action. Investigators must decide whether or 
not children can remain safely in their homes. They must often base their 
decisions on incomplete and conflicting information. Then the investigators 
are forced to make a decision with possibly devastating consequences. If 
they .leave children in their homes they may be further abused or killed. If 
they unnecessarily remove them, families can be torn apart .by ~he ·allegations 
and the often long, grueling process that can be involved in reversing the 
error. 

The large and growing number of reports of child abuse and neglect in 
California compound the problem of inv.estigating and responding appropriately 
to child abuse and neglect reports. As previously mentioned, the State 
Department of Social Services has reported that the number of emergency 
responses for child protective services increased from 73,473 in 1982, to 
342,000 in 1986, qF/ increase in reports of 268,528, or 365 percent over a 
five-year period. This dramatic growth in the numher of reports has 
strained the ability of county welfare departments to provide the required. 
investigation and support services. 

During a Little Hoover Commission hearing in San Francisco on July 30, 1986, 
the Commission heard heartbreaking testimony from parents whose families were 
torn apart as a result of alleged mishandling of reports of child abuse and 
neglect. The Commission has also received numerous letters from families 
complaining that they had been wrongly accused of child abuse and had 
suffered from unnecessary treatment in the child protection services system 
in California. The situation endured by the Jones family exemplifies 
features common to the complaints we received. 

94unpublished data furnished by Statistical Services of the State 
Department of Social Services. 
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The Jones' family became involved with the child protective services system 
after Robin Jones brought her four-year old daughter Sandy to the doctor. 
The doctor who treated Sandy reported the case to authorities as a possible 
case of child molestation. The doctor misdiagnosed Sandy's vaginal iDfection 
as being sexually transmitted. The Jones' were disturbed by the handling of . 
the case from the start. Robin says that from the very beginning, she and .. 
her husband were treated as though they were responsible for the molestation 
of their daughter. The doctor's report had been accepted as proof that 
molestation had occurred. 

The false report of child molestation left no member of the fam~ly untouched. 
Sandy's ll-year old sister, Shelley, was pulled out of her ·c1assroom at 
school for questioning. The social worker told Shelley that her sister had 
been molested and was asked numerous questions that embarrassed her. Sandy 
was forced to undergo repeated vaginal examinations even though each time the· 
diagnosis indicated "no evidence of sexual abuse." Sandy was questioned 
repeatedly by the social worker who tried to get Sandy to show her what 
happened by using anatomically-correct dolls. Both parents were required to 
undergo psychological tests--in each case professionals saw no presupposition 
to abuse. The father, Bill, was told by authorities to leave his family 
residence even though no criminal charges were brought against him. But the 
most painful experience for everyone was when Sandy was removed from the 
family's home and placed in a foster home. The four-year old was forced to 
spend 10 days in the foster home before she was finally permitted to return 
home. It was seven months before a judge ruled that the Southern California 
County.had no right to be involved in the family's affairs. The Jones' were 
forced ~o bankruptcy to pay legal and other costs--which amounted to over 
$20,000. 

While this case depicts the damage from unnecessary treatment, the 
experiences of children who were justifiably brought into the child 
protective system and placed in abus~ve foster homes, or denied services they 
desperately needed are sometimes harder to chronicle. Children usually lack 
the skills to fully articulate the injustices they have experienced. In 
fact, their injustices are sometimes brought to the public's attention under 
the most dire circumstances. Last year, the death of l4-month old Nathan 
Moncrief shook the community of San Francisco. The toddler was b§sten to 
death by foster parents who were in the process of adopting him. This 
extreme form of harm within the system is, fortunately, rare. It lies at the 
far end of a continuum of harms some children experience while in "the 
system". Sandra Baker of the Sacramento Child Sexual Abuse Treatment Program 
recently stated, "The child abuse system affects the very core of our 
society. We're messing around with families. If you do it one way, you 
leave children in a situation that will make them into monsters eventually. 

95 6 Complaint to Little Hoover Commission. Received October 14, 198 • 
Names changed. 

96Danie1s, Lon. "Man, Male 'Wife' Charged in Baby Death". San -Francisco Examiner. June 17, 1986, p.2. 
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On . the other 99and, you have the power to destroy a· nuclear family 
unnecessarily." . . 

Indeed, there is no doubt that a system for the protection of children who 
are; abused or neglected is needed. When children are subjected to severe 
beatings, intentionally burned with cigarettes or heated metal, or are:· 
sexually molested and raped, they clearly need to be protected .. f7;om ;repeated 
abuses. But children need a system that will not only protect them from 
severe danger, they need to be treated for the physical, emotional and 
psychological remnants of abuse or neglect. 

Lack of Support Services 

Some County Child Welfare Service Departments do not provide the moral 
support and security that children who have been. abused or neglected so· 
desperately need. Not only is child abuse itself traumatic, the events 
following a report of abuse can be frightening, troubling and confusing for 
the child victims and their families. The child may be subjected to a number 
of investigatory interviews, displaced from familiar' surroundings and 
sometimes involved in court proceedings against the offender. A social 
worker who is skilled, familiar to the child and family, and able to spend 
needed time with the child, can lend the support necessary to lessen the 
hardship of these procedures. However, case processing procedures often 
preclude children from receiving this needed, basic support. In fact, one 
therapist recently stated, "Lots of kids tell me if they had to do it over 
again, they .would~S: have disclosed their abuse because it was too negative 
of. an experience.;" .. .. 

SB 14 requires that counties provide a set of stipulated programs and timely 
procedures. Many counties have responded to the requirements of SB 14 by 
assigning each specific function to individual workers. These procedures can 
result in the involvement of as many.as 22 child welfare pr~~essionals, each 
of whom must interview and review a child's case separately. This extended 
process is not only duplicative, it can be very damaging to the welfare of 
the child and result in great frustration and potential psychological damage, 
as a child is forced to recall accounts of pain and suffering. In addition, 
families grow mistrustful as they are denied the ability to work consistently 
with one social worker. 

Some children, who can only be protected from abuse by removal from their 
home, find the. turmoil of uncertainty extends to their daily living 
arrangements. Many California counties have severe shortages of foster care 

97The Sacramento Bee, August 4, 1987, p. A7. 

98Goldston, Linda. -"Considering the Victim First". San Jose Mercury 
News. May 31, 1987, p.16A. 

99wilsey, Kermit and members of the Child and Family Coalition. 
~estimony to Senate Select Committee on Children and Youth. Hearing on Child 
Abuse Reporting Laws and Dependency Statutes •. December 4, 1986. 
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homes. These shortages often force children to be shuffled from short-term 
foster home to foster home as space becomes available, or to remain in 
placements intended for very short-term, emergency use. A recent report by 
the Family and Children's Division in San Francisco entitled, "Every Three 
Hours", found that nearly one quarter of all ~hildren in emergency shelter. 
were ther~ two months or longer. Among these children, 20 .percent were there 
76 days or longer. The report discusses the harm children suffer from 
tenuous shelter placements: "When young, time does not fly. Clearly a 
growing number of children perceive themselves as growing old in shelters. 
Indeed they are. The question begs: Is t!ii>cfnju~~ice we pull children from 
worse than the injustice we place them in?" .. 

A 1985-1986 grand jury report for San Luis Obispo County found that the lack 
of training of those who provide services to victims of child abuse and 
neglect can lead to faulty decisions concerning children. They concluded: 
"In some cases, training will ensure that the abused or neglected child who 
currently does not receive county attention will be brought into the system. 
In still other cases, children cOY6rrned will avoid becoming victims of the 
very system designed to aid them." 

Alternative Approaches for Child Abuse and Neglect Intervention 

The Children's Advocacy Center in Huntsville, Alabama utilizes a model 
approach for minimizing the trauma of multiple interviews and other 
procedures on victims of abuse. The center provides a safe, secure setting 
for children who have been sexually abused and needed to be removed from 
their home. ·The design. puts children's needs up front ·by requiring the 
myriad of agencies involved in sexual abuse cases to come to the victims. 
This avoids unnecessary shuffling and also providr 62 a coordinating network . 
that can track the needs and services of the child. . 

One of California's models that att::empts to minimize trauma to the child 
victim and offer services to the entire family is a hospital-based program. 
San Francisco General Hospital treats child.sexual abuse victims at the Child 
and Adolescent Sexual Abuse Resource Center (CASARC). The program utilizes a 
trained multi-disciplinary staff to implement a 24-hour crisis intervention 
program for sexually abused children and ~dolescents. The main functions of 
CASARC are to provide prompt medical examinations and treatment, to offer 
immediate psychological support, to collect evidence for the court at the 
time the molestation is reported, and to provide follow-up counseling for the 
child and family. Each child is provided a counselor. Part of the 
counselor's role is to prepare the child for court and to be available as a 

100 , Supervisorial Staff, Family and Children s Division. Every Three 
Hours. Unpublished Document, June 18, 1986. 

101 -
1985-86 Grand· Jury Report, San Luis Obispo County. Health/Social 

Services section, p.21. 

102 " Goldston, Linda. "Considering the Victim First. San Jose Mercury 
News, May 21, 1987, p.1A. 
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suppor,t . during the. court proceedings ~ CASARC promotes -community 'awareness 
and .-training, as fPBjs permit, by . providing consultation -- and· education· 'to 
community agencies. .. . .. . 

In . some cases, especially those involving sexual abuse, when the child is 
removed from the home it reinforces the common feeling that the report of· 
abuse by the child, as opposed to' the act of· abuse, has. caused family 
disruption and turmoil. In some reports where there is suspicion of one 
parent, it may not be best to remove the child from the non-accused parent 
and siblings. In fact, it is often best if these.fami1y members also receive 
counseling and related services. .. 

Some have suggested that "safe houses" should be an option in such cases. 
This would provide the option of allowing the non-abusing spouse to accompany 
the child or children to a proj ect location that provides support, therapy,' 
and· security for both the child victim· and. the non-abusing parent. The 
practice of removing the children from the. home often. reinforces the guilt 
young victims feel as they blame themselves for family disruption. 

l03Hanson, Graeme and Delmer J. Pascoe. "Intervention with Sexually 
Abused Children: The Child Adolescent Sexual Abuse Resource Center of San 
Francisco". MOBIUS, Vol.5, No.l. January 1985, p.65-69. 
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Finding 1120 - Lack of Comprehensive Training For Child Welfare Professionals~ 
Foster Parents And Mandated Reporters 

There is limited training for c~ild welfare professionals, foster parents and 
those required by law to report suspicions of child abuse or neglect. This 
lack of training combined with. high caseloads contributes to faulty 
investigations, inadequate recognition of .the needs of abused and neglected 
children, as well as inappropriately prescribed services_and case management. 
As a result, children and their families suffer from a system that is' often 
unresponsive to their needs. 

Inadequate Training for Child Protection Workers 

Child welfare staff who work directly with families where child abuse and 
neglect have been reported often have varying degrees of professional' 
training and experience. Only 50 percent of the professional staff providing 
emergency response and family maintenance program services are required to 
have a Masters Degree in social work or a related field. In addition, 
current regulations do not specify qualifications fOljo~taff involved with. 
family reunification and permanent placement services. According to the 
National Association of Social Workers, many counties employ child welfare 
workers without professional training in social work. They cite th10gasic 
problem as being no uniform -statewide standard for professional staff. 

The academic curriculum in schools of social work provides students with a 
foundation in the theory, principles and methods of social work. This 
curriculum is designed to prepare students for a wide variety of professional 
occupations. However, coursework that addresses specific areas of work that 
apply to public child welfare agencies are often lacking. Social workers who 
are employed in public child welfare agencies need training in interviewing 
and investigating allegations of child abuse and neglect, applicable civil 
and criminal justice procedures (part~cularly the legal requirements of child 
protection), as well as a host of general interventive strategies that are 
essential to the well-being of children and families. 

When SB 14 was signed into law in 1982, it made major modifications in the 
system of services provided to families. where child abuse or neglect has 
occurred. The measure required that a host of programs be established to 
provide the services necessary for family reunification, or to plan for a 
permanent, stable alternative for children who could not be reunited with 
their families. These changes, combined with the rapid increase of reported 
cases of child abuse in recent· years, have yet to be matched with training to 
meet the new responsibilities. 

104 . Collins, Wanda R., President, National Association of Social Workers. 
Letter to Nathan Shapell, Little Hoover Commission Chairman, dated ApriI16,· 
1986. 

105Ibid • 
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Lack of Training for Mandated Reporters 

Training in the detection and reporting of child abuse and neglect is not 
offered consistently to other professional groups including physicians, 
educators, psychologists, clergy and others who may be involved in the_ 
treatment of child abuse and who are required or "mandated" by law to report
suspicions of child abuse and neglect. In the absence of -such-training, 
these professionals may not have a clear understanding of reporting laws. -

Section 11166 of the California Penal Code require~ that mandated reporters 
should report cases where a "reasonable suspicion" of abuse e:x:ists. Because 
mandated reporters do not routinely receive training in detecti~g abuse, the 
interpretation of this law is sometimes quite broad. For instance, the 
Commission found from some reporters that a common interpretation was that 
"any possibility" of abuse should be reported. This problem is sometimes
compounded by the fact that some people broadly interpret laws defining what 
constitutes abuse. Many agree that spanking a child doesn't necessarily 
constitute abuse, but when it leaves a bruise or other markings, it may be. 
This leads to difficult questions concerning when bruising or markings should 
be considered grounds for charges of abuse. While decisions like these fall 
to the professionals, we-find that their interpretations can also be broad. 

Although physicians typically receive little or no training in detection and 
reporting requirements, they make referrals regarding cases of child abuse 
and are sometimes requested to verify the possibility of sexual molestation 
or physical abuse. In some instances, these judgments have resulted in_ 
unwarranted intervention and have had disastrous effects on --fe.m:ll-ies -and 
children. For example, as an apparent side affect of chicken pox, 3-year old 
Helen Gray developed a vaginal infection. Helen's mother brought her to a 
doctor who reported the case to authorities as a possible sign of sexual 
molestation. The following day, Helen was forcibly removed from her parents' 
home and placed at MacLaren Ha111bg Los Angeles. It took over two months for 
the false charges to be dropped. 

This tragic event should not have taken place. In fact, training could have 
prevented it from happening. Training for the physician could have prevented 
the initial misdiagnosis. But beyond - this, training in investigative 
techniques, and assessment criteria would have alerted the social worker to
the incorrect allegations of abuse. 

While it is unfair to blame doctors for trying to fulfill their legal 
obligations to report suspected abuse cases, part of this problem can be 
solved through properly educating physicians on detection and reporting of 
child abuse. Furthermore, there needs to be a recognition that many doctors 
do not have the expertise to accurately verify abuse. When medical attention 
is needed to verify cases of sexual or other forms of abuse it is im~ortant 
that only doctors who have expertise in detecting abuse and --neglect be 
utilized. 

106 Complaint to Little Hoover Commission. Received October 29, 1986. 
File Number 80. Name changed. 
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Insufficient Training in the Legal System on Abuse and Neglect 

Judges and lawyers who work with child victims of abuse and neglect influence 
decisions with life-long consequences that are ostensibly made in the best 
interests of the child. Despite this, judges and lawyers who deal with cases'. 
of child abuse and neglect are not required to have specific education or 
training in the non-legal aspect of' their work. The entire court process, 
particularly testifying, can be traumatic for the child victim. Training in 
appropriate interviewing techniques and other aspects can minimize the 
negative experiences the court process can· impose on a child who has been 
sexually or phYSically abused or severely neglected~ 

Inadequate training for social workers can affect the outcome of child abuse 
court cases. Some social workers may utilize' "leading" when interviewing 
children regarding allegations of child abuse. Because children often do not 
make spontaneous disclosures of abuse to parents or investigators, obtaining 
necessary information involves a substantial degree of probing -- without 
training this can be done inappropriately. For example, in a recent child 
abuse case in San Francisco, a psychiatrist told news reporters, "In my 
opinion the interviewers put words in the child's mouth; they virtually 
accused the child ofl8flding back secrets when the information they wished 
was not forthcoming." When practices like these are uncovered, they raise 
questions regarding the validity of child abuse charges regardless of their 
truthfulness. 

Lack of Foster Parent Training 

Most counties in California do not routinely offer or require foster parents 
to complete training. Historically, the assumption has been that parents do 
not require special skills to fulfill their role, therefore foster parents do 
not need special training. While effective parenting of any child requires 
skills, the child placed in foster care has been subjected to a potentially 
traumatic ordeal that requires special sensitivities on the part of the 
foster parent. Children in foster care can suffer from separation anxieties 
and other stresses that can result from lack of security. 

In recent years, there has been a gradual shift in the expectations of foster 
parents from being responsible solely for basic substitute parenting. to 
playing a major role in the treatment support of very troubled children and 
youth and for supporting the goals of permanency planning. Since the passage 
of SB 14, the population of children who remain in foster family homes has 
changed dramatically. Children who are the most severely abused or 
neglected, and those who exhibit the most serious physical, psychological or 
developmental damage, are the children least likely to be candidates for 
family reunification or to be adopted. These. are also the children most 
likely to become foster care or group home placements. 

107San Francisco Examiner. "Going to Trial Despite Questionable Probe". 
September 28, 1986, p.8. 
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Exhibit 11.15 illustrates the minimal training. requirements that· exist in 
California couri·d.es for foster parents • 

. EXHIBIT 11.15 

SUMMARY OF FOSTER CARE PRE-SERVICE TRAINING REQUIREMENTS 
IN CALIFORNIA 

Training Required Number of Counties Percent. 

No Required Training 31 .. -. 54 

One to Six Hours 15 ·26 

Seven to 12 Hours 9 16 

Thirteen to 18 Hours 2 4 

Totals 57 100 = = 

Source: Constructed with unpublished data from the Chancellor's Office, 
California Community College Foster Training Program. Survey 
information current to February 26, 1987. Fifty-seven of the 
State's 58 counties participated ~n the survey. 

Exhibit 11.15 shows that only 26 counties in the State require ·any training 
before . becoming a foster parent. Additionally, of those counties that 
require training, most require less than six hours. It. also shows that no 
county requires more than 18 hours of training. Not shown in Exhibit 11.16 
is the fact that only 19 percent of all California counties require 
additional, in-service training following licensure as a foster parent. 

Some officials believe that the reason for the minimal foster parent training 
requirements shown in Exhibit 11.15 . is that increased requirements may 
inhibit the growth of foster family homes. There are currently concern~ 
regarding the difficulty in recruiting and retaining foster families. For 
example, a recent California Foster Parent Survey revealed that nearly 50 
percent of the foster parents surveyed indicated 15lJat they were uncertain 
about their interest in remaining foster parents. In addition to being 
paid very little, foster parents are not routinely offered a support system 
or respite from their stressful jobs. 

108California Foster Parent Training Survey. Prepared for the Foster 
Parent Training Program, California Community Colleges by Center for Foster 
and Residential Care; Child Welfare Institute, Atlanta, Georgia.· June 13, 
1986. 
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Successful Family Reunification 

There are numerous, dedicated social workers throughout the State who have 
gained admirable skills _ through years of experience. While training can 
enhance their skills, the success stories should not go unnoticed. 

The Baker family represents a successful reunification effort. Linda Baker 
had been sexually molested by her father for years, but when he began 
molesting her youngest sister, Ann, Linda called the authorities. "I di-dn't 
want her life to be ruined" she explained. Not all sexual abuse cases are 
likely candidates for reunification, but the social worker felt that an 
attempt at reunification was appropriate for the Baker family ~ The social 
worker referred the Bakers to Parents United, a support group that offers 
programs for each f8f~~y member. The Bakers also received professional 
individual counseling. 

With the help of others, Sam Baker has taken. responsibility for the pain·he 
caused his family and has taken steps to correct many of the circumstances 
that led to the abuse. Through Parents United and other counseling services, 
the Bakers learned. that some of. their family dynamics made the abuse 
possible. Sam was very domineering and expected his wife and children to be 
subservient to him. "I used to. think that I owned my family.... like you 
would a car," Sam said. Likewise, family members feared him and felt that he 
was "king ruler" of the house. Before the abuse report, Sam's wife, Kathy, 
was unaware of the abuse but daughter Linda felt that her. mother would have 
been powerless to stop it if she had known. 

Today, the Baker family continues therapy and Parents United. They are still 
working at healing the wounds caused by the sexual abuse. But their labor is 
diligent and they all feel that family reunification has been worthwhile and 
successful. 

Training Strategies 

While there is currently no uniform, statewide training program or curriculum 
for those working in child protective services, there are numerous State 
funded projects in different localities. The Office of Criminal Justice 
Planning funds two child sexual abuse prevention training centers. One is 
located at the Institute for Community as Extended Family in San Jose and the 
other is located in the Children I s Institute International in Los Angeles. 
Since their inception in 1984, these programs have trained nearly 2, 000 
professionals. Additionally, the Office of Child Abuse Prevention (OCAP) and 
the California Consortium of Child Abuse Councils provides training for a 
limited number of child welfare professionals. 

In an attempt to train mandated reporters, the State Department of Social 
Services recently spent $400,000 on video tapes designed to train specified 
mandated reporters. The yi~eos are well-designed and represent a commendable 

109Ware , Ciji, Host. "Generations of Violence", KeET Broadcast. May 30, 
1984. Names changed. 
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effort .to address training needs. There remains· a need to. ensure wide 
distribution and use of these training tapes. For example, one video 
cassette was specifically made for child care workers. This cassette is 
available for loan in each county through Child Care Resource and Referral 
Centers. Despite the availability of this cassette, many child care centers 
lack the equipment necessary to view the video. 

Michael Wald, Professor of Law at Stanford and contributor to the drafting of 
major child abuse and neglect legislation, advocates m·assive statewide 
training efforts. Wald and others have stated that the agency responsible 
for training police officers,·· Police Officer Standards and Training (POST), 
provides an excellent model for training child protective workers. POST is 
responsible for ensuring consistent, quality training for those in law 
enforcement positions. The agency develops .standards for training and 
establishes criteria for certifying courses and the schools and academies· 
that offer them. It· is also responsible for enforcing compliance with the 
set standards. A similar agency may be useful in ensuring statewide 
standards for those working in child protective services and related fields. 
It could facilitate the development of different training standards that are· 
applicable to specific professionals including social workers, foster parents 
and certain· mandated reporters. Such training could contribute to more 
consistent application of child welfare procedures and services and provide a 
forum for certification of social wQrkers and foster parents as well as 
facilitate professional enhancement seminars • 

. The training needs· of socia1·workers, foster parents and mandated reporters 
vary in depth and content, but training is essential for all groups to.~nsure 
that child protective laws and procedures are appropriately applied. 
Increased training efforts will ensure better protection for abused and 
neglected children and contribute to the well-being of children and families. 
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Finding #21 - The Court System is Experiencing Difficulties in Dealing With 
Cases of Abuse And Neglect 

The court system is experiencing difficulties in. dealing with the increasing 
number of cases involving abused and neglected children, including cases of·· 
dependency and the need for juvenile court supervision of "status offenders." 
Recent legislation reforms, including SB 14 in 1982 and subsequent measures, 
were intended to bring about needed changes and to expedite dependency 
proceedings. However, these reforms have not fully addressed problems of 
court delay and in some. cases have exacerbated· .existing problems. As a 
result, delays in the court system can further traumatiz~ abused and 
neglected children because the ultimate placement decision may be prolonged. 

Involvement of the Courts 

One critical concern of social welfare professionals is to avoid the 
unnecessary removal of a child from his or her home. SB 14, addressed this 
concern by strengthening requirements for the burden of proof necessary to 
remove a child from his or her home, requiring the consideration of family 
reunification, and requiring the use of more timely and appropriate court 
proceedings. This legislation requires that when a child is removed from his 
or her home, the county is responsible for proving, in court, that the child 
is in danger at home and cannot be protected without removal. Further, at 
each subsequent court hearing the county must verify that danger to the child 
persists. County welfare agencies are required to make every effort to 
return children to their natural families. A hea;ing must be conducted every 
six ·months to review the case until a permanent arrangement tike family 
reunification or adoption has been completed. All of these actions are civil 
proceedings, usually conducted in juvenile court. 

Following the confirmation of child abuse or neglect by Child Welfare 
Services, a social worker or probation officer must file a "Dependency 
Petition" • This petition provides information regarding the child's 
situation, including support for the decision that the ehild falls within the 
provisions of Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300. Dependency 
petitions must be filed within three weeks and can be filed regardless of 
whether a child is taken into custody. A "detention hearing" must take place 
within a 24-hour period of the "judicial day" following the filing of the 
dependency petition. The purpose of the hearing is to determine sufficient 
reason for a "Jurisdictional Hearing." Conducted within 15 judicial days of 
the detention hearing, or 30 days of filing the petition if the child is not 
in custody, the jurisdictional hearing determines whether there is a 
"preponderance of the evidence" that a child has been maltreated within the 
definitions of Section 300. 

If a child is found to be a "300" and made a dependent of the court, the 
decision of whether the child is to be maintained with the parent under 
particular conditions or whether the child is removed from the parent, is 
finalized in the dispositional hearing. A "permanency planning hearing" must 
be conducted within six months if a child under three is removed from the 
home, or within twelve months in other cases. This hearing is conducted to 
determine permanent plans for the child. In some cases, an additional 
permanency planning hearing is set, such as when there is substantial 
probability that the child will return home within six months. Permanent 
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. placement should include one of the following (in order of precedence): 
adoption; legal guardianship; --or long-term foster -care. - An additional 
hearing to terminate parental rights is also conducted when it is determined 
that children are better off if placed for adoption or guardianship. 

Permanency planning hearings mandated by SB 14 often duplicate the 
termination of parental rights proceedings dictated. in Civil Code Section 
232. This can delay the resolution of the case for some abused or neglected 
children. Procedural delays, in the form of petitions and continuances, also 
delay the .timely decision intended by the SB. 14 reforms. In some 
jurisdictions, lengthy delays in the permanency planning. ~or children 
frustrate the achievement of the goals in the law. For example, a recent 
letter dated September 16, 1987, from the Los Angeles County clerk and 
Executive Officer of the Superior Court which stated, "A combination of 
increased child abuse and neglect filings, mandated reporting laws and· 
requirements of Senate Bill 14 to conduct judicial reviews every six months 
has placed a tremendous strain on the dependency court. Over the years, the 
number of courts handling dependency cases has not kept pace with the growing 
workload." To illustrate this, Exhibit 11.16 compares the increased number 
of dependency judicial reviews over the last 11 years and the increased 
number of dependency courts. 

EXHIBIT 11.16 

LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT 

Dependency 
Fiscal Judicial Dependency Judicial 
Year Reviews Filings Manpower 

1976-77 8716 3553 5.4 
1977-78 8984 5819 6.5 
1978-79 11386 6419 6.2 
1979-80 12308 6789 6.3 
1980-81 11610 8355 6.8 
1981-82 15059 8483 7.0 
1982-83 27553 8712 7.2 
1983-84 30113 12331 8.4 
1984-85 28874 15197 13.0 
1985-86 39943 16118 15.0 
1986-87 38215 .17472 15.0 

Percentage 
Change 338% 391% 177% 

Exhibit 11.16 shows that the number of dependency judicial reviews increased 
338 percent and the number of dependency filings increased 391 percent in the 
past ten years. However, the judicial manpower to handle these cases 
increased only 177 percent. 
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While this issue is clearly part of the larger problem of workload excesses 
and calendar delays facing our court system, the special needs of abused -and 
neglected children may require alternative administrative arrangements within 
the court system. 

Few Cases are Criminally Prosecuted 

In proportion to the number of "300" cases heard in juvenile court, few are 
criminally prosecuted. This fact frustrates some in the child abuse field. 
The dilemma is especially trying in child sex ab~se cases. In these cases, 
the court routinely considers factors like whether imprisonment of the 
offender will affect the family's economic situation or whether the abuse 
caused long-term damage to the victim. Paul Crissey, Project Director of the 
California Consortium of Child Abuse Councils recently told a news reporter: 
"We should treat children with more respect than we do. If someone robs a 
mom-and-pop store and slugs the owner and you catch the person, we don't then 
ask whether putting him in prison would harm his family life, but we do with 
child abuse." 

Santa Clara County Superior Court Judge Robert Foley agrees. "If a fellow 
forces a lady to have sexual intercourse with him, we call it rape, if she's 
14 years or older," says Foley, "but if a fellow forces a girl to have 
sexual intercourse, for some reason we do not call that rape. We call it 
child molestation." The difference in the two cases, Foley points out is, 
"For rape, there is mandatory prison and you go to prison now, no probation. 
If the victims are 13 and younger,· they do. not go to PltHon. I cannot 
explain why not. We are supposed to treat people the same." 

Court delays for criminally prosecuted cases of child abuse can amount to one 
to two years or more and the prosecution process can be grueling for a child 
to endure. Children usually must testify during the hearing and undergo 
cross-examination by the defense attorney. The attorney representing the 
child, the prosecutor, is often unable to take the time to develop a 
supportive relationship with the child. For example, Barbara, the mother of 
a daughter whose father repeatedly abused her, recently recounted her 
experiences in the courts to a news reporter, "It was gross, really, the way 
she was treated, especially by the defense attorney." Barbara complained 
that the prosecutor was too busy to give her daughter's case proper. 
attention. "He told me he had so many cases that mine would have to wait for 
his full attention until the actual trial," 1~~rbara said: "You should see 
the poor guy's desk. It's piled with cases." 

Barbara and other non-perpetrator parents are often frustrated by the court 
process because the procedures frequently do not take into conside~ation what 
is best for child victims. California has passed laws aimed at easing the 

1l0Goldston, Linda. 'Considering the Victim First. San Jose Mercury 
News May 21, 1987. 

I11Pollack, Kent. "System. Leaves Trail of Anguish". The Sacramento 
~, August 5, 1986, p.Al. Names changed. 
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pain for children. For instance, Penal Code Section 1346 states that video 
tapes of children are . legally permissible. as testimony. Penal Code Section 
868.5 permits child victim witnesses under age 16 to have a parent, guardian 
or sibling present for support"during testimony at the preliminary hearing 
and trial. However, because these methods have not been widely used and .. 
tested in courts, many prosecutors are hesitant to use them. Prosecutors 
fear that using untested methods will risk a .10ss of the case OIl appeal. 
Many feel that the best method of easing the pain children endure in courts 
is by minimizing their court time. Meanwhile, existing· requirements may 
encourag~ unnecessary use of the courts. 

Avoiding the Use of Civil Court Proceedings 

Strategies for reducing the use of civil courts currently exist. One method 
involves utilizing an administrative review process. Federal law requires' 
that a permanency planning review hearing take place twice each year; 
however, in many cases, the six-month review can be facilitated 
administratively. The Federal Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 
1980 (PL 96-272), stipulates that states have the option of reviewing cases 
either by court hearing or by an administrative review hearing • 

. Ten counties in California currently utilize administrative review panels in 
lieu of court hearings for the six-month review process for foster care cases 
that have had a permanency planning hearing. A survey of these counties 
performed by DSS reveals that they view the process favorably and that it 
cuts down on the use of the· courts while freeing the court for hearing more 
complicated cases. 

A recent study by the Center for Dispute Resolution (CDR) found that in some 
child welfare cases the court can be avoided by utilizing a mediation 
process. Trained mediators work with parents and caseworkers to negotiate 
differences and develop agreements that are signed by the parties involved. 
The States of Massachusetts, Connecticut and Rhode Island currently utilize 
this strategy as a pretrial procedure or to avoid going to trial altogether. 
In the CDR study, parents and caseworkers who used the mediation process 
tended to view it favorably. Although CDR found that the mediation process 
expedites the development of a treatment. plan and has positive outcomes for 
many cases, they caution that it is not a cure all. In fact, they conclY2ed 
that the overall assessment of the mediation process must be "moderate." 

112 1 Pearson, Jessica, et al. Mediation of Child Welfare Cases. Fami y 
Law Quarterly, Vol. XX, No.2, Summer 1986, p. 303-322. 
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Finding 022 - Lack of Emphasis on Prevention of Abuse and Neglect is 
Resulting in Long-Term Problems For Children And Increased 
Cost to The State 

There are various commonly accepted prevention strategies available to reduce 
the incidence of child abuse and neglect. Child abuse and neglect prevention· 
programs can be cost beneficial to· the State of California because· these 
programs can eliminate the need for more costly remediation services in the 
future, such as health and mental health services, out-of-home placement, or 
juvenile justice programs. Many of these prevention strategies are not being 
fully implemented in California's children's services system •. As a result, 
the State is incurring current and long-term social program costs that could 
be avoided. 

Prevention Strategies 

There are a variety of prevention strategies that are used to help reduce the 
incidence of child abuse and neglect. Prevention can be facilitated by 
family members, churches, schools and the community. These various methods 
of prevention are commonly characterized as primary, secondary, and tertiary 
prevention strategies. Primary Prevention includes those basic strategies 
that encourage appropriate parenting. Primary prevention includes helping 
parents to avoid the stresses caused by financial conditions or other outside 
factors. It also can include parent education through example, or teaching 
parents the proper needs and expectations of children at particular ages. 
Primary prevention is targeted at reducing the incidence of general neglect 
which comprises the largest single category of referrals for· emergency 
response service for children. . 

Secondary prevention includes supportive services for families with risk 
factors for child abuse and neglect. Risk factors have been well 
established. They include: 

o Environmental stresses caused by financial problems, unemployment, 
marital difficulties, physical illness, untimely child bearing, or 
other problems; 

o Social isolation, particularly lack of a network of supportive 
relationships; 

o Parents.previous experience of maltreatment as a child; and 

o Poor parenting skills that include strict discipline through a firm 
belief in corporal punishment, often coupled with inappropriate 
expectations of children. 

These major social factors influence and combine with psychological factors 
such as poor coping sk~lls, extremely low self-esteem and sense of 
incompetence, drug or alcohol dependency, poor interpersonal skills and a 
reluctance to trust others and seek help. 

Secondary prevention strategies focus on a narrow population that show risk 
factors for possible abuse. According to a recent report by the United 
States Department of Health and Human Services, secondary prevention programs 
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work best _wh~~ _ participation is fffuntary and. focuses on the· particular 
stresses of identified parents. These programs tend to be more 
problem-focused than primary prevention programs •. Some examples of secondary 
prevention strategies include support programs for teenage parents and 
programs for parents of infants with special problems, such as birth defects, 
or prematurity. 

Tertiary prevention or treatment is the predominant focus of California's 
Child Welfare System. These services are· focused on children who have 
already been abused or neglected. . Tertiary prevention strategies include 
strategies that range from permanently removing the ·chi1d from·the home where 
successful family reunification is not possible, to treatment 'programs for 
abusive and neglectful parents. Tertiary programs for these parents include 
counseling, teaching, or modeling parents appropriate parenting skills, or 
in-home services which support parents efforts to care appropriately for· 
their children. 

A comprehensive approach to prevention which incorporates primary, secondary 
and tertiary strategies is not only good for children, it can save the State 
significant funds through reducing the need for future, more costly, 
intervention strategies. Out-of-home placements are necessary when parental 
abusive behaviors are untreated. Additionally, the scars from child 
maltreatment often mani~est themselves in poor school performance, prompting 
the need for costly remedial classes and low self-esteem which can contribute 
to juvenile delinquency. Former Secretary of the United States Department of 
Health and Human Services, Margaret Heckler, stated that "90· percent of our 
juvenile delinquents have been, or are currently, abusedchildren-. JI · -iu~act, 
she continued by saying, "These wounded teenagers are headed for an adulthood 
of chaos and trauma • • • The saddest statistics in the growing literature 
on child abuse are those which trace the "like father 1ikelfwn" -- "like 
mother like daughter" syndrome. Generation after generation." 

Model Prevention Programs 

There are a host of prevention programs throughout the State that are 
administered by private non-profit entities. Para Los Ninos in Los Angeles, 
Florence Crittenton Services in San Francisco, Early Parenting Project at San 
Francisco General Hospital, and the Parent Services Program (PSP) with· 
agencies throughout the Bay Area are among the prevention programs that 
incorporate comprehensive .services for at-risk families into a quality child 
care program. Such services often include parental stress reduction through 
employment development workshops, sick child care, counseling and mental 
health workshops, training in parenting skills, pediatric care, community 
service referrals, and respite child care. 

113Ragan, Cynthia et'.al. Child Protection Providing Ongoing Services. 
United States Department of Health and Human Services; National Center on 
Child Abuse and Neglect. Undated Document. 

114 Perspectives on Child Maltreatment in the Mid-80s. The Department of 
Health and Human Services. No. (OHOS) 84-30338, Pg. 1. 
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A-study of PSP services recently verified the financial savings that programs 
like these can provide the State of California. The study, by W. Paul Harder 
found that for every family served by Parent Services, the state· saves an· 
average of $240.00 per family in unemployment benefits, child abuse costs, 
mental and physical health SfBices, AFDC. benefits, spouse abuse services,. 
and substance abuse services. . .. 

. --The need for primary prevention programs may be growing as families have 
decreased in size and contact with extended family members is often minimized 
by travel distances. When families were larger an~ had more frequent contact 
with relatives who had children of varying ages, - adolescent-:-aged children 
were able to learn about the needs of small children by observing and helping 
in the care of young siblings and cousins. This exposure now occurs less and 
less frequently. One forum for complementing the parenting skills children 
learn at home can be provided through the media and schools. Some schools· 
have programs that ailow students to interact with infants whose parents have 
volunteered to participate in the worthwhile cause. 

Probably the most fundamental right every child should enjoy is the freedom 
from abuse and neglect. When this fundamental right is denied or 
jeopardized, a comprehensive child maltreatment prevention plan is necessary. 
While various agencies in California currently offer certain prevention 
programs, additional emphasis on early detection and treatment of child abuse 
and neglect could avoid the need for more costly intervention strategies at a 
later date. 

115Harder, Paul W. An Analysis of Potential Savings of State Funds 
Associated with the Parent Services Project. URSA Institute. March 1985. 
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Finding 023 - Shortage of Services And Placement Resources For Abused And 
_ Neglected Children And Their Families 

There is a shortage of necessary services in California for abused and 
neglected children - and their families. Specifically, the State is 
experiencing a need for increased family support services, health services,-: 
foster care services, services for children with special needs, and group 
home services. In addition, the State does not have a systemat~c method of 
collecting data on treatment outcomes from abused and neglected children and 
their families. As a result, children and their families who are in need of 
services are not receiving them. Furthermore, St"ate and local governments 
have only limited means of evaluating the cost-effectiveness of the services 
which they are providing. 

Inadequate Family Support Services 

Federal legislation, P .L. 96-272, enacted in 1980, demanded that states 
receiving federal funds alter previous procedures for treating children who 
have been maltreated at home. The law dictated that these children be 
provided with case .plans that prioritize family reunification, where 
possible, or take actions to ensure that the child who cannot be reunited is 
provided with a stable permanent living situation - this process is referred 
to as "permanency planning." In 1982 California enacted SB 14 to comply with 
this federal law. . 

Studies have shoWn that family reunification can be _accomplished without 
placing the child at . probable risk of further maltreatment -only with the 
provision of services to help parents change past abusive or negle-ctful
patterns. There are numerous approaches to providing services to support 
family reunification. One method involves the use of in-home intensive 
treatment services. This type of program and other services to help change 
the behavior of abusive parents work best if they are coupled with a stable 
child day care program. 

Much of the research on intensive in-home treatment services has been based 
on innovative, established programs that utilize well-trained and supervised 
parent aides. As para-professionals, parent aides work intensively on a 
one-to-one basis with individual families and help abusive and neglectful 
parents develop positive parenting and other skills that positively 
contribute to a healthy functioning family unit. If correctly implemented, 
intensive prog~ams like1~ie Parent-Aide programs can make successful Family 
Reunification a reality. 

For a variety of funding and other reasons, have inhibited the implementation 
and growth of family maintenance services in California has been slow. 
Without these services successfully family reunification may not be a 
realistic outcome. California families who may be likely candidates for 
reunification have not been able to take advantage of family maintenance 

116Gifford, Carla et a1. Parent Aides In Child Abuse And Neglect 
Programs. U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. August, 1979. 
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programs because they are not available. Some counties· in the State are 
attempting to correct this problem. 

Orange County is developing a comprehensive approach. In order to monitor 
and improve services, the county plans to assign its deputy director control· 
over all resources for preventative services, and out-of-home care to 
expanding· alternatives to 24-hour out-of-home care. The alternatives will 
include establishing programs using intensive supervision, child day care and 
other preventative services. Financial and other supports are being targeted 
for family. maintenance programs. For example, t~e county is using .State 
money from SB 1733 and SB 2994 to provide counseling, paren~ aides, and 
respite child care. 

Private, non-profit family maintenance programs are available in various 
locales. For example, Children's Home Society of San Francisco County· 
operates the Emergency Family Care Program (EFC) which provides 24-hour, 
7-day a week, in-home support services to at-risk families. The program 
includes in-home services that teach parenting and home management skills. 
During 1985-86, the EFC program served 579 families with 1400 children. 
Without the EFC program, mOn7 of these children would have been placed in 
out-of-home care situations. 

Within Solano and Los Angeles counties new programs are being established to 
support family reunification. Families First, Inc., of Solano County, 
provides intensive in-home services to families referred by the County Child 
Welfare Department •. The service teaches parents . parenting and 
home-management skills in addition·to providing counseling by highly trained 
staff members. Workers are able to concentrate their efforts on the families 
they work with because they are assigned a caseload of only two families. 
The staff member works with the family for 10 to 15 hours per week and is 
available to the families 24 hours a day as needed for the first month. 
Despite these attempts to address. the need for family reunification and 
maintenance progr~ms, needed services are severely lacking throughout the 
State. For instance, testimony given at December 1986 hearing on Child Abuse 
Reporting Laws and Dependency Statutes revealed that Los Angeles county has 
had severe problems funding ancillary services required by SB 14. 

The Los Angeles County Director of Children's Services testified that funding 
mechanisms often preclude the implementation of the needed ancillary 
services. He stated that State funding mechanisms do not provide the 
"starting-up" funds necessary for the innovative programs that support family 
reunification and maintenance. As a result, funds are used to expand 
current, more traditional programs instead of those envisioned by SB 14. In 
most counties, such services are provided by private non-profit agencies 
using charitable funds or under contract with public sector agencies. 
Further investigation of such joint public/private arrangements is desirable; 
these services can be adapted to the needs of local communities utilizing the 
most appropriate existing service providers through active joint planning. 

117Foster Care Network News. Published by Children's Research Institute 
of California. Sacramento. July, 1987. 
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The use of quality cllild care services has been an important component to 
successful family reunification programs. Numerous reports have documenit§ -
the contributions of daytime child care as an alternative to foster care. 
Such child care provides a respite for abusive or neglectful parents and 
provides the parents with child care workers who can serve as alternative 
role models. Programs that include parent services such as parenting 
workshops, social gatherings and support groups contribute to the---likelihood 
of healthy family functioning. Unfortunately, there are severe shortages in 
subsidized child care programs throughout the State and the costs of quality 
child care often prohibit families from utilizing t~e service without public 
assistan~e. 

Inadequate Health Services 

Numerous recent reports have brought attention to the lack of health servi~I~ 
for children who are in out-of-home shelter and foster care systems. 
Efforts directed at securing evidence of abuse and other child welfare 
procedures may be diverting attention from the ongoing medical health care 
needs of children. Reports, both at the national and State level, have found 
that the health problems of Foster children include disproportionately high 
rates of chronic physical illnesses, emotional12Brob1ems, developmental 
disabilities and signs of previous medical neglect. 

Insufficient medical care for children in foster and shelter care situations 
stems from a number of different causes. The medical needs of foster 
children are usually funded by Medicaid or Medi-Ca1.programs. The physician 
reimbursement rates for medical .services are l,ow and·. usually ·-involve 
considerable paperwork and delayed financial compensation. These 
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disincentives to treating foster children have prompted a shortage of private 
physicians that are willing to treat them. 

It also is difficult to acquire documented health histories of children in 
foster care due to frequent movements of foster children. As a result," 
foster chi\~len may not receive health care that is comprehensive and " 
continuous. Moreover, existing" mechanisms do not encourage the 
development of integrated systems of health care for foster children. For 
example, the State has no standards for assessing the quality of health care 
provided. Additionally, child welfare agencies u,s~ally are not set up to 
adequately monitor the health care received by foster childr~n in their 
charge. 

Dental care and mental health services for foster children are particularly 
lacking. Insufficient funds and the resulting lack of provisions have lead 
to long waiting lists for those referred for care. The result is a system of 
services where only the most severe problems are addressed. The services 
then become more costly as they must attempt to repair the damage of previous 
neglect. The system of health care for foster children is so inadequate that 
a recent study in Los Angeles concluded that the "failure to adequately 
diagnose, treat and immunize thes12fhildren allows community" neglect to 
replace parental abuse and neglect." 

Shortage of Foster Care 

There is a growing statewide s~ortage of fost~r care . homes, particularly 
"those that provide short-term emergency care". for abused and neglected 

children. This shortage often prompts the inappropriate use of more costly 
emergency care placements for children. The lack of emergency foster care 
causes children who could be placed in a less expensive care situation to be 
placed in institutional or other higher cost care facilities that are 
inappropriate to their needs. As" these spaces are filled for emergency 
placements, children needing special treatment and services provided by 
institutional or other settings are unable to obtain the services they need. 

Most young children who need out-of-home care are referred to foster homes. 
The family-type environment possible in foster care has many positive aspects 
that can't be achieved in the institutional setting. Children who are 
referred to foster care typically come from troubled homes. They need 
skilled care to build back their self esteem and to rebuild the ability to 
trust others. In any given month during ff~jal year 1986-87, there were 
39,600 children in foster care in California. 

121Halfon, Neil. Health Care of Foster Children in California. San 
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While there are many dedicated, effective foster parents, there are also some 
ineffective C?nes. The wide variation in foster parent quality is, in part, 
,due to the fact that training requirements vary widely by county. Becoming a. ' 
licensed foster care parent often, requires little more than a fingerprint 
check to verify that the applicant has no crtmina1 record. However, even a 
past criminal record does not necessarily make a person ineligible for foster," 
parent licensing. 

Foster care pay rates, a poor public image, lack of support services and 
respite child care, and a tendency. among social workers to treat foster 
parents as clients rather than service workers, combine to create' 
disincentives for becoming a foster parent. The State sets basic rates paid 
for . ,foster family care. The rates were set to reflect the basic costs for 
providing a child with food and basic living necessities. Counties can pay 
higher rates to foster families based on "special needs" as defined by the 
county. Exhibit 11 .. 17 displays the basic rates for foster care by age of 
child. 

EXHIBIT 11.17 

BASIC RATE STRUCTURE 
FOR CALIFORNIA FOSTER CARE 

Rate/Month 

0-4 
5 8 
9 - 11 

12 14 
15 - 20 

Source: State Department of Social Services, 1987. 

$294 
$319 
$340 
$378 
$412 

As indicated in Exhibit 11.17, the rate paid for 24-hour care, 7 days per 
week, for a child aged 0 to 4, is $294. This rate is actually less than the 
rates that many working California families pay for daytime child care. A 
recent survey by the California Resource and Referral Network found that the 
average cost of center child care for "infants" aged 0 to 2 approaches 
$350.00 per month. The average monthly cost 1ft center care for' 
"preschoolers" aged 2 to 5 is approximately $259.00. Foster parents are 
not routinely given any respite from their job. 

In addition to the low rates paid to foster parents, the pool of traditional 
families potentially able to provide foster care is shrinking. A majority of 
California families today do not have a parent who assumes the full time role 
of homemaker. Working families who need child care cannot afford to offer 
their services as foster parents because of child care costs. Abused and 
neglected children who are in the foster care system are eligible for 

124Unpub1ished data furnished by the California Child Care Resource and 
Referral Network, San Francisco, CA. February 1987 to present. 
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enrollment at State-subsidized child care centers.. However, long waiting 
lists at many of these facilities dictate that children who might be served 
in this fashion cannot normally expect to receive this service, particularly 
on short notice. 

Foster parents often have a wide range of obligations. They frequently end 
up attempting to coordinate services for the child. This is often 
considerably more difficult than it would be for a parent to juggle the needs 
of their natural child. Obtaining and facilitating a routine health exam 
requires numerous phone calls and sometimes cumbersome paperwork •. Purchasing 
needed clothing with limited funding or attempting ·to ensure that a child is 
provided with a birthday cake and gift can become major chores. With the 
many difficulties involved in obtaining items like these many foster parents 
end ,up paying for the items themselves. Given the minimal rates they receive 
for their services,. foster parents may resent such out-of-pocket expenses .. · 
This contributes to the many disincentives for not remaining a foster parent. 
Pursuant to SB 2218, Chapter 1094, Statutes of 1986, the State Department of 
Social Services is currently conducting a study to establish a new basis for 
foster care rates. This study will be completed by January 1988. 

Lack of Services for Children With Acute Special Needs 

The shortage of capable, trained foster families is a statewide problem, one 
which limits the ability of child welfare agencies to place children in 
s~ttings where they will receive both a secure environment and an appropriate 
treatment program. This scarcity is. particularly acute with regard to 
ch"ildren who have experienced severe abuse and neglect or have additional 
problems. This population of children with acute special needs includes 
children who have been abused or neglected as well as children who are~ 

o Drug addicted infants; 
o Physically disabled children; 
o Children and youth who have had multiple foster placements; 
o Children with AIDS; and 
o Children who have grown up in foster care. 

The number of children with acute specia~ needs who require services may be 
growing due to the overall growth in abused and neglected children entering 
the system. Another factor that has increased the number of children with 
acute special needs involves increased medical technologies that have 
improved the longevity of medically fragile infants whose parents· either 
cannot afford medical costs or have relinquished responsibility of their 
infants. In addition, there has been an alarming growth in the number of 
infants with drug addicted mothers. For example, from 1981 to 1985, Los 
Angeles County experienced a 453 percent inwse in minors and infants 
referred because of drug ingestion problems. Infants experi~nce drug 
withdrawal symptoms after birth that sometimes persist for months. The 

125L•A• County Department of Children's Services. Written testimony to 
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infants are difficult to care for because they require considerable 
attention, cry frequently, and .do not respond to the typical methods used to 
calm a normal, healthy baby. 

The growth in the number of infants born to drug addicted mothers has 
heightened concerns about the issue of foster care placement and the Acquired -: 
Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS). Intravenous drug users are at 
considerably higher risk of contracting AIDS and the disease can be passed on 
prenatally. Fear of contagion to themselves, or other children, has prompted 
some parents of children with AIDS to relinquis~ responsibility for them. 
When space is available the foster care system is 'first in li\le to care for 
these children who do not require hospitalization. State agencies do not 
collect data or track the number of children in foster care with AIDS. 
However, the State Health Department estimates that there are a total of 42 
children12tnd teenagers in California who have been. diagnosed with . the' 
disease. Additionally,a growing number of children have contracted a 
non-fatal relative of AIDS called ARC (AIDS-Related Complex). This involves 
an immune system deficiency that prompts the development of low grade 
infections and colds. 

There is currently no statewide policy concerning AIDS children in the foster 
care system. There is no routine system for testing and diagnoslng children 
who are at-risk of having the disease and foster parents who may be caring 
for children with AIDS do not routinely receive training. The National 
Center for Disease Control in Atlanta has developed recommendations and 
guidelines for. controlling the possible spread of the disease and suggests 
that there is a considerable need for· strict procedures and ttail!ing in 
caring for children with the disease. For example,the guidelines caution 
that although the risk is low, a child with AIDS who has a behavior problem 
like biting should not be in contact with other children. There is a need 
for routine screening of at-risk children and training of foster parents who 
provide emergency care for children. . The recent experience of foster parent, 
Rosa Gutierriz, illustrates this need'. 

Late one evening Rosa received a call from a placement worker asking if she 
.had room for one more infant. The infant needed shelter because her single 
mother was at the police station being b.ooked on a narcotics charge. Calls 
like this are not uncommon for emergency home care providers like Rosa. She. 
often welcomes children who need temporary shelter and care into her home on 
a moment's notice with little information about the child's history and 
health. 

When the tiny infant arrived, she looked pale and listless, her eyes appeared 
glassy and unfocused. While changing her diaper, Rosa was struck by . the 
oozing diaper rash on the baby's bottom and thighs. There were also grayish 
colored sores on the baby's tongue and gums. Rosa's husband cared for the 

126 Hadley, Nola. "Foster Care and AIDS: A Bundle of Questions." 
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other children while Rosa brought the sick infari7 to the hospital emergency 
room. The baby had an undiagnosed case of AIDS. . 

Policies and procedures for handling children in the foster care system who 
have AIDS, or are at risk of having AIDS are lacking in part because of the: 
many unanswered questions about the disease. Michael Pesche of Alameda· 
County Department of Social Services states, "We don't even know how to think 
about planning for these kids. We don't know if it makes sense for ali 
children to be tested. We don't know if it's a good idea to put AIDS and ARC 
children together. We don't know if children who. ~ave been tested antibody 
positive, but who have not yet developed either AIDS or ARC, sho~ld be put in 
the same ~2wes with children who have already developed symptomatology of the 
disease." 

An additional, important question has t·o do with confidentiality. While 
foster parents need to be informed of an AIDS or ARC diagnosis, if other 
children learn of it, the ill child or the entire foster home may be socially 
ostracized. Many vital community services, education and social interactions 
could be impaired as well. 

Abused and neglected children with multiple problems such as those mentioned 
above require a host of special services for their physical injuries, 
emotional problems, and other problems resulting from cumulative trauma and 
deprivation. While these children are a minority of the total dependency 
population, they are frequently the most difficult to serve. Finding 
suitable placements for special need populations is often difficult. In an 
effort to serve children 'with chronic problems, emergency shelter facilities 
are often utilized as long-term maintenance facilities. For example, during 
an on-site visit at San Francisco General Hospital, the Commission observed 
drug addicted babies that were forced to remain in 'the hospital for extended 
periods of time because foster parents who were adequately trained and 
willing to care for these babies could not be found. As the limited spaces. 
in such facilities are utilized in this manner, their use for new emergency 
placements is preempted. In addition, the cost of taking care of these 
children increases significantly. 

Varying Quality of Group Homes 

Licensing requirements for group homes vary according to the size and 
composition of the group homes. A family can provide 24-hour care in the 
licensee's family residence for six or fewer children who are mentally 
disordered, developmentally disabled or physically handicapped. Small family 
homes are bound to the regulations set in specified sections of the 83000 
series of the Community Care Licensing Code. Group Homes include 
non-residential care facilities that provide 24-hour non-medical . care and 
supervision for children as' well as residential facilities that provide 
24-hour care for seven or more children. They are bound to specified 
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regulations in the 84000 section of Community Care Licensing Code. 
Homefinding and adoption agencies are an additional part of the network of 
out-of-home care services for children. They are county and private 
non-profit agencies that recruit and license foster homes, small family homes 
and group homes for children. 

The quality of group homes varies Widely. This has much to .do. with .. the 
policies of particular homes. Some group homes are run on a "for-profit" 
basis and some are run by private non-profit organizations. Neither category 
is, by itself, an indicator of the quality of c.are provided to children. 
Staff characteristics and policies are often highly correlated with the 
quality of care children receive. The wages paid to group' home social 
workers is often low. Because of the low pay they are frequently 
inexperienced. In addition, supervisory staff who are not social workers are 
often paid little more than minimum wage. As a result, there is often a high 
turnover of staff in group homes. 

Fees paid to private non-profit as well as for-profit group homes vary 
widely. Although the rates are paid according to the range and extent of 
services provided, they are not based on any statewide formula. In fact, the 
wide variations in rates paid are not consistently linked to either higher 
quality care or the individual needs of the child. 

State law requires that group home facilities be audited once every three 
years. A list of audits provided by the State Department of Social Services 
representing only a small percentage of group ~~es in the State displayed 
overpayments that amounted to nearly $8 million. Additional concerns have 
been raised regarding payments to agencies outside of the State who care for 
children who are legal residents of California. These agencies are not 
required to be audited and no audits have recently been performed. 

Current rate structures and reimb~rsement policies may not adequately 
consider the additional services that a child with acute special needs 
requires. For example, mental health services are frequently unavailable for 
this vulnerable group of children. They often receive mental health services 
only when there is an acute crisis, and then it may only be for short-term 
intervention. Furthermore, there are few. financial incentives for providers 
to serve many of these children given the constraints on reimbursement and 
the high costs of care. 

Other special need areas include children from ethnic minorities and gay and 
lesbian youth. Different value systems and concerns over discrimination or 
prejudice mean that children from minority backgrounds often require 
attention different from that customarily provided. The concerns and needs 
of children and youth from ethnic and sexual minorities require greater 
attention from public and private social welfare agencies. 

129Table of audits from SDSS, forwarded to the Commission by California 
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Insufficient Information in Treatment Outcomes . 

One very basic problem with the current system of services for abused and 
neglected children and their families is that the State lacks a systematic 
m.ethod of data collection to provide useful information about the. outcome of .. 
treatment services. Although the State collects information on the 
disposition of foster care cases,' such as adoptioJJ" guardianship, and 
emancipation, there is no comparable data on the effectiveness of family 
reunification services or prevention services intended to avoid the necessity 
of out-of-home placement for abused and neglected.~hildren. Therefore, the 
State does not have information to help policymakers decide whet~er the major 
policy changes have improved services to children, and which administrative 
and treatment approaches are most productive. In an attempt to evaluate the 
impact of policies on children, a research team from Stanford University 
conducted a longitudinal study comparing abused and neglected children who 
remained in their homes to those who were placed in foster care. The study 
concluded that there are a wide range. of . essential s'ervices that children 
need in either situation. They found that the options currently available to 
children leave them in great distress. The authors state that: 

"If the only goal of public policy is to prevent severe physical 
harm to the children, the current system is justifiable. However, 
if legislators are concerned with children's academic, social and 
emotional development, as we believe they should be, our data' 
suggest that legislators have to do more than' adopt a preference 
for home or foster care. Under present.policies,children·remain 
at serious· risk in both settings.. We believe that they and their 
caretakers must be provided extensive services to help the children 
overcome 1§8e developmental problems associated with abuse and 
neglect." 

Some professionals in the child protective services field believe that part 
of the existing problems are inherent to the delicate nature of the service. 
In . fact, the problem of "underserving" some and applying unnecessary or 
inappropriate intervention to others is not unique to California. In 
reviewing data on national trends in child abuse programs, Douglas Besharov, 
former director of the United States Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, notes 
that child protective cases have reached unprecedented levels. He asserts 
that in trying to protect too broad of a population of maltreated children 
with inadequate funds, the system may end up causing more harm to many 
families than it helps. Moreover, Besharov states that oftentimes pragmatic 
program restraints lead to interv1'3\ion that is unwarranted, harmful to 
families, and traumatic to children. 

130Wald , Michaels, et a1. Protecting Abused/Neglected Children: A 
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III. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents the Commission's conclusions in its study of the 
Children's Services System in California. It also presents the Commission's 
detailed recommendations for addressing the problems and issues identified in 
the study. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Commission found that the State of California has recognized the value 
and needs of children by instituting numerous programs and committing 
significant resources to children's services. A survey conducted by the 
Commission showed that California's Children's Services system spends more 
than $5.9 billion annually, excluding State funds for K-12 education. Of 
this amount, approximately $1.2 billion is earmarked for 35 programs serving 
children in need of child care services, runaway/homeless youth, and abused 
and neglected children. In addition, various private and nonprofit agencies 
spend millions of dollars annually on children's services. 

While the State has made a significant commitment of resources to providing 
children's services, there is no overall State policy which establishes goals 
and priorities for providing the wide range of State-supported children's 
services programs. The Commission's study revealed that there are at least 
42 different State plans that are concerned with children, 160 programs that 
serve children, and at least 10 committees in the Legislative and Executive 
Branches of State government involved in establishing and reviewing policies 
relating to children. 

Although the majority of children in the State are well provided for by their 
families. all families and children in California may need help from 
children's services providers at some time. The State of California, in 
cooperation with local governments, private agencies, and various non-profit 
organizations funds and administers an extensive children's services delivery 
system. Due to the increased number of children in California, the increased 
number of children in need of service, and the number of children with 
multiple problems, the State's children's services delivery system is being 
strained to its limits. Specifically, the problems that the Commission 
identified in the three areas it reviewed, children in need of child care 
services, runaway/homeless youth, and abused and neglected children, are 
summarized below. 

Children in Need of Child Care 

The structure of California families has changed drastically in recent years. 
Due to the increase in the number of single parents and dual-wage earners. 
child care has become a necessity for working families. The lack of 
subsidized and nonsubsidized child care spaces has reached crisis 
proportions. Even middle income families that can pay for child care are 
often unable to obtain services. In addition, many California employers do 
not have policies or programs supportive of working parents. As a result, 
many parents who would like to take child care leave cannot because they 
cannot afford the loss of wages or the negative impact it may have on their 
employment. 
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To address the growing child care availability problems, both the public and 
private sectors can take additional steps to encourage the expansion of 
quality child care. For employers, the development of child care-related 
programs and policies can result in improved morale and productivity, reduced 
turnover and lower absenteeism. Quality child care is cost-effective to the 
State and beneficial for children. High quality child care can substantially 
reduce problems later in life that if left unattended will result in 
increased costs such as juvenile delinquency and the need for special 
education programs. 

Unfortunately, the lack of subsidized child care spaces has meant that only 
seven percent of the 1.1 million children eligible for subsidized child care 
receive it. Even more severe are the shortages of adequate child care for 
special populations such as children with disabilities and migrant labor 
families. Due to the lack of sufficient subsidized and nonsubsidized child 
care, the needs of these special groups are not being met. If the public and 
private sectors do not respond to the growing need for child care, many 
parents will have to make the difficult decision of leaving children 
unattended or foregoing work. 

In addition to allowing families to work, child care can serve an important 
function for children in troubled families. By early identification of child 
abuse, child care can provide a first line of prevention that is less costly 
than remedial services. 

Runaway/Homeless Youth 

There are an estimated 20,000 to 25,000 runaway/homeless youth on any given 
day in California. These youth have a multitude of problems, including the 
need for shelter, medical treatment and counseling. In addition, many of 
these youth are forced to engage in criminal activity, prostitution, and drug 
use to survive. Presently, the State is spending only $1.1 million to fund 
two pilot projects specifically designed for runaway/homeless youth and a 
runaway hotline. Due to the lack of adequate programs and services for 
runaway/homeless youth, there is a strong likelihood that these youth will 
not become responsible, productive adults and may be a burden to the State 
for the rest of their lives. 

Runaway/homeless youth generally require a wide array of services involving 
numerous agencies. A key to effectively serving these youth is providing 
stabilization in a safe environment with fixed responsibility for services. 
Unfortunately, few communities provide this crucial coordination. As a 
result, many runaway/homeless youth are not served, or only have a portion of 
their needs served. 

Family reunification is a primary objective of state-mandated child welfare 
services. It is not a realistic goal for a significant portion of the 
runaway/homeless youth population who have been abandoned by their parents or 
who have left abusive family situations. While emancipation is a more 
realistic goal for many of these youth, few independent living programs exist 
that provide the comprehensive services needed by multiple-problem youth~ As 
a result, it is not surprising that so many runaway/homeless youth remain on 
the streets. 
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The recent efforts by the State of California to begin to address the 
problems of runaway/homeless youth have had promising results. Two pilot 
projects for serving runaway/homeless youth were established in fiscal year 
1986-87, one in San Francisco and one in Los Angeles. These pilot projects 
had contact with approximately 11,400 youth during the first year of 
operation and have shown the ability to meet the youth's need for outreach 
services, food, shelter, clothing, medical assistance, counseling, and 
long-term stabilization planning. However, due to their limited shelter 
capacity, the two pilot projects have had to turn away numerous youth. 

Abused And Neglected Youth 

The children's protective services system in California is experiencing a 
dramatic rise in the number of reports of abuse and neglect. Between 1982 
and 1986, the number of emergency responses for child protective services 
rose from 73,473 to 342,001. This is an increase of 268,528 responses over a 
five-year period, or an increase of 365.5 percent. The increased level of 
reporting of child abuse and neglect is partially due to recent changes in 
State law relating to when potential abuse and ne~lect should be reported to 
the public's heightened awareness of the problem of child abuse and neglect. 
Increased reporting, combined with a shortage of needed services, and a lack 
of interagency cooperation, has resulted in severe workload problems for 
child welfare workers and has reduced the level of services provided to 
abused and neglected children. 

County child welfare workers have to make difficult decisions in the 
investigation and resolution of reports of child abuse and neglect. Because 
of the sheer volume of cases currently being referred for investigation and a 
lack of support services, some children and their families often have 
extremely negative interactions with the State's child welfare system causing 
problems for children and families that could be avoided. 

There is limited training of child welfare professionals, foster parents, 
physicians, educators, and others who must report suspicions of child abuse 
and neglect, investigate allegations, and provide case management. This lack 
of training contributes to faulty investigations, inadequate recognition of 
the needs of abused and neglected children, as well as inappropriate 
prescribed services and case management. As a result, children and their 
families may be subjected to u~necessary suffering by the child protection 
system. 

The court system is experiencing difficulties dealing with the increasing 
number of cases involving abused and neglected children. Although recent 
legislative reforms, including Senate Bill 14, were intended to bring about 
needed changes to expedite case proceedings, these reforms have not fully 
addressed the problem of court delay and in some cases have exacerbated 
existing problems. As a result, delays in the court system can further 
traumatize abused and neglected children because the ultimate placement 
decision may be prolonged. 

Various prevention strategies exist to help reduce the incidence of child 
abuse and neglect. Programs that utilize these strategies can be cost 
beneficial to the State because such programs can eliminate the need for more 
costly remediation services in the future, such as health and mental health 
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services, out-of-home placement, and juvenile justice programs. Many of 
these prevention programs and strategies are not being fully implemented in 
California. As a result, the State is incurring current and long-term social 
program costs that could be avoided. 

There is a shortage of services for abused and neglected children and their 
families in California. Specifically, the State needs increased family 
support services, health services, foster care services, services for 
children with special needs, and group home services. In addition, the State 
does not have a systematic method of collecting data on treatment outcomes 
for abused and neglected children and their families. As a result, children 
and their families who are in need of services are not receiving them. 
Furthermore, State and local governments have only limited means of 
evaluating the cost-effectiveness of the services which they are providing. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents the Little Hoover Commission's detailed recommendations 
for addressing the problems identified in the report. 

Children's Services System 

1. Establish a Commission on Children and Youth or a Children's Czar 

The Governor and the Legislature should take action to establish a 
Commission on Children and Youth or a Children's Czar to address the 
problems in the State's children's services delivery system. 

One alternative available to the Governor and the Legislature would be 
to establish a Commission on Children and Youth to allow California to 
set priorities, coordinate services, eliminate duplication of effort, 
and reduce gaps in services. The Commission should function as an 
oversight authority and be responsible for adopting an overall policy 
for the provision of children's services and protection in the State of 
California. 

The Commission on Children and Youth should be responsible for the 
development of a coordinated children's services delivery system by 
performing the following activities. 

o Acting as advocate for policy development and implementation of 
children's services; 

o Enhancing the coordination of children's services among state local 
and private agencies and service providers; 

o Providing fiscal review and service analysis for children's 
programs including the identification of ways to better utilize 
existing resources; and 

o Proposing legislative action to enhance the provision of children's 
services. 

The Commission on Children and Youth should be a bipartisan Commission 
composed of 13 members. 

o Five members appointed from the private sector by the Governor; 

o One member appointed from the private sector by the Attorney 
General; 

o One member appointed from the private sector by the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction; 

o One member appointed from the private sector by the Speaker of the 
Assembly; 

o One member appointed from the private sector by the Senate Rules 
Committee; and 
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o Four legislative members: 

Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee; 
Member of the Senate appointed by the Senate Rules Committee; 

Chairman of the Assembly Ways and Means Committee; and 

Member of the Assembly appointed by the Assembly Speaker 

No member of the Commission should be affiliated with an organization 
that receives public funds for children's services. Although the 
Commission would technically be a part of the Executive Branch of state 
government, it would function independently as an oversight committee 
and report to the Governor, the Attorney General, the Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, and the Legislature. By statutory design, no more 
than seven of the thirteen members should be from the same political 
party. 

To carry out its functions, the Commission should appoint an Executive 
Director and employ a small technical staff. 

Another alternative available to the Governor and the Legislature to 
facilitate the coordination and control of children's services in 
California would be to appoint a Children's Czar to oversee and direct 
the activities in state government related to services for children and 
youth. Specifically, the Children's Czar would be responsible for 
developing a consistent state policy for children that was followed by 
state agencies. The Children's Czar could oversee an interagency task 
force of department directors responsible for administering programs for 
children and youth. 

2. Adopt a Uniform Children's Services Policy to Address the Needs of the 
Whole Child. 

The Legislature should adopt a joint resolution establishing a statewide 
policy for children's services. The policy should provide, at a 
minimum, the following: 

o Every child has the right to shelter, safety, security, basic 
physical, and mental health care and adequate nutrition; 

o Every child has the right to adequate quality care and supervision 
when parents are at work, school, job training, or are 
incapacitated; 

o Every child has a right to a nurturing relationship with a caring 
adult; 

o Families should be the primary providers of support to children. 
Thus, the State should ensure a good future for all children by 
promoting the well being of families and providing support for 
families that are not self-sufficient; 
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o There is an appropriate government role to provide prevention and 
early intervention services to families and children to maintain 
healthy families and prevent future long-term costs; 

o Services to children must be undertaken in a purposeful, 
coordinated, intergrated manner offering services cost effectively 
and ultimately benefitting the user and taxpayer; and 

o State resources to children should be equitably utilized in a 
cost-effective manner. 

Children in Need of Child Care Services 

3. Include Child Care in Community General Plans as an "Essential Service." 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that all local planning, 
development, and redevelopment projects include plans for adequate child 
care space or provide evidence that child care is not needed. The plan 
should include an analysis of supply and demand. 

4. Modify the California Revenue and Taxation Code to Provide Income 
Deferment for Child Care. 

The Governor and the Legislature should adopt an income deferment 
allowance modeled after Section 129 of the Federal Internal Revenue 
Code. This would allow employees to defer part of their salary for 
child care costs. The deferred amount would not be taxed as income for 
the employee and the employer would not pay social security on the 
deferred portion of income. The deferment should be allowed for both 
on-site and off-site child care. Once adopted, the State should 
encourage the use of the income deferment by publicizing its 
availability. 

5. Encourage the Expansion of Quality Child Care. 

The Governor and the Legislature should reward high quality child care 
programs by including program quality in the eligibility criteria for 
State subsidized programs. When evaluating applications for any state 
funded child care provider assistance program, including low interest 
loans, grants, portable buildings, etc., the quality of the child care 
program should be a consideration. Criteria used to evaluate program 
quality should include the following: 

o Health and safety; 
o Physical environment of facility and grounds; 
o Child care staff retention rates; 
o Staff development through training and other methods; 
o Diversity of child population served, such as low income, disabled, 

urban, and single parent; 
o Curriculum; 
o Nutrition and food services; 
o Services provided to families including, but not limited to: fee 

reduction programs for families who need them, including work 
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offset options; parenting classes; 
conference periods; and social events; 
Fees charged to clientele as compared to 
family day care programs in the area; and 
Administration. 

regular parent-teacher 

the average center or 

6. Perform a Study Evaluating the Effects of Modifications to Subsidized 
Child Care Formulas on the Availability of Child Care Spaces. 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that a study be 
performed to evaluate the effects of income formulas and parent fee 
modifications on the number of children served in subsidized child care. 
This study should address the effects of the potential modifications: 

o Increasing the co-payment fee charged to families in each income 
category; and· 

o Changing the "family rate" charged for subsidized child care to an 
individual child rate so that fees will be charged for each child 
enrolled in a subsidized child care program. 

The State should consider the results of this study in determining how 
to maximize the limited resources and provide quality child care. 

7. Establish a Pilot Project to Evaluate the Impact of Caregiver-to-Child 
Ratios on the Quality of Child Care. 

The Governor and the Legislature should establish a pilot project to 
evaluate the impact that differing caregiver-to-child ratios have on the 
quality and cost of child care. Specifically, this study should 
evaluate the following: 

o Impact that Education Code, Title 22 and other caregiver-to-child 
ratios have on the quality of child care; 

o Impact that Education Code, Title 22 and other caregiver-to-child 
ratios have on the cost of child care; 

o Feasibility of adopting a single set of caregiver-to-child ratios 
for child care services in California; and 

o Opportunities to modify the existing caregiver-to-child ratios to 
expand the number of subsidized and nonsubsidized child care spaces 
in California. 

8. Establish Statewide Minimum Training and Educational Requirements for 
Center-Based Child Care Teachers and Caregivers. 

The Governor and the Legislature should establish one set of minimum 
caregiver and teacher requirements for center-based child care providers 
in the State. Specifically. these standards should require the 
following: 

o Teachers must have: 
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24 semester units in Early Childhood Education/Child 
Development (ECE/CD) of which three units must be a course 
that focuses on the specific age grouping that the teacher is 
hired to teach, and 12 months experience; or 

18 semester units in ECE/CD and two years experience; or 

Children's center instructional permit which requires: 24 
semester units in ECE/CD, as well as 16 units in general 
education, experience, and passage of a basic skills test, or 
an associate's or bachelor's degree. 

A teacher may be hired after completing 6 semester units with 6 
months experience but must complete two or more units per semester 
until meeting the requirement. 

In each case, three units in a course that centers specifically on 
the age grouping that the teacher is hired to teach must be 
included in the completed teacher requirements. The three units, 
in each case, may be substituted for six months experience working, 
during which at least three-fourths of the time is spent working 
directly with the age grouping the teacher is hired to teach. 

o Caregivers must be age 18 or older, unless they are high school 
graduates or are enrolled in a regional occupational program. In 
addition, caretakers must work at all times in the presence of a 
qualified teacher and must have: 

Within six months of being hired, caregivers should have 
participated in an approved training or academic courses 
dealing with at least four of the following areas: 

(1) First aid and emergency procedures; 
(2) Communicable diseases; 
(3) Child development; 
(4) Discipline; 
(5) Nutrition; 
(6) Child abuse/neglect, including obligations as a 

mandated reporter; 
(7) Early childhood education; or 

Six semester units in early childhood education/child 
development. 

9. Evaluate the Feasibility of Recognizing a Variety of Innovative Child 
Care Training Methods 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that a study be 
implemented to evaluate a variety of innovative training methods 
including the Child Development Assistant (CDA) program and approved and 
verifiable in-service training programs; establish criteria for 
recognizing program certification, if deemed appropriate, and establish 
consistent procedures for acquiring a California Childrens Center 
permit. 
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10. Expand Respite Child Care Programs for Families Who Show Risk Factors 
for Child Abuse or Neglect. 

The Governor and the Legislature should expand respite child care 
programs for children who are at risk of abuse and neglect by doing the 
following: 

o Encouraging the expansion of respite child care spaces provided 
through State Department of Education resource and referral 
programs; 

o Conducting intensified recruitment, training and specialized 
certification for recruiting family home day care providers to 
provide services for these children; 

o Increasing the number of child care centers that offer respite 
care; 

o Ensuring that child caregivers are specially trained or have 
academic training on the needs of children who have been abused or 
neglected; and 

o Encouraging respite child care contractors to provide parent 
support services and education. 

11. Decrease Outdoor Square Footage Regulations for Infant Care. 

The Governor and the Legislature should help stimulate the expansion of 
the number of infant care spaces offered by child care providers by 
reducing the minimum outdoor space requirements for centers providing 
infant care. 

12. Require Employers to Grant Unpaid Job-Protected Leaves to New Parents 
Who Desire Them. 

The Governor and the Legislature should require employers to grant 
unpaid but job-protected parental leaves of six months, following the 
birth or adoption of a child. Small businesses with few employees 
should be exempted from this law. 

13. Enforce SB 303 Legislation That Requires Contractors to Provide Child 
Care for Disabled Children. 

The State Department of Education should ensure that school-age child 
care programs receiving SB 303 funds under Education Code Sections 
8460-8492 are providing care for disabled children, as currently 
required by statute. 

14. Make Training Materials Available and Disseminate to Those Caring for 
Handicapped Children. 

The State Department of Education 
available to child care providers 
working with handicapped children. 

should make training 
throughout the State 

materials 
regarding 
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15. Ensure That GAIN Participants are Fully Informed of the Child Care 
Options Open to Them. 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that all GAIN 
participants are provided with a comprehensive list of local family day 
care providers and child care centers available through the State 
Department of Education and other providers. Additionally, participants 
should be verbally informed of the child care arrangements available to 
them and directed to consult the provider list for their full range of 
options. 

16. Ensure that GAIN Participants Are Not Given Preferential Entitlement to 
SDE Subsidized Child Care. 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that GAIN child care 
participants should not be given preferential treatment for subsidized 
child care. They should be treated in the same manner as all other 
applicants for subsidized care. 

17. Provide a Mechanism for Stimulating Public-Private Partnerships to 
Increase the Availability of Child Care and to Improve the Quality of 
Existing Child Care Programs. 

The Governor and the Legislature should develop a plan through the 
resource and referral agencies for creating local child care consortia 
which include participation from private employers, private non-profit 
agencies, and concerned private citizens. The purpose of the consortia 
should be to expand upon services currently provided by the state and 
local governments and community organizations. The local consortia 
should focus on developing financial support for increasing the 
availability of child care and improving the quality of existing child 
care programs. 

18. Amend the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 

The Governor and the Legislature should amend the Mello-Roos Community 
Facilities Act of 1982, to specifically name child care as an eligible 
service. This will allow residents of an area to become a community 
facility district and retire debt incurred to build a facility through 
the use of a special tax. 

19. Modify State Law to Specify Child Care Facilities as Eligible for Tax 
Increment Financing 

The Governor and the Legislature should modify State law to provide that 
child care facilities are eligible for tax increment financing. 
Currently, redevelopment agencies authorized under the Community 
Redevelopment Law of California are public entities established to 
revitalize economically depressed or blighted areas in a community. 
However, child care facilities are not specifically listed as an 
eligible service for such financing. 
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20. Amend the Quimby Act to Allow for the Funding of Child Care Facilities 
on Park Land 

The Governor and the Legislature should amend the Quimby Act to 
explicitly denote that child care facilities could be built on park land 
and be eligible to qualify for State funding. 

Runaway/Homeless Youth 

21. Continue The Homeless Youth Act Pilot Projects 

The Governor and the Legislature should continue the pilot projects as 
an on-going program at the current level of funding. The first year of 
operations has demonstrated the need for emergency services to thousands 
of homeless youth who are living on the streets of our State's largest 
cities. Services provided by each agency have been created or greatly 
enhanced through the Homeless Youth Pilot Projects. The youth services 
agencies have established a solid network which has successfully 
contributed to helping many youth who otherwise would have remained on 
the streets. To discontinue these projects would eliminate one of the 
only sources of funding targeted to this homeless population and would 
likely result in these youth returning to the streets and becoming 
involved with prostitution, theft, drugs, and many other illegal 
activities resulting in a much higher cost to society. 

22. Require That Both Pilot Projects Funded Through The Homeless Youth Act 
Coordinate Public And Private Sector Services. 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that both pilot projects 
coordinate public and private sector services. This may be accomplished 
in San Francisco by expanding the YES Coalition to include public sector 
agencies. 

23. Require an Annual Report From The Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
(OCJP) Regarding the California Runaway Hotline to Provide a Continuing 
Analysis of The Need And The Programs in The State. 

24. 

The Governor and the Legislature should require OCJP to provide an 
annual report on the Runaway Hotline Project to demonstrate and document 
the need for shelter, outreach, and medical services for youth. The 
report should include statistics regarding demographics, origin of 
youth, ethnicity, and status at intake. 

Attorne General's 0 inion Relatin to 

The Governor and the Legislature should require full implementation of 
the Attorney General's opinion. In a written opinion dated October 
1986, the California Attorney General recently ruled that counties may 
not deny service to runaway/homeless youth simply because they are 
officially residents of some other county or state. However, many 
service providers continue to report that counties are refuSing to 
provide services for this reason. 



-129-

25. Reassess The Definitions of Status Offenders and Abused and Neglected 
Children. 

The Governor and the Legislature should assess the definitions of 601s 
and 300s to avoid continuation of youth "falling through the cracks." 
Current statutory definitions impede the process of providing services 
to the homeless. These classifications impose distinctions which 
dictate the manner in which services could be provided. Currently, many 
local departments of social services do not recognize homeless youth as 
abused and neglected as provided for in the Welfare and Institutions 
Code, but rather insist that the youth are status offenders because they 
left home. 

Abuse and Neglected Children 

26. Give Priority to Programs that Prevent Child Abuse and Neglect 

The Governor and the Legislature should give priority to programs that 
prevent abuse and neglect through primary, secondary, and tertiary 
intervention. Prevention programs should be designed to give family 
support a high priority. Programs will focus on the protection of 
children through enabling at risk families to better function well. 

27. Ensure that SB 14 Services are Fully Implemented 

The Governor and the Legislature should ensure that the services 
delineated in SB 14 have been fully funded and implemented. These 
services should include the following: 

o Family reunification; 
o Prompt investigations; 
o Timely permanency planning; and 
o Provision of counselling and other support services to the entire 

family. 

28. Evaluate and Develop Funding Streams that Promote Interagency 
Cooperation and Coordination 

The Governor and the Legislature should direct the newly formed 
Commission on Children and Youth to oversee the development of a plan to 
coordinate funding for children's services. This will focus on creating 
funding streams that require interagency cooperation to assure the best 
treatment of troubled children and youth. 

29. Require the Use of Court Mediators. Where Appropriate 

The Governor and the Legislature should require the use of court 
mediators, where appropriate, in order to minimize the use of the court 
system. To ensure proper direction for all involved in the mediator 
process SDSS should develop plans that: 

o Clearly define the process to all participants; 
o Clearly state the situations qualifying for use of a trained, 

professional mediator; and 
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o Assure that the mediator or appointee will monitor adherence to 
agreements for a specified period of time. 

30. Require That All Counties Develop And Implement an Administrative Review 
Process For Children in Out-of-Home Care Who Have Had a Permanency 
Planning Hearing 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that an administrative 
review process be used to encourage better and more personalized 
monitoring of case plans and to allow the views of parents or others 
close to the child to be considered, and to avoid use of the courts when 
appropriate. Counties will be given some discretion in planning but 
must adhere to clear guidelines set by SDSS, including: . 

o Composition of review panel: Personnel from county child welfare 
services (CW'S) personnel shall be at least at the Social Worker II 
level. At least 60 percent of panel should be those not working 
directly with the case; county CWS are encouraged to utilize 
non-CWS or SDSS employees to serve on the panel. 

o Cases exempt from the administrative review process include: 

Cases that have been referred for adoption planning or legal 
guardianship; 
Cases in which the child's parents request a court review; 
Cases involving a change in the court ordered plan; and 
Other cases with special circumstances that are deemed 
inappropriate for administrative review. 

31. Require the Use of Vid~o or Audio Tapes in Investigations of Child Abuse 
And Neglect 

The Governor and the Legislature should require that video or audio 
taping be performed on initial interview with CWS worker and child, and 
that extreme efforts should be made to minimize the need for repeated, 
non-therapy related interviewing of child victims. Such taping should 
be required with clear guidelines for its use, including: 

o Tape shall run continuously through interview; 
o Child interviewing should be handled by the social worker assigned 

to the case; and 
o Interviewer should be supportive of the child, but avoid asking 

leading questions. 

32. Encourage Continuous Case Management For Abused And Neglected Children 
After Emergency Response 

The Governor and the Legislature should require caseworker consistency 
and minimize duplication of multiple interviews by children's services 
professionals. In addition, the Governor and the Legislature should 
encourage pilot projects that develop appropriate service models based 
on continuous case management and multi-disciplinary team involvement. 
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33. Encourage The Statewide Use of Multi-Disciplinary Teams 

The Governor and the Legislature should ensure that following the 
initial intake referral a multi-disciplinary team of professionals 
evaluate the child's needs and make an appropriate case plan. The 
primary caseworker should remain an integral part of this process. 

34. Establish a State-Supported, Multi-Faceted Interdisciplinary Training 
Program 

The Governor and the Legislature should establish an interdisciplinary 
training program to assure that those individuals that work with abused 
and neglected children have the knowledge and skills necessary to bring 
about the best possible outcomes for children and their families. These 
efforts should include training for mandated reporters in prevention and 
protection, for foster parents and child care staff of group homes and 
residential facilities, and for professional groups serving abused and 
neglected children. The training program should include the following: 

o Identification of high risk families and children; 
o Early intervention strategies; 
o Guidelines for what they must legally report; 
o Clear definition of roles; 
o Feedback on quality of reports; 
o Information about and access to resources; and 
o Clarification of role in providing information. 

In addition, the State should encourage other training that is needed, 
including: 

o Training in interviewing and investigating allegations of abuse or 
neglect for professionals in social work, law enforcement and 
probation; 

o Relevant child abuse and neglect training in professional education 
programs; 

o Interdisciplinary workshops to transfer skills and knowledge among 
involved professions; 

o Training for judges who will be hearing child abuse and neglect 
cases; and 

o Training for foster parents and child care staff who work in group 
homes and residential facilities, including: 

minimum standard of preservice training; 
standard of in-service training; 
a clear definition of the role of the foster family; and 
options for upgrading the entry level hiring and training 
standards for group homes. 
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35. Require Certification For Caseworkers 

The Governor and the Legislature should require certification that 
includes both initial and ongoing training beyond professional education 
for all those who work with abused and neglected children. 
Specifically, this certification should include: 

o Such training will allow some statewide, uniform, base of 
information regarding investigative techniques and state procedural 
guidelines. With this base, counties can then train workers in 
those areas which allow county discretion; 

o SDSS should clarify regulations for non-clerical staff involved 
with family reunification and permanent placement services. This 
should include a requirement that a minimum of 50 percent of such 
staff possess a Masters in social work; and 

o California regulations should require that for each certification 
renewal, staff attend a specified number of workshops, seminars or 
professional meetings. 

36. Ensure That Health Needs of Children in Out-of-Home Care Arrangements 
Are Adequately Met and Maintained on a Regular Basis 

The Governor and the Legislature should modify current payment policies 
for medical services for foster children to supplement Medi-Cal 
payments, when necessary, for routine and/or on-going physical, mental 
and dental health care of children in out-of-home care. 
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DEP~RTMENT OF SOCI~L SERVICES 

Progru 

~id to Falilies with Dependent Children 
-Falily Group (~FDC-F6) 

-Unelployed Parent (~FDC-U) 

~d.inistered 8y: 

Vel fare frogral Division 

Statutory Authority 

Velfare and Institutions Code, Sections 11000, 
11050, 11201, 11205, 11250, 11450 

Federal: SS~ Title IV, Part ~; ~2 usc 601 et seq 

Year Enact.d: State: 1937; Federal: 1935 

Esti.at.d 1986/87 
Fiscal Year Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

Stat. F.deral 
...fJI!W... fynds 

Local 
funds 

~dlinistration' 8,114' 8,367' 0 

PaYlents 11,659,272 '1,861,~93 1200,135 

Other $ 100,346 1 197,603 1107,190 

TOTALS '1,767,732 12,067,~63 1307,325 

Personnel years 248.9 

Eltt.lt.d Clients Served 

1,687,200 Persons 

Objectives 

To provide reasonable financial assistance to 
eligible, needy falilies with dependent child~tn. 

Eligibility 

Eligibility is lilited to those eligible falilies 
in which the children are deprived of one or both 
parents due to the parent's incapacity, death, 
other continuing absence, or to the unelploYlent 
of a parent. Eligibility is further linked to 
leeting other specified criteria as follows: 

- lust be a legal reSident; 

- falily lust have eligible child under the age of 
19 years old (with Iilits for 18 year olds); 

- lUSt not have property valued in excess of 
$1,000, excluding prilary residence and certain 
other personal property 

- lUSt not have gross incole in excess of 185S of 
the COlbined "inilul Basic Standard of Adequate 
Care ("BSAC) and the value of any special needs. 

Progral Activity 

Under the state plan, the AFDC progra. in 
Cilifornia is adlinistered by the State Departlent 
of Social Services through county welfare 
departlents. ~FDC progra. benefits are provided 
to eligible falilies upon approval of application. 
Benefits consist prilarily of cash assistance. 
Progral services also include referrals to: falily 
planning, child health and disability prevention, 
and other social services. 
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Progral 

Aid To Falilies with Dependent Children
Foster Care (AFDC-FC) Progral 

~dlinistlrld By: 

Velfare Progral Division 

Statutory ~uthority 

Public Law 96-272 (42 USC 671) 
Velfare and Institutions Code, Sec •. 11400 et seq 

(Chapter 977, Statutes of 1982) 

Yllr Enlctld& Federal: 1980; State: 1982 

Estil.t,d 1986/87 
Fiscil Yllr Explnditures 

{in thousands} 

Stitt 
lYW... 

Fedtral 
funds 

Local 
l!!W.. 

Adlinistration $ 2,843 $ 2,317 $ 0 

PaYlents $ 265,293' 82,891 S 14,177 

Other • 7,569' 8,655 • 8,144 
(county adlinistration) 

TOTALS • 275,705 • 93,863 $ 22,291 

Personnel years 99 

Eltlllt,d Clients Seryed 

ObjectiYIS 

To provide laintenance paYltnts for children who 
have been reloved frol their bOles and placed in 
foster care. These children lay be placed in 
foster falily hOles or in group hOles, the latter 
generally offering lore intensive treatlent 

Eligibility 

In order to receive AFDC-FC paYlents, authority 
for placelent lust be established by: court order 
(dependency proceedings), relinquishlent of 
parental rights (court proceeding), nonrelated 
legal guardianship (court proceeding), or 
voluntary placelent supervised by the CVD. In 
addition, specified AFDC eligibility requireltnts 
(such as age, reSidence, child support referral, 
etc.,) lust be let. 

Progru ktlYity 

The AFOC-FC progral provides statewide laintenance 
paYlents for children who require 24-hour out-of
hOle care because they are abused, neglected or 
exploited and their own falilies are unable or 
unwilling to care for thel. PaYlents are lade to 
the providers of board and care for these 
children. AFDC-FC eligible children lust receive 
specified child welfare services which are 'funded 
under Title IV-B. 

These services include: 

- preplactlent preventive services 

- .ritten assesslent and service plan 
- falily reunification or perlanent placelent 

services 
- six lonth visits by Care workers 
- periodiC reviews 
- perlanency planning hearings 

The AFDC-FC progral is adlinistered nationally by 
the U.S. Departlent of Health and HUlan Services. 
The state establishes eligibility standards for 
the state-only AFDC-FC progr'l. lhe progral is 
adlinistered by the counties under the supervision 
of DSS. 055 establishes individual rates for 
group hOles and hOlefinding agencies. Foster 
falily hOle rates are established by age group 
category through the Budget Act. 
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The estilated average lontAI, caseload of 
children receiving AFOC-FC funding is 39,900 
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Progral 

Supplelental Security Incole/State Supplelentary 
Progral (SSI/SSP) .. 

~dlinisttrld BYI 

Velfare Progral Division 

Statutory luthority 

Velfare l Institutions Code, Section 12200(f) 
(Chapter 1216, statutes of 1973) 

Vlar Enactldl 1973 

Esti.aud 1986/87 
Fiscil Ylar Expenditurls 

(in thousands) 

Statl Flderal Local 
.!B.. funds funds 

~dlinistration $ 782 t 0 

PaYlents $ ~O,801 $ 89,152 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOT~lS $ U,583 $ 89,152 0 

Personnel years 9.7 

f Direct adlinistratlve costs are 1001 
federally funded; dollar 1I0unt unavailable 

Eltl'ltld Clients Sirved 

27,02~ disabled linors (under 18 years of age 
and living with parent(s». Figure is average 
lonthly caseload frol Novelber, 1985 - October, 
198f> 

Objectivls 

To provide financial assistance to aged, blind, or 
disabled California residents in supplelentation 
of the federal Supplelental Security Incole (SSI) 
benefit. The SSt/SSP grant is intended to leet 
the recipient's basic needs of food, clothing and 
shelter and, through linked benefits, to provide 
assistance and services which will enlarge their 
opportunities or independence 

Eligibility 

Disabled linors lust be under age 18, and have a 
physical or lental ilpairltnt that is cOlparable 
in severity to one that would prevent an adult 
frol working and is expected to last at least 12· 
lonths or result in death. 

Progru ktivity 

The SSI/SSP progral is a cash assistance progr.1 
funded by both federal Social Security 
~dlinistration (SSI) and state (SSP) lonies. 
SSI/SSP is adlinistered by the federal Social 
Security ~dlinistration (SS~) which takes 
applications at district offices throughout the 
state. SS~ is responsible for deterlining 
eligibility, cOlputing grants, and sending out the 
cOlbined lonthly federal/state benefit check. 
~dlinistrative costs of the progral are borne by 
the federal governlent. The state Departlent of 
Social Services lonitors and provides input on 
SS~'s progral policy and procedure, federal Ind 
state legislative and regulatory proposals that 
affect the progral; responds to inquires fori the 
private and public sectors; Ian ages the fiscal and 
budgetary aspects of the SSP Progral; negotiates 
contract agreelents with SS~; etc. 
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Pr09ru 

6reater ~venues for Independence (6~IN) 

Adlinistered BYI 

ElploYlent and COllunity Services DiviSion, 
ElploYlent Prograls Branch, 6~IN IlpIelentation 

Bureau 

Statutory Authority 

Vel fare and Institutions Code, Section 11320.36 
(Chapter 1025, statutes of 1985) 

Year Enactldl 1985 

Estllattd 1986/87 
Fiscal Y.ar Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

Statt Ftderal 
.!U.. funds 

Adlinistation • 2,001 $ 2,059 

PaYlents $ 22,550 122,550 
(Ulocations 
to counties) 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS $ 24,611 $24,609 

Personnel years 37.7 

Local 
1.YUL. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

It is estilated that the 6~IN progral will 
register 97,000 participants during SFY 1986-87. 
Also, it will cost approxilately $13.1 lillion 
to reilburse these participants for child care 
costs during this period. In addition it is 
estilated that it will cost an additional $2.5 
lillian to provide transitional child care cost 
reilbursllent for those participants who acquire 
unsubsidized elploYlent. 

Estilattd Clients Served 

The total nUlber of children served is Istilated 
at 52,000. ~pproxilately 10,000 children are 
to be served under transitional child care durin9 
1986-1987. 

DbjKtlvtl 

To provide a full range of elployaent-related 
services (including child care services) that are 
designed to provide ~id to Falilies with Dependent 
Children (~FDC) progral applicants' and recipients 
with the types of skills that will allow thel to 
acquire unsubsidized elploYlent. 

Eligibility 

~ 6~IN participant with a child under 12 years of 
age who has indicated the need for child care. 
Reilburselent for costs is available for licensed 
child care or child care exelpt frol licensure 

Progral Activity 

This progral is state (and federal) funded, 
coordinated at the state level by the ElploYlent 
and COllunity Services DiVision, and adiinistered 
locally by county welfare departlents (CWDs). The 
CVDs have the choice of directly providing child 
care services or contracting with existing public 
or private prograls, such as Resource and Referral 
agencies, to provide any or all of the child care 
services. Participant costs are reilbursed up to 
the regional larket rate as deterlined annually in 
accordance with local Resource and Referral 
prograls and the ~lternative PaYlent progral 
adlinistered by the State Departlent of 
Education. Advance paYlents are available to 
participants whenever necessary and desired by the 
participant. PaYlent for child care services is 
also available for a transition period of three 
lonths when a 6~IN registrant terlinates ~FDC 
dependency due to unsubsidized etploYltnt. 
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Progral 

Vin Oelonstration (VIM OE"O) Progral
(child care) 

Adlinistlrld BYI 

ElploYlent Prograls Branch 

Statutor, Authority 

Vel fare and Institutions Code, Section 11~37 
(Chapter 522, Statutes of 198~) 

Yllr Enlct.dl 198~ 

Estilattd 1986/87 
Flscl1 'tar Explftditurll 

(in thousands) 

Stat. Ftdtral Locil 
~ fundi ~ 

Adlinistation , 127 $ ~7 0 

PaYlents $ 9,35~ $20,028 S 7~ 
(County costs) 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS '9,~81 $20,695 , 753 

Personnel rears 1~.6 

Note: It is estilated that lPproxilately 
$400,000 annually is expended on child care 
services. 

Eltilatld Clilftts Served 

The nUlber of VIN OEKQ re9istrants at the end of 
June, 1986 totaled 206,000. Based on the 
estilated costs of child care included in 
the SAlM progral, these funds would be adequate 
to provide child care services to approxilately 
300 children per lonth. 

Obj.ctiv.s 

To enable elployable AFOC recipients to 
participate in elploYlent activities while 
assuring that their children receive adequate 
child care at no cost to thel. 

Eligibility 

Parents of children receiving VIN OE"O-funded 
child care lust be AFOC recipients and lust be 
participating in a VIN DE"O-funded or approved 
eaploYlent activity. "ost able-bodied persons 
receiving AFOC who have no children under age six 
are required to participate in IlploYlent-related 
activities. Individuals who are not required to 
participate lay do so voluntarily. 

PrOgfli ~ivity 

VIN OE"O child clre is provided though vendor 
paYlent systel for children of parents who Ire 
participants in approved VIN OE"O elploy.ent 
activities. Providers lust be licensed or exelpt 
frol licensing. 
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Progra. 

Refugee Deaonstration Project (RDP) 
-Child Care 

Adlinistered BYI 

Eaployaent and COllunity Services Division, 
Office of Refugee Services, Refugee ElploYlent 

Prograls Bureau, Policy Unit 

Statutory Authority 

Federal Authority: Fish Alendlents to HR 3729 
(Refugee Assistance Extension Act of 1983); 

State Authority: Education Code, Section 8252 
(Chapter 1352, Statutes of 1985) 

Vlar Enactedl 1985 

Utillttd 1986/87 
Filcal Vlar Expendituru 

(in thousands) 

State Flder.l Local 
.!HUL fyndl .J.uUL 

Adlinistration 0 $ 137 0 

Piyaents 0 $1,401 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS 0 $1,538 0 

Personnel years MIA 

Eltil.ttd Clientl Served 

Clseload Oata: 34,235 

Objlctivu 

To enable Refugees to participate in Refugee 
Oelonstration Project elploYlent activities while 
assuring that their children receive adequate 
child care at no cost to thel. 

Eligibility 

The ROP requirelents were established using 
existing provisions contained in the Federal 
Refugee Cash Assistance Progral in cOlbination 
with landatory partiCipation in all available and 
appropriate elploYlent training and placelent 
prograls 

Prosral Activity 

The intent of the ROP is to encourage refugees to 
accept entry level linilul wage jobs and to ensure 
their access to, and participation in , elploytent 
training and placelent prograls specifically 
designed for refugees. 

Eligible RDP participants receive ROP Supportive 
Services consisting of child care, transportation, 
and work-related expenses if necessary to allow 
thel to participate in elployttnt and eaploYlent
related training services. 
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Progral 

Unaccolpanied "inor Progral 

Adllnlst.r.d BYI 

ElploJlent and COllunity Services Division, 
Office of Refugee Services, Refugee Support 

"anagelent Bureau, Policy Unit 

Statutory Authority 

Federal Office of Refugee Resettlelent 
Child Welfare Regulations 

(45 CFR Part 400, 
Subpart H, Sections 400.110-120) 

Vear Enact.dl 1986 

Estilat.d 1986/87 
Fiscal V.ar Expenditur.s 

(in thousands) 

Stat. F.deral Local 
~ funds funds 

Adlinistration 0 $ 200 0 

Pay.ents 0 $2,643 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS 0 $2,843 0 

Personnel years MIA 

Estllattd CII.nts S.rv.d 

Average "onthly case load: 272 

• 

Obj.ctiv.s 

To establish protective legal custody of 
unaccolpanied refugee children and ensure the 
child receives the full range of child welfare 
benefits and services provided to non-refugee 
children in Foster Care. 

Eligibilit, 

Children are eligible for the Unaccolpanied "inor 
Progral if: they have not reached the age of 
lajority; they have entered the country 
unaccolpanied by a parent or illediate adult 
relative; have no parents in the country and; 
leets the definition of a Cuban or Haitian 
Entrant. 

Pro,rll Activit, 

This progral is federally funded and locally 
adlinistered through the County Welfare Departlent 
which is vested with the priaary responsibility 
for the child's welfare. Services lay include, 
but not Iilited to: initial assesslent and 
develop.ent of a service plan, coordination and 
supervision of the activities listed in the plan, 
referral to other service activities, and 
selection and place.ent activities to insure the 
appropriate place.ent of the child • 
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Pro val 

Child Abuse Prevention 

Adllnistered 8y: 

Office of Child Abuse Prevention (OCAP) 

Statutory Authority 

Velfare and Institutions Code, 
Section 18950-18979 

Obj,ctiv,s 

To increase child abuse prevention activities 
(including those directed to professional training 
and public awareness); to ilprove cOllunications 
along the various elelents of the child abuse and 
neglect prevention network; to contribute to the 
body of knowledge in the Ire a of child abuse and 
neglect; and to ensure equity in the geographic 
distribution of child abuse and neglect prevention 
resources. 

Year Enact.d: 1982-85 Eligibility 

·Estil.ted 1986/87 
Fiscal V'lr Expenditurtl 

(in thouSinds) 

Statt Federal Locil 
JWL funds .!Jm.L 

Adlinistntion $ 1,928 $ 265 0 

PaYlents 22,938 1,383 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS $24,866 $1,648 0 

Personnel years 30 

Estl •• t,d Clients S,rv,d 

Population targeted for service vlries frol 
project to project, progral to progral. At 
their broadest, OCAP progralS seek to reach the 
entire school age populltion lith prevention 
services. At their lost lilited, they focus on 
a slall nulber of high risk parents and seek to 
aleliorate explosive situations. 

.. . 

All 6.8 lillian children in California are 
eligible .for Child Abuse Prevention services. 
Elphasis is given to children under 14 years of 
age. 

PrOjru Activity 

The Child Abuse Prevention and Intervention 
Progral provides '10.4 lillion per annUl for the 
funding of projects, through local, private non
profit organizations operating prograls tailored 
to leet needs of locally defined priorities. 

The Child Abuse Training Act of 1994 provides 
110.2 lillion annually. Children in over 5,000 
schools statewide fori preschool through hi9h 
school are being taught child abuse prevention 
skills in the classrool. 

Innovative delonstration service lodels provide 
$1.5 lillion annually. Services provided by these 
three year funded projects include Intensive in
hOle services and training for falilies in which 
self-care of children is used. 
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Pro,ru Activity 

(continued) 

Exalples of State Children's Trust Fund Pr09rals 
Include: 

- Perinatal prograls to enhance the positive 
bonding of high risk parents to prevent future 
abuse and neglect 

- Production of training videos for the clergy and 
Hispanic cOllunity 
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Progrll 

Agency Adoption Progra. 
Independent Adoption Progra. 

~dlinisttrtd By: 

Adult and Falily Services Division 
Adoptions Branch 

Statutory ~uthority 

California Civil Code, Sections 221-239; 
Velfare and Institutions Code, Sections 16100-
16150, (Chapters 2-2.5) 

Vlar Enactld. 1872' with substantial alend
lents to subsequent years 

Estllattd 1986/87 
Fiscal Ylar Expendlturls 

(in thousands) 

Ftdtral 
fynds 

Adlinistration • 6,697 $ 505 
(state operations ONLY) 

Pay.ents 12,107 3,936 

Other 1~, 727 6,223 
(Local Assistance- Adlinistration) 

TOTALS $33,531 $10,66~ 

Personnel years 132.7 
(state only) 

Estilltfd Clients Sirved 

Local 
1JIW... 

$ 0 

o 

o 

o 

Agency Adoptions: 2,599 Placelents in FY 85/86; 
Independent Adoptions: 2,710 Court Reports 
Filed, approval recollended in 2220 cases. 

Objectives 

Aqency Adoptions -to place children who are unable 
to be raised by their birth parents in suitable 
adoptive hales. 

Independent Adoptions -to assure that when the 
placelents are lade by the birth parents, the 
adoptive falily is suitable. 

Eligibility 

In general adoptive services are available to 
those in need of thel. Subsidy is available to 
falilies adopting special-needs children who 
otherwise could not be placed for adoption. 

Progrll ~ctiYit, 

Adoption Services Ire provided directly by the 
Departlent of Social Services, by licensed county 
adoption agencies and by private adoption 
agencies. Public agency services are provided by 
counties in large counties Ind by the state in 
slall, rural counties. Independent adoptions are 
investigated by the state except in eight counties 
where the county adoption Igency is responsible 
for the investigation. The Departlent has five 
contracts with private agencies for recruitaent of 
linority adoptive hOles and seven for laternity 
hOle care of pregnant linors. 
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Child Welfare Services 

~dlinisterld By 

Falily and Children Services Branch, 
~dult and Falil, Services Division 

statutory ~uthority 

Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 16500-
16514, (Chapter 978, Statutes of 1982) 

Y.ar Enact.dl 1982 

Estillted 1986/87 
Filcal Y.ar Expendltur.s 

(in thousands) 

Ftdtral 
fuacls 

Local 
fynds 

~dlinistation(1) $ 1,941 1 1,417 1 0 

PaYlents o 0 0 

Other(2) 162,771 62,550 55,259 

TOT~LS 1164,712 $63,967 

Plrsonnel years(3) 53.4 

(1) State Operations Only 
(2) Local ~ssistance -~dainistrltion 
m State Only 

Estlllttd Cli.nts Served 

$55,259 

Progral serves Children and Falilies 
(figures represent ~verage lonthly active cases) 

Elergency Response Progral: 
Falily "aintenance Progral: 
Falily Reuinification Progral: 
Perlanent Placelent Progral: 

27,549 
33,101 
21,215 
15,127 
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Objtctlvts 

To protect children frol abuse, neglect and 
exploitation by providing services safely in the 
hOle, to relove the child if necessary and to 
reunite the child and falily within specified tile 
lilits. If the child cannot by reunited with the 
falily, to arrange as perlanent a living situation 
as soon as possible 

E1iglbll i ty 

~ny child reported to be, or in danger of being, 
abused, neglected or exploited. 

Progral ~lvlty 

This progral is state supervised through the 
Falily and Children Services Branch, Adult and 
Falily Services Division, and locally ldlinistered 
through the County Welfare Departlents. 
Eligibility and needs assesslent are handled by 
the county. Four Service prograls, provided by 
either the county or private contractors, includel 

Elerqency Response Proqral --provides initial 
intake services and crisis intervention through 
illediate in-person response, 24 hours a day, to 
reports of abuse, neglect, or exploitation 

Falily "aintenance PrOqral --provides tile-lilited 
protective services to prevent or reledy child 
neglect, abuse, or exploitation. Services are 
provided to the child and falily while the child 
retains in the hOle with caseworker supervision 

Falill Reunification Proqral --provides tile
lilited protective services when the child cannot 
safely relain at hOle while services are provided 
to reunite the falily 

Perlanent Placelent Proqral --provides and 
alternate perlanent fuily structure for children 
who because of abuse, neglect, or exploitation 
cannot safely relain at hOle and who are unlikely 
to ever return hOle 
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Pr09r11 

Child Support Enforcelent Progral 

~dllnister.d BYI 

Velfare Progral Division 
Child Support Progral "anagelent Branch 

Statutory ~uthority 

Velfare and Institutions Code, Section 11~75 
(Chapter 2, Statutes of 1975) 

Year Enact.de 1975 

Estlllttd 1986/87 
Fiscal Y •• r Exptnditur.s 

(in thousands) 

State Federal Local 
.1IIW... funds JJmL 

Adlinistation{l) • 2,913 $ 5,816 • 0 

PaYlents(2) 16,819 21t,1t08 (~1,227) 

Other (3) 0 100,630 1t~,895 

TOnLS • 19,732 $130,854 • 3,618 

Personnel years 70.8 

Estllattd Clients Served 

Total active case load statewide: 91t0,1t80 cases 
(welfare and nonvelfare) 

Objectives 

To enforce the obligation of parents to support 
their children and deterline paternity in the clse 
of a child born out of wedlock. 

Eli,lbill ty 

Services are provided for all children recelvlng 
public assistance (AFDC/Foster Care) where there 
is absent parent deprivation or where paternity 
has not been established. 

Services are also provided on behalf of children 
who do not receive AFDC, upon cOlpletion of an 
application. 

Pr09ral Activity 

Clients are provided direct services for the 
location of absent parents, establishlent of 
paternity, enforcelent of support orders, and 
ledical support enforcelent. District attorneys 
utilize a variety of enforcetent techniques 
including wage assignlent, contelpt actions, and 
tax intercepts 

Support collections for lid rellted cases are 
assigned to the state and are used to reilburse 
assistance paYlents that have been paid to the 
falily. Collections lade .on behalf of nonaided 
children are paid directly to the falily. 

The progral provides services statewide through 
the local county offices, which operate under a 
Plan of Cooperation with SOSS. 
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Progra. 

Day Care Center and Fllily Day Care 
HOle Licensing 

Adlinilttr.d BYI 

COllunity Care Licensing Division 

Statutory Authority 

California Child Day Dare Facilities Act, 
Health and Safety Code, Sections, 1596.70-
1597.621 

Prior to 1985, governed by the cOllUnity Care 
Facilities Act; cOllencing with Section 1500 

Year Enactldl 1985 Child Clre Flcilities Act 
1973 COllunity Care Facilities Act 

Estillted 1986/87 
Filcal Year Expenditur.1 

(in thouSinds) 

State Federal Local 
1WL fundi .!IIW.. 

Adlinistration Ul,923 0 0 
(state operations) 

PaYlents 0 0 0 

Dther • 3,924 0 0 
(local assistance adlin.) 

TDTALS U5,847 0 0 

Personnel years 220 

EJUI.tld Clietlts Served 
429,012 Day Care Center licensed capacity 
227,130 Falily Day Care HOle licensed 

capacity 

Objectivel 

To protect the health Ind safety of children in 
day care facilities by enforcing standards, 
screening applicants Ind taking adlinistrative 
actions against those facilities which jeopardize 
the physical and/or lental welfare of children in 
care. 

Eli,ibility 

Children (birth through 17 years of age) in need 
of out-of-hole care. Placeaent is voluntary on the 
part of parents. 

Pro,ra. Activity 

Co •• unity Care Licensing progral activities 
include the following: 

- Application review/screening 

- Co.plaint investigation 

- Evaluation of facilities to deterline cOlpliance 
with licensing standards 

- legal/adlinistration actions against substandard 
tacil ities 

- Orientations for potential applicants 

- Renewal application screening and evaluation 

- Renewal facility visits 

- Follow-up facility visits to ensure the 
correction to previously cited deficiencies have 
been lade (plan of Correction visits) 

- Unlicensed facility visits 
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Pr09ral 

Group HOles, Siall Falily Hales, Foster Falily 
Hales, Foster Falily ~gency, ~doption ~gency 
Licensing 

~dlini5tered BYI 

COllunity Care Licensing Division 

St.t~tor1 ~~thorit1 

Health and Safety Code, Section 1500 
Civil Code, Sections 221-230.8 

Year Enacttdl 1973 COllunit7 Care Facilities Act 

Elttl.t,d 1986/87 
Fiscal Y,ar Expendlturll 

(in thousands) 

Statt 
lH.. 

Ftdtral 
fund. 

Adlinistration $ 3,832 $ 4,252 

PaYlents o o 

Other $ 4,073 $ 4,072 

TonLS • 7,905 $ 8,324 

Personnel years 70.7 

Eltll.ttd Clients Strvtd 

11,990 Group hOle Licensed capacity 

Local 
l!IW... 

o 

o 

o 

o 

4,720 Siall Falily HOles licensed capacity 
25,340 Foster Falily HOle licensed capacity 

56 Adoption ~gencies licensed (no capacity 
1 ilihtions) 

Objectivel 

To protect the health and safety of children in 
day care facilities by screening applicants, 
enforcing. standards on a ongoing basis through 
facility visits, and taking adlinistrative actions 
against those facilities which jeopardize the 
physical andlor lental welfare of children in 
care. 

Eli,lbility 

Children (birth through 17 years of age) in need 
of out-of-hole care. 

Pr09' •• ~ivlty 

COllunity Care Licensing progral activities 
include the following: 

- Application review/screening 

- Coaplaint investigation 

- Evaluation of facilities to deterline cOlpliance 
with licensing standards 

- legal/adlinistration actions against substandard 
facilities 

- Orientations for potential applicants 

- Renewal application screening and evaluation 

- Renewal facility visits 

- Follow-up facility visits to ensure the 
correction to previously cited deficiencies have 
been lade (plan of Correction visits) 

- Unlicensed facility visits 

- Post licensing visits (except foster falily 
hOles) 
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Progru 

General Child Care 

ldlinlstlrld bYl 

Child Develop.ent Division 

Statutory ~uthority 

Education Code, Section 8200 et seq 
(Chapters 16 1 923, statutes of 1943) 

Ylar Enactldl 1943 

Estilatld 1986/87 
Filcal VI., Exptnditurll 

(ill thOUllllds) 

State F.d.ral Local 
JWL. funds fWldJ 

Adlinistration $ 4,100 0 0 

PaYlent.s $206,886 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOULS $210,986 0 0 

Persl)nnel years 55 

Eltilat.d Clitftts Servld 

~verage Daily Enrollaent: 41,228 

The Average Daily Enroll.ent for County Velfare 
Departaent Child Care is unavailable and is not 
included in the above figure. 

ObjactivlS 

To assure the continuing nurture and developlent of
children during their parents' absence due to 
vocational pursuits or cOlpelling social or ledical 
necessity. 

Eligibility 

"ust leet one or lore of the conditions in each of 
the following two sections: 

Section One: 
a. Child at risk of abuse or neglect 
b. Public assistance recipient 
c. Incole eligible 

Section Two: 
a. Referred by legal, ledical, or social service 

agency because of abuse or neglect 
b. Parent in training, elployed, or seeking 

IIployaent 
c. "ental or physical incapacity of the parent or 

child. 

Progr.1 activity 

General child care and developlent is coaposed of 
four basic progral types using child developtent 
center and, occasionally falily day care hOleS. 
These facilities provide basic supervision, age
appropriate developlent, nutrition, parent 
education and involvelent, staff developlent and 
social services. The four General Child Care 
prognls are: 

6eneral Child Care and Developlent Proqraas -
Public 1tqencies 

General Child Care - Private Aqencies 

Center-Based Title 22 Child Care 

FatiiY OaY Care 

County Velfare Proqraas 
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Progr.1 

"igrant Child Developlent 

Adlinister.d by, 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory Authority 

Education Code, Section 8230-8233 
(Chapter 34 l 35, statutes of 1946) 

V.ar Enact.d, 1946 

Estll.ttd 1986/87 
Fiscal Year Expenditurtl 

(in thousands) 

Stlt. Ftdtral Local 
.1WL fundi ..f.lU.. 

Adlinistration 0 0 0 

PaYlents $6,616 $2,140 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS $6,616 $2,140 

Personnel years 0 

(Itil.t.d Cli.nts Serv.d 

2,758 Average Daily Enroillent 

Obj.ctiv.1 

To provide for the care and nurture of children 
whose parents love frequently, or who have in the 
recent past loved frequently, to work in 
agriculture or fishing. 

Eligibility 

Falilies lust, in the twelve lonths preceding the 
date of application, have earned at least 501 of 
their incole frol agriculture, agriculturally 
related work, or fishing. They lust, in addition, 
leet eligibility and need requirelents as specified 
under 6eneral Child Care. 

Progr.1 Activity 

Through contracts with public and private agencies 
the "igrant Child Care and Developlent progral 
serves children while their parents are elployed in 
fishing, agriculture, or agriculturally related 
work. "igrant child care centers are open for 
varying lengths of tile during the year depending 
upon the growing/harvest season in each area. 



Progral 

State Preschool Progral 

~dlinisttrld by: 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory ~uthority 

Education Code, Section 8235 
(Chapter 1248, statutes of 1965) 

Year Enacted. 1965 

Estilat.d 1986/87 
Fiscal Y.ar Expenditur.s 

(in thousands) 

Stat. Ftdtral 
JIlUL. funds 

~dtinistntion $ 439 0 

Pay tents $36,583 0 

Other 0 0 

TOULS $37,022 

Personnel years 7 

Estilatld Clients S.rved 
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Locil 
.!IlW... 

0 

0 

° 

Obj.ctiv.s 

To provide a part-day cOlprehensive develop.ental
progral for children ages 3-5 years frol low incOie 
falilies, to prepare thel for successful school 
participation. 

Eligibility 

Falily incole less than 841 of the state ledian 
incol., adjusted in consideration of falily size. 

Progral ~ctivity 

State preschool prograls provide a part-day 
cOlprehensive developlental progral for three to 
five year old children frol low incole falilies. 
The progral includes educational developtent, 
health services,. social services, nutritional 
services, parent education and participation, 
evaluation, and staff developlent. State Preschool 
progral5 are adlinistered by private agencies as 
well as school districts ind County Offices of 
Education. 

Average Daily Enroillent: 19,264 
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Progrll 

Alternative PaYlent Progral 

~dllnlstered by: 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory ~uthority 

Education Code, Sections 8220-8224 
(Chapter 344/76, statutes of 1976) 

Year Enactedl 1976 

Estl.at.d 1986/87 
Fiscal Y.ar Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

Statt F.deral Local 
.!YW.. funds .!llW.... 

~dlinistration 0 0 0 

PaYlents $25,999 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS $25,999 0 0 

Personnel yeirs 0 

Estilattd Cli.nts Serv.d 

Average Daily Enroillent: 4,881 

Objectives 

To increase options for choice by eligible parents 
regarding the location of child care (near hOle or 
work) and the type of care (falily day care hOle, 
in the falily's hOle, or in a center) selected. 

Eligibility 

"ust leet one or lore of the conditions in each of 
the following two sections: 

Section One: 
a. Child at risk of abuse or neglect 
b. Public assistance reCipient 
c. Incole eligible 

Section Two: 
a. Referred by legal, ledical, or social service 

agency because of abuse or neglect 
b. Parent in training, elployed, or seeking 

elploYlent 
c. "ental or physical incapacity of the parent or 

child. 

~lternative PaYlent prograls offer an array of 
child care and developlent arrangelents that 
include in-hOle care, falily child care hOles, and 
center care. "onthly paYlent to the child care 
provider selected by the falily is lade by the 
~lternative PaYlent agency in the for. of a vendor 
paYlent. 



Progral 

Resource and Referral Progra. 

~dlinisttr.d bYI 

Child Develop.ent Division 

Statutory ~uthority 

Education Code, Sections 8210-8214 
(Chapter 344, statutes of 1976) 

V.ar Enacted. 1976 

Estilattd 1986/87 
Fiscal Vear Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

Statt Ftdtral 
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Local 

ObjtcthH 

To assist parents to select, frOi along cOllunit1 
resources, the lost appropriate child care 
arrangelent for their children. 

Eligibility 

~ll falilies are eligible apart frol any 
consideration of eligibility or need. 

Progral ~ctiYity 

Resource and Referral prograls provide inforlation 
to parents about available child clre Ind 
coordinate cOllunity resources for the benefit of 
parents and local child care providers. Typically 
services are provided over the telephone; walk-in 
service is also available. ~s of January, 1986, 59 
contracts bave been awarded, providing at least one 
resource and referral site per county. 

.!ImL fynd, ..!tmL 

~dlinistration 0 0 0 

PlYlents $7,335 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS S7 ,335 

Personnel years 0 

Estilated Clients Strvtd 

N/~ 



Pr09nl 

Severely Handicapped Progral 

ldlinistlrld bYI 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory Authority 

Education Code, Section 8250 

Vear Enactldl 1976 

Estilltld 1986/87 
Fiscal VI.r Expendlturls 

(in thousands) 

Stltl Flderal 
1JIUL funds 

Adlinistntion 0 0 

PaJlents • 711 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS I 711 0 

Personnel years 0 

Estillttd Clitnts Strvld 

Average Daily Enroillent: 166 
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Local 
1lIW.. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ObjtdiY.s 

To provide child developlent services for children 
who, because of handicapping conditions, cannot 
adequately be cared for in regular child 
developlent prograls. 

Eligibility 

The existence· of a phYSical, lental, or elotional 
handicap, doculented by a licensed physician, of 
such severity as to require care frol specially 
trained staff. 

Progr.1 Activit1 

Special prograls for the severely handicapped 
provide supervision, care, therapy, youth guidance, 
and parental counseling to the eligible children 
served by the contracting agency. 
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Pro9ral 

School-~ge Parenting and Infant Developlent 
(SAPID) 

~dlinisttrtd by: 

Child Developlent Division 

stltutory Authority 

Educaticn Code, Section 8390-8397 
(Chapter 1504, statutes of 1974) 

Ytar Enacttd: 1974 

Estilattd 1986/87 
fiscil Ytar Expenditurls 

(in thousands) 

Statt federal 
JJu1a. funds 

~dlinistration 0 0 

PaYlents $6,668 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS $6,668 

Personnel years 0 

Esti.ltld Clitnts Servld 

~verage Daily Enroillent: 

842 -Infants 
876 -Parents 

Local 
l!miL. 

0 

0 

0 

184 -Pregnant Students, Practicul 1 theory 
66 -Students, Practicul 1 theory 

ObjtCtlv.s 

To facilitate cOlpletion of a high school education
for school-age parents. To provide 70un9 parents 
and pregnant students with parenting skills. 

Eligibility 

Child care cOlponent: Parent lother lust be 
currentl7 enrolled in a secondary school and working 
toward the cOlpletion of a dip lOla 

Parent education cOlponent: In addition to 
participation parent lothers, this cOlponent is 
also open to parent fathers and other interested 
students 

Pr09ral Activity 

Through contracts with the State Departlent of 
Education, these prograls are adlinistered by 55 
school districts and six county offices of 
education. 

This progral enables student parents to cOlplete 
work toward a high school diplOia by providing 
supervised infant care on or near the school 
calpus. Infant care activities are identical to 
those in other infant developlent centers funded by 
the Child Developlent Division. Infant centers 
also serve as a laboratory for parenting education 
classes. 

In addition to infant care parent stUdents and 
pregnant students receive instruction to ilprove 
their ability to care for lnd relate successfully 
to their children. In addition to parenting and 
general education instruction, career developlent 
courses are offered to help assuri eventual 
econOlic independence. 
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Progral 

Calpus Child Developlent 

~dllnlstered bYI 

Child Developlent Division 

Stltutory ~uthority 

Education Code, Section 8225 
(Chapter 1767, Statutes of 1971) 

Year Enlctedl 1971 

Elti,lt.d 1986/87 
Fiscal Vur ExptftditurH 

(in thousands) 

Stat. Ftdtrll Locil 
...flU.. fundi .mL 

Adlinistration 0 0 0 

PaYlents $10,231 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS $10,231 0 0 

Personnel years 0 

Estillttd Cli.nts Strvld 

Average Daily Enroillent: 2,058 

. Objtctlv.s 

To provide child developlent services for children 
of parents enrolled in higher education prograls at 
two-year and four-year calpuses. 

Eligibi Ii ty 

Eligibility is identical to that stated for general 
Child Care. Children of students enrolled at the 
calpus ad.inistering the child develop.ent progral 
are given priority for adlission. 

Progrll Activity 

Prilarily, these prograls provide general child 
care for the children of students enrolled in 
college. They are intended to perlit parents to 
cOlplete educational prograls. They lay also 
serve as a "hands on" classrool experience for 
students enrolled in child develop.ent classes. 
The centers are operated by either student 
associations or the college adlinistration. 



Progral 

State Preschool Incentive 6rant 

Ad.lnlstlr.d by: 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory Authority 

Chapter 795, statutes of 1975 
(uncodified statute) 

Y.ar Enacttd. 1975 

Estilat.d 1986/87 
Fiscal Vlar Expenditur.s 

(in thousands) 

Stat. Ftdlral 
.1U... funds 

~dlinistration 0 0 

PaYlents $ 300 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS • 300 0 

Personnel years 0 

Estllatld Cli.nts Servld 

N/~ 
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Local 
..f.IlDL 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Objectlv.s 

To provide training in child developlent for staff 
elployed by Child Developlent Division Contractors. 

Eligibility 

Staff of State Child Developlent Division 
Child Care contractors. 

Progral Activity 

This progral provides cOlplete or partial 
reilburselent to staff of the State Preschool 
Progral (working directly with preschool children) 
for cOlpleted college course work in Early 
Childhood Education. 
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Progral Objectives 

Child Care and ElploYlent Act (JTPA) 
To provide child developtent services in support of 
parents' participation in the Job Training 
Partnership Act. 

Ad.inistered by: 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory Authority 

Education Code, Section 8~20-8~29 
(Chapter 1282, statutes of 1983) 
(Chapter 1602, Statutes of 198~) 

(Chapter 1066, Statutes of 1986) 

V,ar Enactedl 1983, 198~, 1986 

Estillt,d 1986/87 
Filcal Year Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

State Ftdtral 
.fIm.U... funds 

Ad.inistration 0 $ 65 

PaYlents 0 S2,SOO 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS 0 S2,S6S 

Personnel years 2 

Estl.at,d Clitnts Served 

Data Not Available 

Local 
.!JIW.. . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ellgibi 1i ty 

Referral for child care services by a local Private 
Industry Council. 

Progral Activit, 

The Job Training Partnership Act is the federal 
jobs progral replacing the COlprehensive Training 
and ElploYlent Act (CETA). In 1983 the Child Care 
and ElploYlent Act was established to help direct 
JTPA recipients into the subsidized Child 
developlent systel with the expectation that for 
lany parents the subsidy could continue when JTPA 
eligibility for supportive services expired. As an 
incentive to Private Industry Councils to refer 
falilies to Child Care and ElploYlent Act 
contractors, provision vas lade for a SO-SO funding 
latch between the PICs and the Child Care and 
ElploYlent Fund contractors. 
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Progral 

School-~ge COllunity Child Care 

~dlinister.d bYI 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory ~uthorlty 

Education Code, Sections 8'160-8492 
(Chapter 1026, Statutes of 1985) 

Year Enact.dl 1985 

Estilattd 1986/87 
Fiscal V • ., Expenditur.s 

(in thousands) 

Stat. Ftdtral 
fund, funds 

~dlinistration 0 0 

PiYlents $15,629 0 

Other 0 0 

TOT~LS $15,629 

Personnel years 0 

Estllat.d CII.nt, Serv.d 

LocI I 
fyndi 

0 

0 

0 

The total child population served is 13,788; 
one-half are non-subsidized. Note figure is not 
presented as ~~. 

QbjtctiYlS 

To provide care and supervision of school age: 
children before and after norlal school hours. 

EU,lbll1 ty 

"ust leet one or lore of the conditions in each of 
the following two sections, in order to receive 
financial assistance. (There are no eligibility 
standards for nonsubsidized participation.) 

Section One: 
a. Child at risk of abuse or neglect 
b. Public assistance reCipient 
c. Incole eligible 

Section Two: 
a. Referred by legal, ledical, or social service 

agency because of abuse or neglect 
b. Parent in training, elployed, or seeking 

elploYlent 
c. "ental or physical incapacity of the parent or 

child. 

Progral Activity 

Under the School ~ge COllunity Child Care Progral, 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction contracts 
with child care providers (including school 
districts, private providers, public or private 
colleges, and other) to provide state-subsidized 
child care services before and after school for 
children in Kindergarten through grade Nine. (These 
services are cOllonly known as extended day care or 
"latchkey" child care. Services also are available 
to cbildren frol falilies not eligible for 
financial subsidy. In addition, participants in 
the State's 6~IN progral, adiinistered by the 
Departlent of Social Services, lay enroll their 
school-age children in this progral. 

The legislature appropriated '8 lillion (half-year 
funding) is S8 303 to support the S~CCC progral in 
1985-86. The Legislature continued this level of 
funding (on an annualized basis) in the 1986 Budget 
Act, appropriating $15.7 aillion for the prograa in 
1986-87. In addition, S8 303 appropriated $36.5 
lillion for capital outlay grants to extended day 
care providers. 
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Progrll 

Child Care Capital Outlay 

~dlini5ter.d bye 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory ~uthority 

Education Code, Section 8277.2, 8~85, 
and 8~93 through 8498 

(Chapter 1026 , 1440, statutes of 1985) 

Ye.r Enactede 1980' 1985 

Estil.ted 1986/87 
Fiscal Y.lr Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

Stat. Federal Locil 
..!JmL funds .1.Y!W... 

Adlinistration{l) 0 0 0 

PaYlents $43,750 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS $43,750 0 0 

Personnel years 0 

(I) The Departlent has sublitted a request for 
adlinistration funds, which has not yet 
been approved 

Estt •• ted Clients Serv.d 

MIA 

Obj.ctiv.s 

To provide funds for relocatable facilities ind for 
linor renovation and repair of existing buildings. 

Eligibl1 tty 

Agencies lust be current state contractors for 
child developlent services. 

Pr09r.1 Activity 

Through a cotpetitive application process the Stlte 
Depart-ent of Education selects frol along 
eligible applicants those which leet the criteria 
for funding. The State Allocation Board 
adlinisters the purchase ind lease of relocatable 
facilities and the allocation of funding for linor 
renovation and repair to selected agencies. 

The funding distribution is as follows: 

$14 lil1ion for School Age COllunity Child Care 
contractors 

$22.2 lillian for facilities serving the school age 
children of 6reater Avenues for Independence 
(6lIN) participants 

$7.5 lillian for non extended day care facilities 

Note: These are one tile funds. 

Chapter 798, statutes of 1980 established under 
Education Code, Section 8277.3 a revolving loan 
fund for capital outlay. At the beginning of the 
1986-87 fiscal year the balance in that fund was 
$185,291. That alount is in addition to the alcunt 
shown in the fiscal IUllary. 
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Progr.1 

Protective Services (Respite) Child Care 

~dlinistlrld by: 

Child Developlent Division 

Statutory ~uthority 

Education Code, Sections 8210-8214 
(Chapter 344, statutes of 1976) 

Vlar Enacttd. 1976 

Estil.ttd 1986/87 
Fiscal Vlar Exptnditures 

(in thousands) 

Statt Fldtral Local 
.1JmL funds .!H.. 

~dlinistration 0 0 0 

Pay.ents $7,335 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS $7,335 

Personnel years 0 

Estil.tld Clilnts Slrvtd 

MIA 

Objtctivts 

To reduce the risk of abuse or neglect of children 
by providing parents with respite frol their 
children's care for part of the day. 

Eligibility 

These services are provided when a child has been 
abused, neglected or exploited or is at risk of 
abuse, neglect or exploitation and (1) is a 
recipient of child protective services and has a 
written referral frol the county welfare 
departlent, or (2) has a written referral frol a 
legal, ledical or social service agency which 
states that the child is abused, neglected, or 
exploited, or at risk of abuse, neglect or 
exploitation. 

Progral Activity 

Through contract with resource and referral 
agencies, IOney is lade available for the placelent 
and support of children in need of protective 
services who could not be accollodated using other 
designated funds. 



Progrll 

"ental Health Services 
to Children and ~dolescents 

~dlinistered bYI 

Special Populations Branch 

Statutory ~uthorit7 
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Objedives 

To allocate a significant alount of the Short-Doyle 
len tal health auglentations for services to 
children and adolescents. 

Eligibility 

Persons under 18 years old are eligible to obtain 
needed lental health services through the Short
Doyle Progral. 

Progral ~ctivity 

Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 5704.6 The State Departlent of "ental Health provides 
State Short-Doyle funds used by county lental 
health progralS for services to children and 
adolescents. County progrlls, directly or through 
contract, provide for an array of lental health 
services such as: short terl crisiS, long terl 
residential, day treataent,socialization, case 
lanagelent, ledication, in-patient psychiatric, and 
other Clre • 

Year Enactedl 1978 

Estilated 1986/87 
Fiscal Year Expenditures 

State 
1M... 

Federd 
funds 

Adlinistration 0 0 

PaYlents $113,311 

Other o o 

TonlS $113,311 

Personnel years 33.5 

Estillttd Clients Served 

Unknown 

Local 
.lY!!L 

o 

o 

The provision of lental health services by each 
county is individualized, based on locally 
identified needs. This leans that one county lay 
have cOlpletely different co.pared to another 
county. 

The State Departlent of "ental Health, for the lost 
part, provides 851 of the funds for hospital in
patient services and 901 of other Short-Doyle 
lental health services. There is a correlating 151 
and 101 county latch requirelent. 
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Progral 

Child Health and Disability Prevention (CHDP) 

Adlinistered bYI 

Child Health and Disability Prevention Branch 
Falily Health Division 

Statutory Authority 

Health and Safety Code Part 1, Chapter 2, 
Article 3.4, Sections 320-322.5 

V.ar Enacttdl 
Feder~l EPSDT Progral: 1967 
State CHOP Progral: 1975 

Estilat.d 1986/87 
Filcal Vtar Expenditur.s 

(in thousands) 

Stat. 
~ 

Ftd.ral 
funds 

Local 
~ 

Adlinistration '1,379 $ 1,396 0 

134,673 $25,939 o 

Other o 0 o 

TOTALS $36,057 $27,335 o 

Personnel years 33.5 

Estilattd Clitnts Servtd 

Estilated for FY 86/87: 800,000 Served 
inforling of eligibles at local welfare departlents 

Objtctivts 

To ilprove the health status of children through 
(increased) access to cOlplete and periodic health 
assesslentsl illunizations, and cost containltnt of 
future ledical costs through early intervention of 
potentially disabling diseases. 

Eligibility 

"edi-tal eligible recipients frol birth through 
age 20. 

Infants frOi birth through 13 lonths of age whose 
incole is at or below 2001 of the "inilul Basic 
Standard of Adequate Care <"BSAC) 

Children 18 lonths prior to 90 days after first 
grade entry whose falily incole is at or below 200S 
of the "BSAC 

Children participation in Head Start or State 
Preschool prograls 

Pr09ral Activity 

CHOP offers health assesslent services including 
health history, physical exalinations, 
illunizations, vision and hearing tests. CHOP 
health assesslents are provided by a wide range of 
providers including county health departlents, 
local school districts and private providers such 
as pediatricians and falily practitioners. 

Services also include annual preventive dental care 
for "edi-Cal eligible children three years of age 
and over provided by dentists participating in the 
Oenti-Cal Progral. 

In addition to the health assesslents services 
offered by the CHOP progral, local prograls provide 
case lanagelent and and follow-up services. 
Falilies are assisted through the CHOP progral in 
obtaining diagnOSis and treatlent services when 
necessary. Cooperative interagency 'greelents with 
the Departlent of Social Services provides for. 
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PrOfrl1 ~ctiYltJ 

(continued) 

of services available and offering assistance with 
transportation and scheduling. 

The progral also utilizes outreach and health 
education to cOllunicate the benefits of progral 
participation 



DEP~RTMENT OF HE~LTH SERVICES 

~dole5cent Falily Life Delonstration Progra.~ 
(AFLP) 

~dlinisterld bYI 

"aternal and Child Health Branch 

Statutory ~uthortty 

1985 Budget Act, ItelS 4260-111-001 and 
4260-111-890 

Vear enacttdl 1985 

Elttllttd 19"/87 
Filcal Vear Expenditur.s 

Stat. Federal Local 
.!HUL funds ..w.L 

Mlinistration 0 0 0 

PlYlelits , 1,818 • 3,182 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TDULS S 1,818 • 3,182 0 

Personnel years 0 

Elttlat.d Cli.nts Served 

4,000 pregnant and parenting teens 

QbjectivH 

To assure the health of both lot her and infant, to 
prepare young parents for parenting, to help the. 
postpone subsequent, unplanned pregnancies, and to 
help the I to develop self sufficiency through 
education or vocational training. 

Eligibiltty 

Pregnant adolescents and adolescent parents who are 
17 years of age or under, and their falilies. 

Pr09ral kttvtty 

The "aternal and Child Health Branch contracts with 
county health depart.ents, hospitals, and private 
agencies to provide case lanagelent services to 
pregnant and parenting teenagers. Activities of 
case lanagers prilarily concern linking teenage 
clients to services and agencies already existing 
in the cO.lunity. 
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DEPaRTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
ObjtdivH Pr09rll 

High Risk Infant Follow-Up Progral 

Adiinistered by. 

"aternal and Child Health Branch 

Statutory Authority 

1980/81 Budget Itel 736J-7012-AD2033 
1996/97 Budget Itel 7329-7012-AD2024 

Year enactedl Transferred 1980 

Estillttd 1986/87 
Fllcal Ytlr Exptftdlturll 

Stlte F.dtral Local 
fyndl fgndl l!mL 

Adlinistration 0 0 0 

PIYlents 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS • 1,103 • 838 0 

Personnel years 0 

Eltlllttd Clients S.rv.d 

4,500 

To provide, direct, or arrange for appropriate 
assesslent and intervention services for the 
infants forlerly in Neonatal Intensive Care Units 
to reduce the potentiil ilpact of a handicapping. 
condition. . 

Eligibility 

Any infant aged birth to 36 lonths who because of 
biological, environlental or psychosocial factors 
or co.bination thereof are at high risk of becoling 
handicapped. 

Progral Activity 

These agencies will identify and enroll inflnts at 
risk, assess their need for care, coordinate or 
provide services to prevent or aleliorate illness 
or disability, infor. and instruct providers in 
lethods of care, and perforl planning functions for 
local health needs, of statewide planning. 
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OEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

Progral 

County Justice 5ystel Subventions 

~dllnlltlr.d bYI 

~dlinistrative Services Branch 

Statutory ~uthorit, 

Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 1805 

V.ar Inactedl 1978 

Estilated 1986/87 
Filcal Vlar Exptftditurll 

Statl Federal Local 
..f.IIW.. tundl lJIIW... 

~dlinistation 0 0 0 

PaYlents 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOULS $67,198 0 0 

Personnel years 0 

Eltllated Clients Served 

~ll young people in contact with the juvenile 
justice 5ystel. 

ObjtctivH 

To auglent county funds expended on the juvenile 
justice S7stel. 

Eligibility 

~ll counties receive state subvention funds. 

Progral ~ctlvity 

The County Justice Systel Subvention funds Ire 
bloc grants to the counties. Intended to auglent 
county juvenile justice prograls, grants are 
awarded with few controls over the specific use of 
Subvention funds. 
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PEP~RTMENT OF ~LCOHOL ~ND DRUG PROGR~MS 

Progrll 

School-Collunity Prilary Prevention Progral 
(SCPPP) 

Adlinister.d bYI 

Departlent of Alcohol and Drug Prograls and 
Departlent of Education 

Statutory Authority 

Health and Safety Code, Section 11755 

Y.lr Enlct.dl 1982 

Estillt.d 1986/87 
Filcil Yelr Expenditures 

(in thoullndl) 

Stltt Ftdtral Local 
.l1!.ML fundi .hmL 

Adlinistration $ 36 0 0 

PaYlents • 1,055 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS • 1,091 0 0 

Personnel years 0 

Estlllttd Cli.nts Serv.d 

1.7 lillion 

Obj.ctiv.s 

To develop, ilplelent and sustain a joint school~ 

cOllunity prilary prevention progral at the county 
level. In accordance with legislation, the SCPPP 
covers three broad areas: 

- School and classrool-oriented progra.s that are 
designed to encourage sound decision laking, 
awareness of values, awareness of drugs and their 
effects, enhanced self-esteel, social and 
practical skills that assist students toward 
uturity. 

- School or cOI.unity-based nonclassrool progra.s 
that include positive peer group prograls, 
prograls involving youth and adults in 
constructive activities designed as alternatives 
to drug use and prograls for special population 
groups such as wOlen and ethnic linorities. 

- Falily-oriented prograls that are ailed at 
ilproving filily relationships and involving 
parents constructively in the education and 
nurturing of their children, as well as in 
preventing drug abuse. 

Eligibility 

Targeted youth enrolled in selected schools in the 
counties that are awarded funds are eligible to 
participate 

Prevention Curriculul developlent and distribution, 
parenting classes, peer counseling and education, 
establishlent of youth educators and cross-age 
helper prograls, inforlation disseiination, 
inservice training for school personnel, 
developlent of parent handbooks, youth sYlposiuls, 
developlent of parent groups, cOllunication skill 
training, peer tutoring, cOllunity foruls and 
theater, lulticultural cOllunity activities, and 
newsletters. 
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PEP~RTMENT OF ~LCOHOL ~ND DRUG PROeR~MS 

Progra. 

Services for Drug Clients 
18 years of ~ge and Younger 

Ad.inistered bYI 

Drug Division 

Statutory Authority 

Health and Safety Code, Section 11755 

Y.ar Enact.d. 198~ 

Estl.at.d 1986/87 
Fllcal Y.ar ExplftdlturlS 

(in thousands) 

Adlinistration 

PaYlents: 
ODF 
RFD 
PRYN 

Other 

TOnLS 

Personnel years 

• 
$ 
$ 

• 

Stat. 
1m'L. 

0 

7M 
685 
267 

0 

11,716 

0 

ODF = Outpatient Drug-Free 
RDF = Residential Drug-Free 
PRYN = Prevention 

Fedtral 
fund. 

0 

$ 86~ 

$ 55~ 

$ 620 

0 

$2,038 

Estl.at.d Clitnts S.rvtd 

~,075 Adlissions 

Local 
l!mL 

0 

$ 180 
$2,152 
$ 199 

0 

$2,531 

Obj.ctiv.s 

To provide treatlent and prevention services for 
clients including youth 18 years of age and younger 

Eligibility 

"ust be socially dysfunctional because of drug 
abuse or in danger of blcoling dysfunctional 
because of drug abuse 

Progral Activity 

Outpatient counseling 
Residential (24 hours per day) care 
Prevention 
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DEPARTMENT OF ~LCOHOL eND DRUG PRoaR~MS 

Progrll 

Children Recovery Services for Problels 
Related to ~lcohol 

~dlinistered bYI 

Division of ~lcohol, 
Licensing and Certification Unit 

Stltutory Authority 

Health and Safety Code, Section 117SS(a-o} 

Yelr Enlcted. 1978 

Estll.ttd 1986/87 
Fisc.l Ye.r Expenditures 

(in thouSinds) 

Stlte Federal Local 
l!lnL fund, ..!ImL 

Adlinistration • 0 0 0 

PaYlents $ 370 • S4 $ 200 

Other 0 0 0 

TDTALS $ 370 $ 54 $ 200 

Personnel years 4.5 0.5 2.0 

Estil.ttd Clients Served 

1400 

ObJKtives 

To enable individuals to learn to live without 
using Ilcohol 

Eligibility 

Individuals experiencing living problels related to 
alcohol/drug abuse. 

Progrll Activity 

Prograls providing these services offer 
individual, group, and falily counseling sessions 
for varying lengths of tile. The initial phase of 
these prograls prilarily involve alcohol education 
sessions and individual counseling sessions. 6roup 
and falily counseling generally follows. 
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Progrll 

PEP~RTMENT OF ~LCOHOL ~NP DRUe PR06R~MS 

Objectives 

Statewide Youth Coordination Project 

~dlinistered by: 

Division of Alcohol Prograls 

Statutory Authority 

Health and Safety Code, Section 11755(0) 

Ylar Enactldl 1985 

Eltilatld 1986/87 
Fiscal Ylar Explnditurls 

(in thOUSllldl) 

Stitt Federal Local 
.hIW.. funds 1JU.. 

~dlinistration , 68 0 0 

PaYlents S 49 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS S 117 0 0 

Personnel years 1.0 

Eltilattd Clients S,rv.d 

"inilul of 750 - 1,000 per year 

To reduce deaths and injuries due to alcohol
related traffic crashes. 

EUgibility 

California high school students and adult advisors; 
student activist groups; and citizen activist 
groups 

Progrll Activity 

The California Youth Coordination Progral, a new 
statewide delonstration project, began operation 
Novelber 12, 1985. The project operates under the 
auspices of the California Departlent of Alcohol 
and Drug Prograls, through funds provided by the 
Office of Traffic Safety. Funds are used to Plan 
and contract for various youth regional conferences 
and workshops across the state; issue a statewide 
newsletter twice a year; and provide technical 
assistance to local cOllunities and prograls on the 
establishlent and operation of youth drinking and 
driving prevention prograls. 
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DEP~RTMENT OF ~LCOHOL ~ND DRUG PROGR~MS 

Progru 

Youth Technical ~ssistance Project 

Adlintstlred by: 

Division of Alcohol Prograls 

Statutor, ~thority 

Health and Safety Code, Section, 11755(0) 

Vear Enact.d, 1984 

Estllat.d 1986/87 
Fiscal V.ar Exptftditures 

(in thouSlllds) 

State F.cltral Local 
.wa. funds .!I!m. 

14dlinistration • 0 0 0 

Paylents • 50 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS • 50 0 0 

Personnel years 0 

Estil.t.d Cli.nts S.rv.d 

M/A 

Objtdlv.s 

To cOlplete statewide needs lSsesslent,' 
identification of effective progral lodels and 
strategies, and identification of barriers to 
services for youth. Year two will provide 
technical assistance statewide to disselinate 
inforlation and explore possible leans of reloving 
barriers to services. 

Eligibility 

HI14 

Progr.1 Activit, 

The goal of the Youth Technical 14ssistance Project 
is to increase opportunities for the target 
population to solve its alcohol-related problels 
and to ensure that services currently being 
provided are operating as effectively as possible. 

The Center for HUlan Developlent, under contract to 
ADP, conducted a needs assesslent regarding 
specific services for youth, identification of 
effective lodels and strategies for providing 
services, and identification of barriers to 
services. Under year two of the project, effective 
strategies identified will be shared on a statewide 
basis to counties wishing to develop cOlprehensive 
prograls for youth. 
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OEP~RTMENT OF ~LCOHOL ~NO ORUe PROaR~MS 

Progral 

Public awareness and prevention calpaigns: 

"Learn to Say NO" 
Friday Night Live 

NIAAA youth "edia Calpaign 
Positive Role "odel Project 

~dllnistered bYI 

Division of Drug Prograls 
Executive Office 

-- Office of public affairs 

Statutory ~uthorlty 

Health and Safety Code, Section 11755{0} 

Year Enactedl 1984 l 1986 

Estilat.d 1986/87 
Fiscal Y.ar Exp.nditures 

(in thouslnds) 

State Federal Local 
.1YUL funds fundi 

Adlinistration $ 97 0 0 

Piytents $ 402 • 14 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOUlS $ 499 $ 14 0 

Personnel years 2.0 0.0 

Estllated Clients Served 

The nUlber of targeted youth varies with the 
progral frol as few as 4,000 to as lany as 
several Ii llion. 

Objecthtl 

To reduce the incidence of alcohol and drug abuse. 
by California youth, and foster developlent of an· 
attitude of intolerance for abuse of alcohol and/or 
drugs; to reduce teenage deaths and injuries caused 
by teenagers who ire diving under the influence of 
alcohol or drugs; to increase awareness of the 
general population regarding issues surrounding 
adolescent drinking; and to increase knowledge in 
education and health in ways in which we identify 
and provide inforlation and curriculul for 
addressing the needs of children of alcoholics 

Eligibility· 
N/A 

Progr.1 ~ctiYity 

Key ledia calpaign elelents consist of television 
and radio public service announcelents in English 
and Spanish featuring celebrity role lodels 
conveying the cllpaign thele and positive less ages 
of life alternatives to drug and alcohol abuse; 
design of prograls to reduce teenage-caused driving 
under-the-influence deaths and injuries; and 
presentation of these prograls during high school 
asselblies • 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSIN6 AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Pr09ru 

Elergency Shelter Progral 

~lnilt.r.d bYI 

Division of COllunity ~ffairs 

Statutory ~thority 

Health and Safety Code, Section 50800 

V.ar .nact.dl 1983 

Esti.ated 1986/87 
Filcal Vlar Exptndltur.s 

State F.d.ral Local 
...f.ImL fundi .1Jm.L 

~dlinistration 0 0 0 

PaYlents $ 3,880 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 

TOTALS $ 3,880 

Personnel years 0 

Eltillt.d Cli.ntl S.rved 

Unknown 

ObjtctivlS 

To provide grant loney for eaer,ency shelter 
providers to assist hOle less persons. 

Eli9ibility 

An applicant lust: 

- Be either a governtent agency or nonprofit 
corporation that is a current and continuous 
provider of shelter to hOleless persons, or a 
current continuous contractor with recognized 
cOllunity or9anizations that provide shelter to 
hOle less persons; 

- provide shelter which is telporarT and available 
to residents for no lore that 60 days, including 
extenSions, or up to 180 days for clients 
certified to be seniors, or lentally or 
physically handicapped; 

- practice non-discrilination in all progral; not 
require partiCipation in a religious or 
philosophical service; 

- not require a fee or donation as a condition of 
receiving shelter; apply for fund activities 
which will leet all local governlent standards. 

Pr09r.1 ~tlYlty 

Each region of the State has been allocated a 
portion of the total appropriation based on a 
forlula (nulber of persons unelployed and nUlber of 
persons living in poverty), sililar to the Federal 
Elergency "anagelent Agency (FE"~) distribution 
forlula. 

After local review and prioritizing, the 
application will be sublitted to ESP for final 
review and award announcelent. In regions where 
there is no local board, applications lUst be 
sublitted directly to ESP for review and ranking. 
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OEP~RTMENT OF HOUSIN6 ~NO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Pro,rll.Activity 

(continued) 

~ctivities eligible for funding: 

- Rehabilitation/Renovation/expansion of existing 
shelter facilities (no nev construction) 

- site acquisition 

- equiplent purchase 

- progral costs (Iaintenance, utilities, or staff 
providing direct client services) 

- vouchers 

- one-tile rent to prevent eviction 

- adlinistration 
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UNIVERSITY OF C~LIFOBNI~ 

Progrll 

Catpus Child Care 

Adlinilter.d by: 

Calpus Adlinistration at each calpus 

stltutory Authority 

Education Code, Section 8225 
(for SDE funding only) 

Year .nlct.d, 1971 

utiNted 1986/87 
Filcal V.lr Expenditurll 

(in thousands) 

Statt F.dtral 
.1imL fund, 

Adtinistation 

PaYlents 

other 
(Operations) ($1,101) 

TOTALS (U,101) 

Personnel years N/A 

Other 
.!U... 

$2,401 

$2,~01 

Note: State funds shown Ire provided frol Ipprorpriations 
tade to the State Depart,ent of Education. 
Other funds shown are frol the following sources: 
Registration fees ($1,195,000), Parent fees ($996,200), 
Donor funds ($55,700), and other ($154,000» 

Elti.lt.d Cli.nts Servld 

877 children served 
830 falilies served 

Objectiv.s 

Pri,arily, to provide child care for the children 
of University students. Secondarily, to provide child 
care for University staff and faculty. 

Eligibility 

ienerally, one parent lust be a registered 
University student or, in sOle cases, a University 
staff or faculty lelber. {6uidelines vary frol 
calpus to calpus. 

Pr09rl. Activity 

Activities are contingent upon individual progral 
type, funding, and age group of the children 
served. The child care centers are operated by 
either student associations or the college 
adlinistration. The following activities apply to 
lost calpus child care prograls. 

- Provide Developlental Child Care Services 

- "aintain Adlinistrative Services 

- Provide Parent Orientation and Education 

- Provide a Food Services for children in the 
progral 

- Supervise and Train career and casual staff 

- Provide Research and Volunteer Opportunities 

- Outreach to the cal pus and wider cOilunities 
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C~LIFORNI~ ST~TE UNIVERSITIES ~ND COLLE6ES 

Progr.1 

Cal pus Child Care 

~dlinister.d bYI 

Dean of Acadelic Affairs 
Dean of Students 

Statutory Authority 

Education Code, Section 8225 
(for SDE funds only) 

Year enactedl 1971 

Estilated 1986/87 
Fiscal liar EXPlftditurls 

(in thousands) 

State Flarel 
.1JIW.. fvnd. 

Adlinistation 0 0 

PaYlents $1,306 0 

TOTALS $1,306 0 

Persollnel yeirs 

Other 
lImiL 

0 

12,160 

$2,160 

Other fUllds include parent fees, student fees, 
and private contributions. 

Eltll.t.d Clients S.rved 

1800 children 

Prilarily, to provide child care for children of 
University students. Secondly, to provide child 
care for University staff and faculty. 

Eligibility 

Depending on the individual progral, eligibility 
standards tend to vary. Basically, one parent lust 
be a registered University student or, in sOle 
cases, a University staff or faculty lelber. 

Progral ~ctivity 

Activities are contingent upon individual progral 
type, funding, and age group of the children 
served. The child care centers are operated by 
either student associations or the college 
adlinistration. SOle or all of the following 
activities apply to lOSt calpus child care 
progrlls • 

- Provide Developlental Child Care Services 

- Maintain Adlinistrative Services 

- Provide Parent Orientation and Education 

- Provide a Food Services for children in the 
progral 

- Supervise and Train career and casual staff 

- Provide Research and Volunteer Opportunities 

- Outreach to the calpus and wider cOllunities 
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Progru 
C~LIFORNIe COMMUNITY COLLE6ES 

Obj,ctiv,s 

Cooperative Agencies Resources for Education 
(CARE) 

Ad.inistered by: 

Student Services/Special Progra.s Division 

Statutory Authority 

Education Code, Section 79150 
(Chapter 1029; Statutes of 1982) 

Year enlcted. 1982 

Esti.ated 1986/87 
Filcal Y,ar Exptnditur" 

(in thousands) 

Stat, Flderal 
lYW... funds 

Adtinistration • 2S 0 

PaYlents $ 711 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS • 736 0 

Personnel years 0 

Eltt'lt,d Clitlltl Served 

Local 
funds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1200 single parent AFDC Recipients and their 
children (average 2 or 3 children each) 

To provide educational opportunities to single 
parent, head of household AFDC recipients rho seek 
to enhance their e.ployability and linilize their 
welfare dependency through enroll.tnt in a 
vocationally oriented progral; to provide necessary 
support for their acadelic success Ind retention; 
and to assist thel in their pursuit of career and 
vocational goals. 

Eligibil i ty 

Participants lust be at least 18 years old, be a 
single head of household, be receiving AFDC for It 
least one consecutive year, lack larketable skills, 
and desire to cOlplete their high school education 
or pursue job relevant curricula. The participant 
lust have It least one child under the Ige of six 
years, or have coapleted job search activities 
under the supervision of the county velfare 
departlent and not have secured eaploYlent. 

Pr09rl. Activity 

Through the Chancellor's Office of the California 
CO.lunity Colleges, Student Services and Special 
Prograls Division, funds are allocated to cOilunity 
college districts for operation of the progral. 
Funds are used prilarilT for child care expenses, 
transportation costs, books and supplies, and for 
support services including tutoring, assesslent and 
placelent. It is a cooperative effort involving 
the cOllunity college, local county welfare 
departlents and elploYlent developlent offices. 
Currently, 22 cOllunity colleges serving 24 
counties receive supple.ental funds to provide CARE 
services and activities. 



-182-

C~LIFORNI~ COMMUNITY COLLE6ES 

Progr •• 

California COllunit, College Calpus Child 
Care Developlent Centers 

~dlini5tered by. 

Student Services/Special Prograls Division 

Statutory ~thority 

Education Code, Section 79120 

V'lr enlcted. 1980 

Eltl.at,d 1986/87 
Filcal Vear Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

Statt Federal local 
l!WL. funds 1JU.. 

~dlinistration 0 0 0 

PlYlents H~,026) 0 0 
Other 

TOTALS H~,026) 0 0 

Personnel years N/~ 

Eltillttd Cliettl Servtd 

~pproxilately 6000 children 

Objectives 

Service: To provide child care which is 
developlentall, oriented for the children of 
student parents to enable thel to attend college. : 

Instructional: To provide cOilunity leadership in 
child developlent through the training of child 
teachers, educating parents and potential parents, 
and setting up lodel child developlent centers 
which exelplify the best practices in child 
developlent. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
children under two tears of age .hose parent or 
parents are students lay attend child developlent 
centers consistent .ith the priorities established 
pursuant to law. Highest priority shall be given 
to student falilies with the greatest incole 
defici t. 

PrQ9ru ~C\ivit1 

Three types of child care prograls are currently 
adlinistered by California's cOllunity colleges. 
They are: Child Developtent Schools. which serve as 
training prograls for students pursuing child 
developlent and early childhood education careers; 
Calpus Child Care and Developlent Proqrals. .hich 
not only serve the child and filily support needs 
of student parents, but also prolote the cognitive, 
physical, social and elotional growth and 
developlent of the children enrolled; and 
COlbination proqrals, which focus equally on child 
developlent instruction and services. 

~Iong the eighty-two (82) colleges providing child 
care service, cOibination prograls presently 
account for sixty-nine percent (691) of the child 
care and developlent services offered. 
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OFFICE OF CRIMIN~L JUSTICE PL~NNINa 

Progral 

Youth Elergency Telephone Referral Project 
(California Runaway Hotline) 

~dlinisterld by. 

Juvenile Justice Division 

Statutory Authority 

(Chapter 1614, statutes of 1984) 
(A8 3075) 

Ytar Enacted: 1984 

Esti.ated 1986/87 
Fiscal Y,ar Expenditurls 

(in thousands) 

Statt Flderal 
fynds funds 

Adlinistration • 20 0 

PaYlents $180 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS $200 0 

Personnel years • 25 

Esti.ltld Clilnts Served 

Local 
...fWL 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,000-10,000 youth and adult callers per year 

ObjectlY .. 

The California Runaway Hotline has been· 
i.plelented to serve as a free, nonthreatening, 
telephone referral service for runaways, directing 
the. to available resources, including shelter, 
leals, clothing, counseling, and other services 
necessary for their Will-being and to be a .essage 
center for runaways who wish to cO.lunicate with 
their parents. 

Eligibility 

The California Runaway Hotline is avialable to 
California youth and parents who request its 
service. 

Progral Activity 

A contract for the ilple.entation of the 
California Runaway Hotline has been awarded to 
the California Child, Youth and falily Coalition, 
a non-profit organization located in Sacralento. 

The Hotline beca.e operational on Septelber 2, 
1986 and is presently receiving calls frol youth 
and parents seeking services. The Hotline has the 
capablity to patch the caller directly in to 
services located in the caller's area. The 
Hotline also acts a a .essage referral center for 
parents, guardians, or youth seeking to get a 
lessage to one another but not wanting to talk 
directly • 
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OFFICE OF CRIMIN~L JUSTICE PL~NNIN6 

Progrll 

HOleless youth Pilot Project 

ldlinistered bYI 

Juvenile Justice Division 

Statutory luthority 

Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 13700 

Year Enact.dl 1985 

Estllattd 1986/87 
Fiscal Year Exp.nditur.s 

(in thousands) 

State Federal 
1lmL funds 

~dlinistration • 48 0 

PaYlents SF $368 0 
U $552 

Other 0 0 

TOT~LS $920 0 

Persollnel years .5 

Estil,t.d Clients Servtd 

1,500 (San Francisco Project) 
1,500 (Los ~ngeles Project) 

3,000 Total 

Local 
.!ImU.. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Objedives 

To establish a HOleless youth Elergency Sercvices 
Pilot Project in the County of los ~ngeles and in" 
the City and County of San Francisco. Each of the 
pilot projects is to include but is not lilited to 
the following: 

- Food and access to an overnight shelter 
- Counseling for illediate elotional crisis 
- Outreach services to locate hOle less youth and 

link thel with services and drop-in facilities 
to lake the services accessible to the street 
population 

- Screening and referral for basic health need 
- linkage to other agency services 
- long terl stabilization planning 
- followup services 

Eligibility 

Eligibility lilited to private, non-profit 
agencies which delonstrate an ability to leet the 
objectives listed above and delonstrate a history 
of coordination with other public and private 
agencies in the service region that provide 
services to hOle less youth. 

Progral ~ctivlty 

6rants were awarded to the Catholic Social 
Services in San Francisco and the Children'S 
Hospital in Los Angeles. Both of the recipients 
are joined in their respective projects by several 
other youth-serving agencies to provide a network 
of services that leet the required objectives. 
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OFFICE OF CRIMIN~L JUSTICE PL~NNIN6 

Progru 

Child Sexual ~buse Prevention Progral 

Adlinistered bYI 

Sexual ~ssualt/Child Sexual ~buse Unit 

Statutory Authority 

California Penal Code, Section 13837 

Vlar Enactedl 1980 

Estllated 1986/87 
Fiscal Year Expenditures 

(in thousands) 

State Ftdtral Local 
JWL funds ..wn.. 

~dlinistration 0 0 

PaYlents 0 
Los ~ngeles $103 
San Pablo $ 6~ 
Stockton $ 26 
San Jose • 57 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS $250 0 

Personnel years 0 

Estilated Clients Served 

300 Latino Children (Los Angeles Project) 
2,200 Children (San Pablo Project) 

26~ Children (Stockton Project) 
1,000 Parents (San Jose Project) 

600 Educators (San Jose Project) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Objldiv.s 

To develop effective prevention, identification, 
and intervention prograls which can be replicated; 
and to increase the level of knowledge about child 
sexual abuse and exploitation. 

EligibUity 

~gencies funded under this progral lust be rape 
crisis centers vhich operate 2~-hour telephone 
counseling services for sex crile victils. 

Progr.1 Activity 

The grants for the Child Sexual ~buse Prevention 
Progral vere awarded for a two-year perid 
beginning July 1, 1985. The awards were lade to 
East Los ~ngeles Rape Hotline, Rape Crisis Center 
of Vest Contra Costa, Sexual ~ssault Center of San 
Joaquin County in Stockton, and the YVCA in San 
Jose. 
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OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PL~NNINe 

Progr .. 

Child Sexual Abuse Prevention Training Centers 

~dlinisterld by: 

Sexaul Assualt/Child Sexual Abuse Unit 

Statutory ~uthority 

(Chapter 166~, statutes of 1984) 
AB 3684 (Vasconcellos) 

Vear Enacted: 1984 

Estilated 1985/86 
Filcal VI.r Expenditurel 

(in thousands) 
State Federal 
.ma. fundi 

Local 
.!JmL 

Adlinistration 0 o 0 

PlYlents o 0 
los Angeles $350 
San Francisco $350 

Other 0 o 0 

TOTALS $700 o 0 

Personnel years 0 

Elti •• ted Clients Sirved 

Total NUiber of Persons Trained: 1,979 
Total Nulber of Training Hours Provided: 30,611 

ObjectivlS 

To increse the level of knowledge about child 
sexual abuse treatlent along professionals in the 
field. 

Eligibility 

AB 368~ (Vasconcellos), Chapter 166~, 1984 
statutes authorized the establishlent of two 
training centers to provide training and technical 
assistance to lultidisciplinary teals of 
professionals providing intervention services to 
sexually abused children and their falilies 

Progral ~ctivity 

The statute required two centers to be funded in 
Northern and Southern California. The Institute 
for COllunity as Extended Falily (ICEF) in San 
Jose and Childrens Institute International (CII) 
in Los Angeles were selected for funding • 
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OFFICE OF CRIMIN~L JUSTICE PL!NNIN6 

Progra. 

Child Sexual Abuse and Exploitation 
Treat.ent Projects 

Ad.fnistered bYI 

Sexual Assualt/Child Sexual Abuse Unit 

Statutory Authority 

California Penal Code, Section 13837 

Year Enacted. 1982 

Estilated 1986/87 
Fi.cal Year Expenditures 

(in thousands) 
Stlte Federal 

l!mL funds 

Adlinistration 

PaYlents 
San Diego $ 84 
Los Angeles $150 
Sacralento $100 

Other 

TOTALS $334 

Personnel Tears 

E.til.ted Clients Served 

Los Angeles Project: 600 
Sacralento Project: 86 
San Diego Project: ~ 

Total 1,286 

Local 
JWL 

OtIjectivlS 

To continue the State's leadership in developins 
new approaches, services or products ion the area 
of child sexual abuse. Each of the projects lay 
incorporate the following suggestions: 

- innovative adolescent prevention prograls; 
- child sexual abuse treatlent prograls; 
- developing evaluation tools for school-based 

prevention prograas; 
- provide treatlent to juvenile sex offenders 

who are victils of child sexual abuse. 

Eligibility 

An agency eligible to apply for funds to operate a 
child sexual prevention and exploitation treatlent 
project lust be a nonprofit agency or a unit of 
local govern.ent with a delonstrated record of 
success in the delivery of services to victils of 
sexual abuse. 

Progral Activity 

The grants for the Child Sexual Abuse Prevention 
and Exploitation Prograa vere awarded for a two
year period beginning July 1, 1985. The awards 
were lade to Children's Hospital and Health Center 
in San Diego, Harbour - UCLA "edical Center in Los 
Angeles, and Sacralento Child Sexual Abuse 
Treatlent Progral. 



Progral 

Child ~buse Central Index 
(C~CI) 

~dliftister.d bYI 

Division of Law Enforcelent 

Statutory ~uthority 

Penal Code, Sections 11169-70 

V.ar Enlctedl 1965 

Estillt.d 1986/87 
Fiscal Vlar ExptllditurH 

(ill thousands) 

Stitt Fldtral 
lJmL funds 

~dtinistration , 700 0 

Pay.ents 0 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTALS • 700 

Personnel years 23 

Estil.tld Clitnts Servtd 

Unknown 
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OEP~RTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Local 
..!!!DL 

0 

0 

0 

ObjtctivH 

To direct child protective investigators to records 
held by other child protective agencies. 

Eligibility 

Child Protective ~gencies, including Law 
Enforcelent, Vel fare, Probation and District 
~ttorneys. 

Progral ~ctlvlt7 

The Child Abuse Reporting Law requires that Child 
Protective ~gencies (CPA) sublit reports of their 
investigations of child abuse incidents to the 
Departlent of Justice ia order to deter.ine if the 
persons involved in the alleged incidents have been 
involved in child abuse. The Departlent of Justice 
lust il.ediately notify contributing CPAs and 
district attorney's offices which request 
notification of any prior history infor.ation and 
lust extract inforlation frol the reports for 
inclusion in the Child Abuse Central Index (CACI). 

Vhen a Child Abuse Investigation Report is received 
by the Departlent of Justice, the Child ~buse 
Central Index is searched to deterline if the 
suspects or victils in the incOling reports have 
prior histories of child abuse involve.ent. 

CACl inforlation directs an investigator to 
co.plete investigation reports held by contributing 
CPAs. The cOlplete investigation reports assist 
the investigator in deterlining whether or not a 
child should be reloved frol an endangering 
situation and provides details about a suspect's 
prior behavior to enhance the current 
investigation. 
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CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROaR~MS ~PVISORV COMMITTEE 

Progru 

Child Develop.ent Progra.s ~dvisor1 CO'littee 
(CDPAC) 

Adiiftilttr.d bYI 

Child Develop.ent Progra.s ~dvisory Co •• ittee 

Statutory Authority 

Education Code, Section 8286 

V.lr Enlcted. 1965 

E1tl.lt.d 1986/87 
Filcil V.lr Exptnditures 

(in thousands) 

Stlt. Fed.ral 
lmL. 'Wldl 

~dlinistration • 216 0 

PaYlents • 0 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTAlS • 216 

Personnel years 3.3 

E1tillted Cll.nts Served 

34,039 Falily day care providers 
7,3~ Center based care progr •• ! 

local 
1JU.. 

0 

0 

0 

abjectlYH 

To provide public review of child clre and 
developlent progra.s; to review child develop.ent 
progril policy; to report to the legislature on 
progral effectiveness and recOl.end arelS for 
progral expansion and restructuring; to advise the 
6overnor, State Superintendent, the legislature, 
and Departlent hea~s as appropriate. 

EU,lbility 

~ll California children in need of child care. 

Pro,ral ~ctlvit1 

Statutory History 

1965 - Established to review Ind assist the Stlte 
to establish a preschool progra. sililar to 
Head Start. 

1970 - Added responsibility to review day care and 
child developaent. 

1972 - Added functions etphasizing evaluation of 
ne. alternative child care progrlls. 

1984 - Required COilittee to assist in developing 
guidelines for establishing a division of 
child day care licensing and I statewide 
child care oibudslan prO!ral. 

1985 - Added responsibility to serve in an advisory 
capacity to the Superintendent of Public· 
Instruction and the $overnor for pr09ru 
policy decisions on Chapter 1026. 



• 
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CHILD DEVELOPMENT PR06R~MS ~PVISORY COMMITTEE 

PrO!raa lctivity 

(continued) 

In the past the COllittee has been involved in a 
variety of tasks: 

- Prepared child consuler education laterial 
(videos, brochures, workshops) for parents, 

- ftonitored the ilplelentation of the COllunit, 
School Age Child Care Act (S8 303) "onitored the 
i.plelentation of the OSS Title IX Child Abuse 
Training Progral for child care providers. 

- Produced reports: 

The Role of Child Care in Child Abuse PreVention 

School Age Child Care Report 

Second Language Learning by Young Children 

Future plans include: 

- developing lethods to lSsist children with 
special needs and deterline existing resources 

- gathering data on teenage pregnancy and assess 
Ivailable resources 

- investigating possibilit7 of establishing a 
telephone inforlation hotline for all children's 
services 

- exploring with OSS lethods to incrlase 
evaluations and enforcelent of 
regulations 

- reviewing teacher requireaents for 
childhood education, 

licensing 
licensing 

tarly 

- continuing distribution of child care cOftsultr 
education laterials 

- cotparing the activities of agencies which 
investigate child abuse in child clre facilities. 
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APPENDIX C 

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS 

BY PROGRAM AND TARGET POPULATION CATEGORIES 
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APPENDIX C 

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS. BY PROGRAM 
AtlD TARGET POPULA"ION CATAGORI ES 

Agency 
State , Federal $ Local $ Total S· 

Deeartment of Social Services ~ (in 1000's) (in 1000's) (in 1000'.)(in 1000's) 

AiDC-FaU,. Group; Unemployed Parent 4 ,f,767,732 ... $2.067,463 $ 307.325 $4.142.520 
AFDC-Foster Care Program 1 275.705 93.863 22,291 391.859 
Supplemental Security Income/State 4 41.583 89.152 130.735 

Supplementary Program 
. Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) 3 24,6l1 24,609 49.220 
~ork Incentive Program (WIN) •• 3 400 400 
Refusee Assistance/Child Care 1 1,538· 1.538 
Unaccompanied Minor Program 1 2,8'3 2.843 
Child Abuse Prevention Program 1 24.866 1,648 26,514 
Agency/Independent Adoption Program 1 33.531 10,664 44.195 
ChUd Weliare ~ervices 1 164,712 63,96: 55.2!i9 283.935 
Child Support Enforcement PrograQ 4 ·19.732 130.854 3.618 IS4.204 
Day Care Center & Family Day Care 3 15.847 15.847 

·.Bome-l.icensing . 
. "&roup Bome.Foster--Family Licensing 1 7,905 8,324 15,229 

Subtotal DSS 2,376.624 2,494,925 388,493 5,260,042 

Deeartment of Education 

General Cnild Care 3 210,986 210.986 
. Migrant Child Develt'pcent 3 6.616 2,140 8,i55 

State Preschool Program 3 37,022 37,022 . 
Alternative ?aym~nt ?rograms 3 25.999 2.5.999 
Child Care Resource and Referral Programs 3 7,335 7.335 
Severely Ba~dicapped Program 3 . 711 ill 
School-Aged Parenting & Infant 3 6,668 6,665 

Development (SAPID) 
C~us Child Development 3 10.231 10.231* 
State Preschool Career Incentive Grant 3 300 30(1 
Child Care & Employment Act (JTPA) 3 2.565 2,Sb5 
School-Age Community Child Csr~ 3 15.629 15.629 
Child Care Capital Outlay 3 43.750 4,.750 
P=ot.~tiva Servic~s (Respit~) 3 7.335 i .j35 

Subtotal SO! 372.582 4,705 3i"! .287 

Deeartment of MentDl Bealth 

State Bospitals and Local Programs Total 4 113.3l1 113,311-

Deeartment of Bealch S.rvi~es 

Child Health & Disability Prevention 4 36,057 27.335 63.392 
Adolescent Family Life Demonstration 4 1,818 3.182 5.000 

Prop-. 
Bigh lisk Iufant Follow-up Progr~ 4 1,103 838 1.941 

Subtotal DRS 38.978 31,355 70,333 

California Youth Authoritl 

.County Juat1.ce System Subvention 4 67.298 67.298 

*Some portion may be double counted 



Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 

School-Community Primary.Prevention 
Program 

Services for Drug Clients Age 18 
& Younger 

Children Recovery Services for Problems 
Related to Alcohol 

Statewide Youth Coordination Project 
Youth Technical Assistance Project 
Public Awareness & Prevention 

Campaigns (Total) 

Subtotal A&DP 
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4 

4 

4 

4 
4 
4 

Deparement of Housing & Community ~~velooment 

Emergency Shelter. Program 

University of California 

Campus Child Care Programs 

California State University 

Campus Child Care Progra=s 

California Comgunity Colleges 

Cooperative Agencies Resources for 
Education 

Campus Child Care Development Centers 

Subtotal 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

California Runaway Hotline 
Homeless Youth Pilot Project 
Chlld Sexual Abuse Preventlon Program 
Chlld Sexual Abuse Prevention Training 

Centers 
Child Sexual Aubse & Exploitation 

Treatment Projects 

Subtotal OCJP 

Department of Justice 

Child Abuse Central Index 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 
2 
1 
1 

1 

1 

State $ 
(in 1000's) 

1.091 

1,716 

370 

117 
50 

499 

3.843 

3,880 

1,101 

1,306 

736 

4.026 

4.762 

200 
920 
250 
700 

334 

2,404 

700 

Federal $ Local $ Total S 
(in 1000'.) (in 1000's)(it: 1000' • .) 

2,038 2.531 

54 200 

14 

2.106 2,731 

2.401 

2.160 

6,285 

624 

117 
50 

513 

8.680 

3,880 

3,50~ 

3.466 

736 

4.026 

4.762· 

200 
920 
250 
700 

2,404 

700 



" ' 

Child Developoment Program Advisory 
Committee 

Total Neglected/Abused (Code 1) 
Total Runaway/Homelass (Code 2) 
Total Ch1.ld Ca:e (Code 3) 
Total for Three Target Groups 
Total Other Children~ Services 

Grand Tot£l-Chi!lrens'Services 

*Legend 
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Code';' 

3 

(Code 4) 

State $ 
(in 1000's) 

216 

508,703 
5,000 

420,825 
934,528 

2,052,477 

2,987,005 

Code 1 - Programs 'specifically for Neglected a~d Abused Children 
Code 2 
Cod'e 3 
Code 4 

- Programs specifically for Runaway/Eomaless louth 
• Child Care and Child Development Progr42s 
- Other Services for Children 

Federal $ Local $ 'fotal'S 
(in 1000's) (ir. 10CO'.)eta 1000'.) 

216 

181,309 77,550 767,562 
5,Oll0 

30,852 4,561 456,238 
2!2,151 82, III 1,228,800 

2,320,930 313,674 4,687,1)81 

2,533,091 395,785 5,915,831 

•• Figure represents only child care portion of progra:. Delineatien of funding sources was net 
available. 
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CATEGORICAL DEFINITIONS AND STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
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APPENDIX D 

HOMELESS YOUTH PILOT PROJECT CATEGORICAL DEFINITIONS 
AND STATISTICAL INFORMATION 

SITUATIONAL RUNAWAY: YOUTHS WHO RUN FROM ISSUES/FAMILIES THAT PAN BE 
WORKED WITH 

JUSTIFIABLE RUNAWAY: YOUTHS WHO RUN FROM UNACCEPTABLE HOME ENVIRONMENTS DUE 
TO SUCH FACTORS AS ABUSE, NEGLECT, ETC. 

CHRONIC RUNAWAY: YOUTHS WHO HAVE RUN REPEATEDLY (THREE OR MORE TIMES) 
FROM HOME OR PLACEMENT 

CHRONIC WITH ABUSE 
AND/OR NEGLECT: SAME AS ABOVE BUT HAVE A HISTORY OF ABUSE AND/OR 

NEGLECT 

HOMELESS YOUTH: 

HOMELESS YOUTH WITH 

(a) SINGLE, UNDOCUMENTED/MIGRANT WORKERS; OR 
(b) THROWAWAYS/PUSHOUTS, YOUTHS TOLD TO LEAVE OR 

INDUCED TO LEAVE BY PARENTS OR GUARDIANS; OR 
(c) "NOMADIC YOUTH," FAILURES OF THE MENTAL HEALTH 

SYSTEM WHO DRIFT; OR 
(d) ESSENTIALLY EMANCIPATED YOUTHS WHO NEED TO FIND 

A JOB/HOME; OR 
(e) YOUTHS WHO HAVE BEEN LIVING ON THE STREETS TWO OR 

MORE MONTHS. 

ABUSE AND/OR NEGLECT: SAME AS ABOVE BUT HAVE A HISTORY OF ABUSE AND/OR 
NEGLECT 

PRE-RUNAWAY: CHILDREN/YOUTHS THAT WOULD HAVE RUN AWAY IF THERE HAD 
NOT BEEN INTERVENTION 

qtilizing the categorical definitions above and statistical data gathered 
from youths at the intake interview, pages 9-11 provide a profile look at the 
youth seen at outreach, shelter and medical screening over the past year 
throughout the entire system of care in Los Angeles. 
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OUTREACH AGENCIES 
LOS ANGELES SYSTEM OF CARE HOMELESS YOUTH PROFILES 

. 
OUTREACH: (October 1, 1986 - June 30, 1987) 

NUMBER OF AGENCIES REPORTING 4 

NUMBER OF YOUTH SERVED 8,003 

NUMBER OF YOUTH TURNED AWAY 402 * 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ETHNICITY 

MALES 69.5% CAUCASIAN 60.0% . 

FEMALES 30.5% BLACK 14.7% 

10-11 YEARS 0.4% HISPANIC 20.3% 

12-13 YEARS 4.5% AMERICAN INDIAN 2.1% 

14-15 YEARS 17.2% ASIAN/PAC. ISLAND 1.4% 

16-17 YEARS 77 .9% OTHER/UNKNOWN 1.5% 

ORIGIN STATUS AT INTAKE 

** WITHIN CITY 3.6% SITUATIONAL 17.1% 

WITHIN COUNTY 19.2% JUSTIFIABLE 3.9% 

WITHIN STATE 15.8% CHRONIC 5.2% 

OUT-OF-STATE 44.4% CHRONIC WITH ABUSE 3.9% 

MEXICO/LATIN AMER. 14.4% HOMELESS 51.0% 

OUT-QF-COUNTRY .9% HOMELESS WITH ABUSE 15.3% 

UNKNOWN 1.8% PRE-RUNAWAYS .8% 

NO DATA/OTHER 2.9% 

* OUTREACH AGENCIES, BY.DEFINITION, TRY NOT TO TURN ANY CLIENTS AWAY. 
THEY MAY NOT BE ABLE TO PROVIDE FOR ALL THEIR NEEDS, BUT THEY HAVE 
"SERVED" THEM IF ONLY BY OUTREACH CONTACT OR REFERRAL TO OTHER . 
RESOURCES. YOUTH TUIDj1J) AWAY ARE REPORTED BY ONE AGENCY ONLY FOR 
RUNNING OUT OF FOOD ~~ BUS TOKENS. 

** TWO AGENCIES DO NOT DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN CITY AND COUNTY. 
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SHELTERS 
LOS- ANGELES-'SYSTEM OF CARE HOMELESS YOUTH PROFILES 

SHELTER: (October 1, 1986 - June 30, 1987) 

NUMBER OF AGENCIES REPORTING 

NUMBER OF YOUTH SERVED 

NUMBER OF YOUTH TURNED AWAY 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

MALES 47.0% 

FEMALES 53.0% 

9-11 YEARS 0.3% 

12-13 YEARS 6.6% 

14-15 YEARS 36.9% 

16-17 YEARS 56.2% 

ORIGIN 

WITHIN CITY 29.0% 

WITHIN COUNTY 36.7% 

WITHIN STATE 11.2% 

OUT OF STATE 19.4% 

MEXICO/LATIN AMERICA 0.9% 

OUT OF COUNTRY 1. 7% 

UNKNOWN 1.1% 

6 

1,197 

* 2,743 

ETHNICITY 

CAUCASIAN 

BLACK 

HISPANIC 

AMERICAN INDIAN 

ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLAND 

OTHER/UNKNOWN 

STATUS AT INTAKE 

SITUATIONAL 

JUSTIFIABLE 

CHRONIC 

CHRONIC WITH ABUSE 

HOMELESS 

HOMELESS WITH ABUSE 

PRE-RUNAWAYS 

NO DATA/OTHER 

47.4% 

27.0% 

15.4% 

2.6% 

3.4% 

4.2% 

15.1% 

20.1% 

8.9% 

16.5% 

22.2% 

11.7% 

2.7% 

2.8% 

* THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF YOUTH TURNED AWAY FROM THE SHELTERS (AROUND 
80%) IS THE RESULT OF ALL SHELTERS BEING FULL. OTHERS ARE TURNED AWAY 
AS NOT BEING APPROPRIATE FOR BEING SHELTERED IN A YOUTH FACILITY. 
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LOS ANGELES SYSTEM OF CARE HOMELESS YOUTH PROFILES 

MEDICAL SCREENING: (October 1, 1986 - June 30, 1987) 

NUMBER OF.AGENCIES REPORTING 1 

NUMBER OF YOUTH SERVED 561 

NUMBER OF YOUTH TURNED AWAY 0 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ETHNICITY 

MALES 51.0% CAUCASIAN 

FEMALES 49.0% BLACK 

9-11 YEARS 0.0% HISPANIC 

12-13 YEARS 4.6% AMERICAN INDIAN 

14-15 YEARS 25.0% ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLAND 

16-17 YEARS 69.4% OTHER/UNKNOWN 

ORIGIN STATUS AT INTAKE 

WITHIN CITY/COUNTY 27.9% SITUATIONAL 

WITHIN STATE 20.6% JUSTIFIABLE 

OUT OF STATE 33.5% CHRONIC 

MEXICO/LATIN AMERICA 1.0% ·CHRONIC WITH ABUSE 

OUT OF COUNTRY 2.3% HOMELESS 

UNKNOWN 14.6% HOMELESS WITH ABUSE 

PRE-RUNAWAYS 

NO DATA/OTHER 

52.2% 

25.5% 

11.3% 

4.070 

3.0% 

4.070 

6.0% 

5.0% 

7.6% 

4.070 

43.1% 

24.5% 

0.0% 

9.3% 



-200-

APPENDIX E 

STATEWIDE DATA EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

FOR CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES CHILDREN 



-201-

EXHIBIT E 
STATEWIDE DATA EMERGENCY RESPONSE FOR CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES CHILDREN 

Types of Abuse 

Physical Abuse 
Sexual Assault/Abuse 
General Neglect 
Exploitation 
Caretaker Absence 
Child's Disability/ 

Handicap 
Severe Neglect 
Emotional Abuse 
Parent/Child Conflict 

Other 

TOTAL 

1982* 

21,142 
8,093 

29,401 
1,097++ 
5,863 

615++ 

7,262 

73,473 

1983* 

31,679 
14,379 
36,331 

679 
8,147 

464 
4,013++ 
1,502++ 
1,405++ 

8,974 

107,573 

* Report form changed from previous year 
+ Category dropped from report form 
++ Category added to report form 

1984* 

72,025 
43,056 
78,804 

2,987 
18,406 

+ 
18,660 
7,415 
3,008 

5,910 

250,271 

1985* 

86,654 
54,102 
97,735 

1,920 
26,600 

+ 
19,107 
9,532 

+ 

+ 

295,650 

1986 

101,611 
58,458 

110,159 
1,332 

30,791 

+ 
30,135 
9,515 

+ 

+ 

342,001 

Compiled with Data from Statistical Services, State Department of Social 
Services. 
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APPENDIX F 

CATAGORIES AND DEFINITIONS OF ABUSED 
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EXHIBIT F 
CATEGORIES AND DEFINITIONS OF SERVICE CHILDREN 

Physical Abuse - Means non-accidental bodily injury that has been or is being 
inflicted on a child. It includes, but is not limited to, those forms of 
abuse defined by Penal Code Sections 11165(d) and (e) as "willful cruelty or 
unjustifiable punishment of a child" and "corporal punishment or injury." 

Sexual Abuse - Means the victimization of a child by sexual activities 
including, but not limited to, those activities defined in Penal Code Section 
11165(b) as "sexual assault". 

General Neglect - Means the negligent failure of a person having the care or 
custody of a child to provide adequate food, clothing, shelter, or 
supervision where no physical injury to the child has occurred. 

Exploitation - The act of forcing or coercing a child into performing 
activities for the benefit of the caretaker which are beyond the child's 
capabilities or capacities or which are illegal or degrading. Exploitation 
includes forcing workload on a child in or outside the home so as to 
interfere with the health, education and well-being of the child. 

Caretaker Absence or Incapacity - Means absence of caretaker (defined as 
parent/guardian) due to hospitalization, incarceration or death, incapacity 
of caretaker (defined as parent/guardian) to provide adequate care for the 
child due to physical or emotional illness, or disabling condition. 

Severe Neglect - The negligent failure of a person having the care or custody 
of a child to protect the child from severe malnutrition or medically 
diagnosed non-organic failure to thrive. "Severe neglect" also means those 
situations of neglect where any person having the care or custody of a child 
willfully causes or permits the person or health of the child to be placed in 
a situation such that his or her p:erson or health is endangered, as 
prescribed by Penal Code Section 11165(d), including the intentional failure 
to provide adequate food, clothing or shelter. 

Emotional Abuse - Means non-physical mistreatment, the results of which may 
be characterized by disturbed behavior on the part of the child, such as 
severe withdrawal, regression, bizarre behavior, hyperactivity, or dangerous 
acting-out behavior. Such disturbed behavior is not deemed, in and of 
itself, to be evidence of emotional abuse. Emotional abuse includes 
willfully causing or permitting any child to suffer, or inflicting thereon 
mental suffering, or endangering a child's emotional well-being as described 
in Penal Code Section 11165(d). 

Compiled with data from Statistical Services, Department of Social Services. 



Statement of Commissioner M. Lester Oshea 

WI IE [ 

OCT 201981 : 

LITTLE HOOVER COMMISSIC 

While this report reflects much worthwhile study and includes 
some good recommendations, I must disassociate myself from it 
in the light of what I consider very serious flaws, particu
larly in the child care area. 

In this area, the report'not only seems to be based on the 
assumption that it is the responsibility of the State to pro
vide subsidized child care for all those of lower income who 
work outside the home and wish it, but explicitly advocates 
this position in Recommendation #2. 

If the "State" were a rich ·uncle, and childless to boot, this 
position would have more appeal; but since "the State" in 
this context means the taxpayers of the State, many of whom 
are themselves of limited means yet are paying for their own 
child care needs or foregoing earning.a second income to ful
fil their parental responsibilities, in addition to funding 
what is already one of the most generous welfare systems of 
any state, I strongly disagree. 

In this connection I must say that the report seems out of tune 
with generally held values when it refers in Finding #8, to 
"a virtually impossible decision ••• accept inadequate care ... 
or stay home to care for the children and encounter unemployment." 
This is to say the least a very strange way to refer to the 
traditional role of the mother in child-raising. While 
Exhibit I.l does show a dramatic increase in the number of 
single-parent families since 1940, saying that "there has been 
a dramatic change in the family environment in which children 
are living" rather overstates the situation, since the table 
shows a ratio of better than 4 to 1 between two-parent and 
single-parent families. 

Recommendations 1 and 2 - creation of a series of "rights" and 
of a commission to advocate them - represent a proposal for a 
massive increase in welfare spending in California: the 
State (that is, the taxpayer) should provide "support for 
families that are not self-sufficient." 

One of the tragedies of our times is the proliferation, much 
discussed recently in the national press, of "children having 
children," leading to a breakdown of constructive family struc
ture and a downward spiral of poverty,· dependency, and crime. 
Even at present levels, welfare (AFDC) payments often serve 
as an inducement to young women to have children so as to 
acquire their own income and independence. 

For the report to advocate in effect "throwing more money at 
the problem," without addressing the obvious need such "families" 
have for supervision and guidance so as to provide a real 



prospect of breaking the "poverty cycle," does a disservice. 
The author of the report would do well to read Charles Murray's 
excellent study, Losing Ground. 

Recommendation 3 is not called for; 5 is a proposal for increased 
State child care spending; and 12 is an unwarranted intrusion 
into employer/employee relations. 

The report discusses the homeless/runaway youth problem at some 
length; but not all of this section provides new insights. One 
hopes that the "study" cited in Finding #12, which "concluded 
that runaway/homeless youth are at much greater risk of acquir
ing a wide variety of diseases and problem-inducing behaviors 
than their non-runaway/homeless counterparts," was not overly 
expensive. 

But absent is any significant recognition of the "you can lead 
a horse to water, but you can't make him drink" problem. Testi
mony at our Los Angeles hearing revealed that of a group of 
runaway/homeless youth placed in touch with appropriate help, 
only one continued to avail herself of the assistance available. 
Pursuant to 1977 legislation, the authorities have no power to 
require the cooperation of runaway/homeless youth in rehabili
tation efforts. The report is remiss in not addressing the 
issue of whether changes in the law in this area should be 
considered. Under present circumstances, providing "services" 
to "runaways" may be a relatively hopeless objective for govern
ment. 



HEHORANDOX 
LJm£ IfOOVER COMMISSION 

TO: Recipients of the Report on Children's Services 
Delivery 

FROM: George Paras 
Barbara Stone 

SUBJECT: Children's Services 

The Commission on California state Government and Economy 

has issued a report on Children's Services. While the report 

reflects a great deal of effort and contains some reasonable 

recommendations, we find that we cannot support it as a whole. A 

number of the recommendations are inappropriate and/or are not 

supported by the data presented. The most important of these 

are: 
*Recommendations ~ Establish a Commission on Children 

and youth. If there is a need for co-ordination of services at 

the state level, it should be performed by appropriate executive 

branch personnel. The proposed commission is appointed by too 

many and is responsible to none. A much better solution is found 

among the models presented by the report itself: the model of 

New York, which has an inter-agency task force made up of one 

representative from each agency serving children. Such a group 

could be required to file periodic reports of its activities, and 

the Little Hoover Commission could perform any necessary watchdog 

functions. 

Recommendation ~ Adopt a Uniform Children's Services 

Policy to Address the Needs of the Whole Child. While the report 

makes a case for the co-ordination of services (although in most 



cases we believe this is achieved better at the local level), it 

offers no substantiation of the need for such a policy. The 

recommendation is based on the faulty premise that children in 

most cases can be separated intellectually from their families. 

Indeed, most of the services discussed are services to adults 

(AFDC-SO families can stay together; child care so adults can 

enter or stay in the work force) from which children hopefully 

benefit. Furthermore, research has shown that the best way to 

keep adults and children from falling into poverty is to have 

stable families in which the parents are high school graduates, 

and government programs that aid and support the entire family 

are far superior to fragmented programs that provide aid only to 

children. 

Recommendation #12: Require Employers to Grant Unpaid Job

Protected Leaves to New Parents Who Desire Them. This is highly 

controversial and virtually not discussed in the report. 

There are other questionable recommendations: for example, 

#8 never really comes to grip· with the possibility that 

addressing one problem (professionalism) will exacerbate another 

(too few places), and #16 doesn't address the policy implications 

for GAIN (workfare) recipients of reducing the number of child 

care places available to these welfare mothers. For these 

reasons, we must dissent and disassociate oursel ves from the 

recommendations. 

*This recommendation is based on the final draft copy of the 
report circulated to the Commissioners. It is our understanding 
that subsequently the chairman has modified the recommendation to 
offer as alternatives a commission or a task force. The task 
force is acceptable; the commission is not. 
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PHILLIP D. WYMAN 
ASSEMBLYMAN. THIRTY-FOURTH DISTRICT 

l-fx. Nathan Shapell, Chainnan 
Lit:tle Hoover Cc:mnission 
1303 J street, Suite 270 
Sac:ranento, CA 95814 

Dear Nathan: 

October 21, 1987 

OCT 2 II98J 

urn.E HOOVER COMMISSION 

I have read thoroughly the Ccmnission' s majority report on California's 
children's services system. l<.7hile the report raises many legitimate problems 
and suggests a number of studies and solutions which are highly appropriate, 
there are some fundamental areas where I simply ImlSt disagree. Therefore, I 
Imlst join with Conmissioner Stone in offering a dissenting opinion. 

In a broad sense, I find it impossible to accept the assumption, made through
out the majority report, that the only s'olution to our children's problems is 
increased government intervention. I do not believe the Ccmnission should 
even be suggesting the fonnation of a new, politically appointed carmission to 
attenpt to oversee all of California's children's services. In fact, as 
canmissioner Stone points out, the body of the rep:>rt clearly derronstrates 
that inter-agency task forces, rather than independent carm:issions, have been 
highly effective in other jurisdictions. I would have much preferred that an 
inter-agency task force be our only recomrendation in this area • . 
I also find it absurd that, at a ti..ne when we face a severe shortage of child 
care workers in California, the draft report advocates boosting standards for 
those who might want to enter the field. We need to find ways to provide new 
incentives for talented people to open day care centers: we don't need to make 
things even more difficult. 

In addition, I cannot support the recanrendation for a mandated, six-rronth 
maternity leave for all enp1oyees. I have opposed legislation in this area in 
the past, because I believe that such a requirerent could place an unreason
able burden on many employers, ·particularly owners of small businesses. 



'!bese, then, are my major concerns with the najority report. In the future, I 
would prefer to see the Little Hcx:wer Ccmnission tnt rrore errphasis on ways to 
keep families together and to encourage greater parental invol vanent, rather 
than continually advocating massive new state programs and greater govern
mental intervention in families' lives. Many children in this state are in 
trouble, but we should not always asStme that the only solution is rrore 
goverrment. 

PHILLIP D. WYMAN 

PrM:bl 



S'l'A'1'EMEN'I' 0' RICHARD R. TERZIAN 

october 23, 1987 

Although I air.e qenerally with the qoal. of the 
children's .ervice. study and have acquiesced in ita 
isauance, I must express he2:'e the sam8 reservations I voiced 
at the special me.ting ot the Commi.sion held October 23, 
1987. My reservations are threefold: 

1. With re.pect to findinqa Nos. 2 throuqh 11, I 
do not believe that the two hearinqa we held in 1986 
adequately oovered the aUbject matter ot these f1ndin~s. 
Most of our hearinq8 revolved around the problema of abu.ed, 
negleoted and runaway children. Although in general the 
.entiment. expre •• ed in thoae tinding_ are probably valid, a 
number of them are flawed by lack of adequate evidentiary 
support or analysis. 

P.l 

2. AI I have .tated. betore, it is easy to make a 
ca •• for more funding tor any vital public need and 
children's service. are no exception. A .imilar cas. oan be 
made for education, transportation, hospitals, prisons and 
the li~e. However, limited fiscal resources prevent funding 
all perceived needs to the fUllest extent requested. The 
people of thia State have voted to limit the power ot 
qovernment to tax and .• pend. It all neec18 are to be funded 
to the fulle.t extent requested, this report, and our ether 
reports, shOUld make it cl.ar that additional taxa. will have 
to be impos.d or existing taxe. increased. 

3. The key recommendation of t.he report is 
formation of a children' •• ervices commission. Soma persons 
have indioated a preference fer a task force. I eare less 
ebout what the entity i. oalled than whether it will achieve 
the qoal of provid1nq coat-ertective children'. aervices. 
The proposed commi.sion bears a atrikinq re.emblance to the 
Little Hoover Commi •• ion. I do not think our Commission 1s 
an appropriate model, sinoe we are enqaqed primarily in an 
overliqht, inve.tiqatory funotion, rather than a4ministerinq 
programs. I am all tor an effective means of deliverinq aa 
much children's .ervic.s to •• many reoipient. as possible by 
effeotive U •• ot current funding. I think a commi8.ion may 
well be the beat way to do it, but have aome doubt. as to 
whether the commi •• ion propos.a in this report i. the most 
efteotive. 


