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Mr. Thomas A. Purvis 
Assistant Regional Director 

for Intergovernmental Affairs 
Department of Health, Education 

and Welfare ' 
50 Fulton Street 
San Francisco, Cdlifornia 94102 

Dear Mr. Purvis: 

6BO BEAOH STREET 

SAN FRANOIaOO 9410& 

June 16, 1975 

We are pleased to submit this report, which describes and ana
lyzes some of the issues in human service delivery in California 
by focusing on the delivery of services for children. The report 
is a companion piece to Region IX's Capacity Building grants and 
will be used by those recipients partially to identify useful 
areas for their efforts. 

The issues and their analysis are based upon a large number of 
interviews with service delivery and generql purpose government 
staffs at the Regional and State levels and in four study coun
ties - - Orange, San Diego, Fresno and Santa Clara. ~Iany of the 
same persons reviewed this report in draft to verify our state
ments. A list of persons contacted in the course of the study 
appears as Appendix A to the report. 

We hope this reF~rt will encourage ~he discussion of the many 
issues that were raised to us and that the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare will La able to assist the State of 
California and its county and city governments to improve ser
vices where it appears nece~sary and appropriate. 

GE~IEXT CONSULTANTS 
Francisco, Inc. 
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I. INTRODUCTrO~ 

In July, 1974, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
contracted with Urban Management Consultants to conduct a series 
of discussions with Federal, state, and local officials through
out California to determine their insights into the intergovern
mental problems in the delivery of human services in the State. 
This study was funded by RegioJl IX of the Department under the 
immediat, supervision of Thomas A. ~urvis, Assistant Regional 
Directo~ for Intergovernmental Affairs, and has been intended 
to provide a major part of the Region's Capacity Building strat
egy - assisting state and local general purpose governments to 
plan and manage the delivery of human services in the most effec
tbre manner. 

The choice of children's services as the subject of this study 
was HEW's, made in the correct belief that the full spectrum of 
human services was too broad to be ef£ectifely studied in the 
eight months available to this study and that the chosen field 
adequately encompassed programs funded and operated by all gov
ernmental levels. HEW made clear their interest that this study 
focus on intergovernmental issues, rather than just children's 
services. UMC was directed to pay particular attention to the 
issues that exist in the delivery of services between govern
mental levels and among agencies at a single leve]. 

The report y~u are now reading is designed to be a working docu
ment, a vehicle for initiating intergovernmental discussion and 
action on the issues raised. It does not present a lengthy or 
detailed analysis of particular program~ for children. Rather 
it offers an overview of the varioUS systems for funding and ad
ministering children's services jn California. It documents as 
succinctly as possible current intergovernmental issues expressed 
by Federal, state. and county government personnel, as well as 
by a limited r~mber of clients. If the report appears to empha
size any particular governmen~al poInt of view, it is likely that 
of county personnel and their clients, since most intergovern
mental problems in service delivery manifest themselves at this 
service provider level. 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 



In compiling this report~ we conducted extensive interviews 
with elected officials~ general purpose government staffs, 
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and program personnel in the four study counties ~ Orang~, San 
Diego, Fresno, and Santa Clara - and with officials of the ad
ministration of present Governor Brown and former Governor 
Reagan and state agency staffs, as well HS persons in various 
capacities at the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and involved private groups. A listing of those interviewed 
is appended, as well as the names of those persons who commented 
on this report in draft torm. 

A large but limited number of children's services programs were 
rev~ewed in this study. The selection of those to be included 
was based upon One primary criterion. Each proglam selected 
had to involve more than one level of government either in its 
funding or administration or had to involve several separate 
divisions of a particular level (state or county) in ~arrying 
out a Federally-funded program. The children's servi~ ~ that 
were examined fall into four general service categories - child 
welfare, child care/preschool education, child health, and child 
justice - each of Which is treated in a separate chapter of this 
report. 

In reviewing this report, the reader should keep in mind that 
a c~tegory of services~ e. g., child welfare, does not neces
sarily imply that all services in that category are delivered 
by a single agent, e. g., county welfare personnel. Some ser
vices fall under the purview of numerous agencies. 

* 

This report is the end of UMC's contracted study but only the 
beginning for efforts to address the issues that were pointed 
out by thn many individuals who shared their time with us. It 
is the stated purpose of HEW to use this report to focus atten
tion on the problems that exist in the intergovernmental de
livery of human services so that the operating personnel may 
develop proper solutions, rather than using the limited s~udy 
represented here to suggest final solutions to this broad spec
trum of ?roblems. Based upon this report) HEW hopes tc assist 
in forming a series of groups to address solutions to these and 
other issues ~o that those officials and staff persons l~ho are 
most involved in dealing with serV1L~ delivery will have oppor
tun.ity to work with their peers to develop recommendations for 
actions toward solutions. In several cases, state and county 
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officials are acting now to accomplish this. Where such activ~ 
ity ~as underway at the time of our field work, we lilive men~ 
tioned it in the body of our report. 

Because it ¥BS not OUI purpose to evaluate the quality of ser
vice delivery in the State or in any particular county nor to 
create a repo!'t. ,'{huse tone would set one agency against anoth€:r 
or one level of government against another, we have evoided, 
where possible, making specific reference to situations found 
in individual counties. Rather, we received real cooperation 
from staff personn~l at all levels who, when promised that our 
work would not be specifically evaluative. gave us excellent 
in~ights on the state of cooperation and coordination in Calif
ornia. In this way, we hope our rep~rt focuses adequately on 
the pusitive opportunities available for imp~ovements in the 
various systems studied. 

One conclusion stands out from our work. The various systems, 
programs, and personnel delivering services to children ilL 
California overlap greatly in their actual contact with clients. 
Personnel at the delivery level are aware of this situation and 
spoke consistently of the need for better proc!sses ~or them to 
become educated about the other services avallable to their cli
ents and about methods for better coordinating the delivery of 
services to ensure that the child received what it needed. re
gardless of the bureaucracy and its internal needs. Exhibit r 
on page 4 shows the involvement of 3tate and county level actors 
in delivery of various services to children. The issues raised 
by this overlap are described in detail in the report that fol
lows. Exhibit II on page 5 shows, in graphic form, an ~xample 
of this overlap as viewed from the service delivery level. In 
this case, we have take:l a foster home as an example and ShO\offi 
the many agencies with which that home may need to deal in order 
to properly serve its clients. Though we have not done so for 
every provider, similar charts could be prepared and would com
municate much the same informat10n. 

Reviewers of the draft of this report stated that one of its 
greatest values was as an education on the content and op~ra
tion of children's services programs in f'mctional areas other 
than th:-:ir own. This commends itself to a simple action. 
Preparation and distribution of this type of information in 
si~plified form by the State of California to all persons in
Volved in children'S services could. by itself, greatly improve 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 
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the coordination of services to children merely by making the \ 
many agencies involved aware of the range and nature of other 
services available to their particular clients. 

Throughcut the State in the conduct of our investigation we 
encountered real interest on the part of interviewees in de
veloping effective, lasting resolutions to the issues they 
described. Thus, we close this introduction with a challenge 
to service deliverers in California. We provide herei r a state
ment of many (though not all) of the issues in a complex area. 
At this point, the consultant becomes secondary; the next move 
falls to the personnel involved. Where appropriate"action 
to address the issues should be initiated by the many concerned 
agencies working in concert. Where the knowledge we have gained 
will be helpful, we arc anxious to participate. We look for
ward to proof that joint efforts can produce the best results. 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 
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II. CHILD WELFARE 

Federal Statutes 

Title IV of the Social Security Act (P.L. 90-248), as amended in 
1968, constitutes the present major source of Federal funding for 
child and family social services. Part A of Title IV authorizes 
Federal reimbursement of state social service expenditures to in
dividuals eligible for Federal aid to families with dependent 
children (AFDC). AFDC income nlaintenance and social services are 
separate programs with different Federal reimbursement rates; none
theless, social services funded under Title IV-A must be delivered 
to individuals who meet AFDC eligibility requirements or receive 
Medicaid or Medically Indigent Benefits. Part B provides each 
state \'1i th a formula grant for child welfare services, which are 
available to any child in need regardless of his family's income 
or eligibility for AFDC. In general, states tend to utilize their 
IV-B formula grants to fund protective services to children not 
eligible for AFDC services and their Title IV-A funds for pro
tective services to children served under that Part. 

As a result of a rider placed on the "General Revenue Sharing" 
Act (P.L. 92-512) a limit was set on the previously open-ended 
appropriation for all Federally subsidized social services, i.e., 
for Title IV-A AFDC social services and Title VI services to rteedy 
aged, blind and disabled individuals. For the combin~d Federal/ 
non-Federal expenditures under those two Titles, a ceiling was 
set at $2.5 billion. Each state has received an annual allotment 
based on its population. (The maximum allotmen~ for California 
is $245.7 million, an expenditure figure the state has already 
reached, meaning that any further expenditures for social ser'I::u .. ~s 
must be born by the state or county governments.) For the next 
fiscal year, the $2.5 billion national ceiling will remain i~ 
effect; however, other provisions for Titles IV-A and VI serviLe! 
will be changed as a result of a new Title XX to the Social Security 
Act (P.L. 93-647), effective October, 1975. 

The most fundamental changes Title XX brings to AFDC social ser-
vice delivery are: 1) a new state planning process; 2) the elimina
tion of specific mandatory services the state must provide state
wide; and 3) a less restrictive client eligibility test to qualify 
for services. California has begun its planning process by holding 
public hearings on what services should be included in the state 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 
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plan. A proposed annual services program plan is required to be 
approved by the Governor and published for public review by June 30, 
1975. Under Federal law, public comment must be accepted for at 
least 45 days after that date. Although not required by Federal 
law, California plans to hold public hearings during the 45-day 
comment period, before the final state plan is sent to HEW for 
approval. 

While Title XX eliminates the mandatory IV-A and VI services, it 
requires the state to provide one or more services to low income 
individuals and families directed at meeting the goals of: 

" (1) 

( 2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

achieving or maintaining economic self-su~port to pre
vent, reduce or eliminate dependency; 

achieving or maintaining self-sufficiency, including 
reduction or prevention of dependency; 

preventing or remedying neglect, abuse or exploitation 
of children and adults unable to protect their own in
terests, or preserving, rehabilitating, or reuniting 
families; 

preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care 
by providing for community-based care, horne-based care, 
or other forms of less intensive care; or 

securing referral ortidmission for institutional care 
when other fOlms of care arc not appropriate or pro
viding services to individuals in institutions." 1 

Title XX further requires that three state-selected services be 
provided to Federal Supplemental Security Income (SS!) recipients, 
who are presently being served under Title VI. It requires the 
provision of the family planning services, for which the Federal 
government's share will equal 90% of the allowable cost, while for 
all other services it will provide 75~ of the allowable c'''pcndi tures. 

1 Taken from SubseL~ion 228.0 of the proposed Title XX regulations 
published in the Federal Registcl' on Monday, April 14, 1975. 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 
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At least 50% of the Federal/non-Federal social service expenditures 
must be spent for individuals eligible for AFDC, SSI or ~1ediCaid. 
111 California the major portion of the 25% non-Federal share (with 
the exception of Title IV-A child care services) is supplied by 
county revenue. 

The variety of services California will provide under Title XX 
during the next fiscal year is not likely to differ much from 
their present form due to the Federal spending limitations and due 
to the fact that state law mandates the continuation of most pres
ent Titles IV-A and VI services. 

In order to receive Title IV reimbursements or grants, each state 
had to formulate a state plan, subsequently approved by HEW, for 
the delivery of social services, develop a single state agency 
to administer the program and provide certain mandatory services 
to all AFDC families. Title IV-A requires: 

the development and maintenance of a service plan for 
each family and child who needs and agrees to utilize 
social services; 

individual service programs for all AFDe family members 
capable of obtaining employment and self-sufficiency; 

child care services to enable mothers or other caretaker 
relatives to participate in t.he Work Incentive Program 
(Title IV, Part C) or who are required by the state 
agency to accept training or employment from other sources; 

social services to AFDC children in foster care; 

sorvices aimed toward preventing or reducing births out 
of wedlock; 

family planning services; 

services to strengthen family life and foster child de
velopment; 

protective services in behalf of children who are or are 
likely to become neglected, abused or exploited; 

services related to health needs; 

referral services for legal aid. 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 
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Title IV-A mandatory services are broadly defined, allowing states 
to fund a variety of social services to needy families and children. 
States can also provide optional services to AFDC recipients or 
to non-welfare recipients if they meet the Federal definitian of 
"former" or "potential ll AFDC recipients. As in the case of w.mda
tory services, optional services and optional recipient groups 
must be delineated in an HEW-approved state plan. All services 
specified within the plan must be provided in all political sub
divisions, 1. e., counties, wi thin the s t,'ilte (the "statewideness" 
requirement). 

The new Title XX allows for states to provide different services 
in different geographic areas provided that all parts of the state 
are covered. It eliminates the eligibility categories of "former ll 

and "potential" AFDC recipient. For Caiifornia, this means that 
AFDC target service areas, e.g., Model City neighborhoods where 
any resident, regardless of income, qualifies for certain AFDC 
services, will be eliminated. Title XX p40vides fnr a client eli
gibility test for services based upon income status. Federal funds 
are available for the cost of services to persons whose gross month
ly income does not exceed 115% of the state median income for a 
family of four adjusted for size. States are permitted to estab
lish an income eligibility test anywhere below the 115% limit, but 
for any service provided to an individual whose ucjusted gross 
monthly income is above 80% of the state meC:ian income a service 
fee must be ~harged. 

Programs in California 

Child and Family Social Service Programs: receive Federal funds 
under Title IV-A. This statute requires a 25% non-Federal match 
for all social services except fa.mily planning and WIN social 
services, which require a 10% non-Federal match. Matchi,ng funds 
for social services are supplied by the county. Title IV-A au
thorizes Federal reimbursement for social services supplied to 
AFDC-eligible individuals or those in the MediCal or Medically 
Indigent programs. EliR~bility requirements are set by Federal 
regulation and the State Department of Health. Under the Title 
IV-A State Social Services Plan, county welfare departments supply 
the following types of services: child protection, homemaker, 
family planning, family counseling, out-of-home placement, ser
vices to dependent children, services to foster parents and family 
day care home operations, information and referral, emergency ser
vices, health care, and legal referral services. At the county 
level most services are provided by county welfare personnel. 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 
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Child Protective Services: utilize Fed~ral formula grant 
funds authorized ur..c!F.·ro Title IV-B of the Social Security Ac:t. 
"Protective services" refers to services given to protect child
ren when it appears that they are being neglected, abused, ex
ploited, cruelly treated or are in moral danger. Any such child 
is eligible for protective service regardless of his family's 
status or income. State law (Statutes 1968, Chapter 69) requires 
every county welfare department to have a child protective 
services unit. The use of Title IV-R funds is restricted to 
the "non-aided, non-AFDC-linked" child. Protective services 
to former, current and potential AFDC children are funded hy 
Title IV-A. State supervision of county protective services 
programs is provided by the State,Department of Health. Federal 
Title IV-A and B monies flow through the State Department of 
Benefit Pa)~ents to each county welfare department child for pro-
tective services. . 

State Adoption Services: are financed by state revenue and fees 
charged to adoptive parents. They are administered by the Adop
tion Services Section within the State Department of Health's 
Social Services Program. The Adoption Services Section includes 
four district offices. Twenty-seven county public agencies 
(e.g. county welfare departments) act as direct extensions of 
this se~tion. Nine private agencies are licensed to place child
ren in adoption. Four types of adoption exist in California: 
relinquishment adoption (parents relinquish their child to a 
licensed agency for placement); independent adoption (parents 
place their child directly with persons of their choice); 
intercountry adoptions (the arrangement for a foreign born child 
to be adopted by a California family) and stepparent adoption 
(granting a ~tepparent parental rights over ~ child). For 
relinquishment adoptions, the State nepartment of Health provides 
services to and accepts relinquishments from natural parents. 
It studies prospective adoptive parents and their home, and 
provides foster care services before placement and follow-up 
services after a child is placed. A similar process occurs for 
intercountry adoptions, except that relinquishments are processed 
through licensed foreign-based agencies, the U.S. State nepart
ment and the U.S. Immip,ration and Naturalization Service. Inde
pendent adoptions reqLire the State Department of Health to perform 
a home study of the prospective adoptive parents and to make 
reports to the superior court having jurisdiction over the case. 
Stepparent adoptions fall entirely under the jurisdiction of 
the county superior court with no State Adoption Services involve
ment. In the latter case, home studies are performed by the 
county probation or county welfare department. All relinquished 
childrer who have not been placed \~ithin 60 days and all eligible 
applican~s who have not received a child \~ithin 60 days of their 
approval are registered ~ith the State's Adoption Resource Referral 
Center (ARRC), a computer information system· designed to help 
match relinquished children with eligible adoptive parents 
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th~ougho~t the state. Relinquished child~en may also be eligible 
fo~ crippled children's sen-ices described in the tlChild Health 
Section" and Aid for the Adoption of Children Program described 
below. 

State Adoptions Subsidy pro~ram: entiroly state-funded under 
the Dymally Act (Chapter 13 T/G8 and Chapter 261/69). The 
program provides maintenance assistance payments to families 
that adopt children with special needs. The definition of 
"special needs" is very bro<l.d, including almost any child re
linquished for adoption for ,qhom age:lcies find it difficult to 
find an adoptive home. Subsidies are available to adoptive 
parents for a period of three years, which can be extended to 
a maximum of five years. Children who qualify for the adoption 
subsidy are also eligible for MediCal (Title XIX) during the 
subsidy period regardless of their adoptive parents' income. 
The program is administered by the State Department of Health 
through local district offices and the adoptions unit within 
each county welfare department. 

System 0Eeration 

California provides social services through a county-adminis
tered/state supervised detivelY system (see Exhibit 1). 
The responsibility for program supervision rests with the State 
Department of Health. Fiscal management and control, however, 
rests within another agency, the State Department of Benefit 
Payments. Both Departments are under the umbrella of the State 
Health and Welfare Agency, which by state law CAB 1290/74) was 
designated the single state organizational unit to administer 
Fed~rally-funded social services. 

Under the Federal cp.iling, California may receive Federal reim
bursement for state social service program expenditures up to 
$245.7 million. Approximately twenty percent of this figure 
is allocated to the State Department of '::.ducation to administe'r 
child day care programs (which will be discussed in the "Child 
Care/Preschool Education chapter'll. Other state agencies -- e.g., 
Health and Employment Development -- utilize Federal social ser
vice funds, but under state law (AB 134/73) at least 66% of 
the state's Federal allotment must be allocated to county wel
fare departments. County funds provide the 25% non-Federal 
matching share, with the exception of state funds for family 
planning and. adult homemaker/chore services. Each county is 
allotted a share of the Title IV-B grant, based on SDH criteria 
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and county expenditures for the preceeding year. California 
counties utilize most of their Title IV-B fund!; for protective 
services to non-AFDC-linked children. 

County Welfare Services 

County welfare pers'mnel costs ac:count for the major portion 
of Title IV expenditures. Counties are permltted at their dis
cretion to purchase social services through a contracted arrange
ment with local public or private provider agencies. In the 
counties we studied, Fresno and Santa Clara maintained several 
purchase-of-service contracts; San Diego had one for child home
maker services, and Orange had none, all social services were 
provided by county welfare department personnel. 

The services every county welfare department provides for 
families and children are fairly uniform; the manner in which 
they are delivered differs slightly dep~nding on the organiza
tion and management procedures of each county. In the four 
counties we studied, t~e welfare departments provided child 
homemaker services, dRy care, protective services, out-of-home 
placement t family counseling, including money management and 
health related social services, and legal services to procure 
non-public child support. Information and referral services to 
appropriate community resources (e.g., day care) were provided 
to any county resident. 

The provlslon of services to dependent children of the courts -
i.e., judicially placed children who are deemed abused, neglected 
or abandoned (Section 600 of the Welfare and Institutions Code) 
and for child protection varied from county to county. Oft~n 
two or three county departments were involved, e.g., probation, 
welfare and health. In Santa Clara County, for exaMple, 
the investigation, intake, placement and seTvicing of "600" 
children was handled by both the county prohation and welfare 
departments. In San Diego, the county probhtion department makes 
the investigation and intake of abused, neglected and abandoned 
children, while the welfare department was responsible for their 
out-of-home placement and service program. In Fresno and Orange 
Counties~ the county Boards of Supervisors have granted welfare . 
departments the entire investigatory and service responsibility 
for "600" children. The latter action represents a recent trans
fer of responsibility from probation to welfare. It was taken 
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partly to enable the county to utilize Federal IV-A funds and 
partly because county welfare could initiate procedures for the 
voluntary placement of abused and neglected children without 
judicia~ proceedings. 

Under new State Department of Health regulations, county welfare 
departn.ents can take the option of not 1 icens ing family day care 
and foster homes, leaving this responsibility to the State. In 
the study area, all county welfare departments except Fresno 
license foster and family day care homes. Fresno County Welfare 
Department decided to opt out of licP~sing and instead, became 
a licensed home-finding agency. As a home-finding agency, the 
welfare department is permitted to certify foster homes for its 
own use. 

Child adoption services are provided bi all county welfare de
partments in our study area by the delegated authority of the 
State Department of ~ealth. Several other counties are served 
directly by Department of Health district offices. Adoptive 
services -- relinquishment, planning and placement as well as 
adoption subsidy payment for "special needs" children -- are 
financed by the State and by fees charged to adoptive parents. 

Most county welfare departments have a separate administrative 
unit out-stationed in State Employment Development nepartment 
district offices in order to provide social services to lVIN 
recipients. 
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Issues 

The child 'vel fare programs we revj c\ved are services that are 
either funded under or related to the Federal aid provisions 
within Title IV, PJrts A and B, of the Social Security Act. 
The major portion of the Title IV-A and IV-B services are de
livered by county welfare department staff. The issues we 
present in the following pages include general intergovern
mpntal issues on the funding, supervision and delivery of child 
welfare services and specific program issues on child protection, 
foster care placement, adoptions and licensing. 

State/County Pelations 

1. State su erV1Slon of and ro ram assistance to count social 
service programs or chil ren is wea.~ 1 ue to tragmentatl0n 
of authority and duplication of responsibility among numerous 
state administrative units. Title IV-A and IV-B services 
are required by Federal regulation to be administered by a 
"single state agency.ll In reality, the single state agency 
functions are divided among numerous administrative units 
within the State Departments of Health and Benefit Payments 
causing confusion at the county level as to which agency 
unit has ultimate authority. One cOlmty welfare administra
tor commented that dUI~ng t~e past year, he had to maintain 
contact with 27 different individuals within both State 
Departments regarding Federally subsidized social services 
and state regulations. Another county administrator claimed 
that he maintained no contact with the State Department of 
Health, but rather followed the directives of the State 
Department of Benefit Payments since the latter paid the 
county's bills. Most county administrators felt that 
state interdepartmental communication problems seem to he 
the cause of delays in issuing joint directives, which ul
timately gives the counties little or no lead time to carry 
them out. 

2. There is a lack of sufficient Federal and state funding 
for the provision of adult homemaker/chore servicc-S;,ihich 
resul ts in the transfer of funds from the child to the
adult category o~ social services and lessens the amount 
of servi:es l~ing delivered to children. The Federal 
funding of adult and child social se,vices in c~mingled 
under a single ceiling (Titles IV-A and VI, SSA). Since 
California spends the maxi~um amount of its alIa ted Fe1-
eral dollars for social services, there exists no present 
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way for either the state or counties to expand their 
Title IV-A services. To lessen the burden on county taxp.s, 
the state has provided considerable, but no~ sufficient, 
funding for the provision of adult homemaker/chore ser
vices that it requires county welfare departments to pro
vide. Because of the lack of state funding, counties 
have had tc shift both Federal Rnd county funds allocated 
for child social serdces to this adult ca tegor),. Counties 
therefore have had to either decrease the amount of ser
vic~s being delivered to children or had to provide addi
tional county tax revenue to maintain their levels of 
service delivery. 

County Interagency Issues 

Child Abuse and Neglect 

1. Child welfare staff feel that the focus of t~e California 
child abuse and neglect reporting law is mis~irected toward 
the incrir.lination of abusive aarents rather than tow'ard 
the ~rotection of abused chB r ..:n. .:ic;c don l1l61. 5 of thE: 
Cali ornia Penal Code requires that dny medical or reli
gious p~actitioner, educator, social worker or licensed 
child caretaker roport to the local policy any incidence 
of a child who is observed to ~ave been abused hy phtsical 
injury or in other ways (SB 1506/74). While police inter
vention may be necessary in some insta~ces, e.g., when 
abusive parents refuse to allow the welfare department 
to provide temporary out-of-home protection for their child
ren, many instances of child abuse and neglect could be 
handled without police intervention and without criminal 
ploceedings being brought against the parents. Many instances 
of child abuse are not reported because citizens, including 
some medical practitioners, who detect suspected cases of 
chile abuse do not Nant to become personally involved in 
criminal proceedings. 

The inclusion of child abuse in the Penal Code raises an 
important philosophical issue. As Drs. Vincent De Francis 
and Carroll L. Luncht explain in their hook Child Ahuse 
LegislatiDn in the 1970's: * 

* Publication of the American Humane Society, Children's 
Division, Denver, Colorado, 1974, p. 4. 
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a reasonable doubt. Because these acts usually take 
place in the privacy of the home, without outside wit
nesses, and becau~e parents, with Tare exception, are 
mutually protective in these cases, lack of evidence 
makes it impossible to identify which parent was the 
offender, or to sustain the legal burden of proof ... " 

"Other factors mitigate against viewing manrlatory 
reporting as a means for identifying and prosecuting 
offending parents. If seeking medical attention for 
the injured child may 'expose a parent to the possibility 
of criminal prosc;ution, fear of the consequences may 
prevent taking a child for medical help until the sit
uation becomes acute -- or perhaps, until too late to 
help the child ... " 

An illustrative case is in Oran~e County where, according 
to a grand jury investjgation, 10% of the homicides in 
1973 were previous victims of child abuse. 

"Of ~qual weight is the concern of doctors who may resist 
reporting cases if by so doing they become involved as 
witnesses in a criminal proceeding against the parents. 
Because doctors ide.ltify with the "helping" ethic, they 
would find repugnant, anything which places them in a 
punitive role. The net result could be a stalemate -
and a defeat of the law's objective to encourage report
ing and easy case funding." 

" .•. punishmen t of abusing parents through criminal pro
secution does not correct tte fundamental cause of their 
behavior." 

2. Services rotection of ahused and neglected children 
and for t1e re a.1 ltatlon o· t e1r parents are ~ragmente 
and in some instances non-existent. As required hy Federal 
and state law) each county welfare unit has a child pro
tective services unit "'hich has neither the authority nor 
the services to adequately protect abused and neglected 
children. To remove a child from his h~me without the 
consent of the parent requires the involvement of the 
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county probntion department, the county dependent r.hild· 
ren's intake unit or the local police department. If a 
child is removed for more than 48 hours, the juvenile 
court system and its officers must be involved. 

Families needing rehabilitation are often referred to a 
number of different agencies, each having limited services. 
There exists no comprehensive interagency system to denl 
with child abuse and neglect that defines each agency's 
role, function and relationship with others. Similarly, 
emergency short-term care services for abused and neglected 
children are often lacking or are split under the juris· 
dictions of two or more agencies. 

Foster Care 

The responsibility for out-of-home placement of children 
is fra mented and du licated hV a number of state count 
an prIvate agencIes. No compre enSlve system exists or 
the coordinated action of different agencies that serve 
foster child~en and their natural and foster parents, or 
for the consolidation of duplicative agency organizational 
units. A recent report by the State Auditor General * 
documents that 14 separate organizational units within the 
State Health and Welfare Agency have ?rogram authority 
over the deliveries of foster care services. The same 
problem is replicated at the county service level. 

Within each county several.administrative service units 
utilize foster homes: county probation departments, the 
California Youth Authority, local mental health clinic3, 
regional centers for the mentally retarded, pr~vate arcneies, 
and the county welfare departments. Because thpse ag~ncies 
function independently, one often finds a lack of planned 
foster care facility and service development, the overload
ing of an inadequate number of foster homes, the imp-rnper 
placement of children since alternatives are not available, 
and a lack of coordinated services to help reunite foster 
children and their natural parents. 

* Joint Legislative Audit Commit:ee: An Evaluation of 
Acc"lntability ~or Foster Care at the State Level, July, 1974. 
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2. Contrar 

County studies indicate that the reunification of the child 
with his family grows less likely to occur as the length 
of his foster care placement incruases. Likewise, as time 
passes, fewer alternatives (e.g., adop~ions) are open to 
those children. raster children have often been left in 
a state of limbo. When they are not reunited with their 
families or placed in a permanent outside home, foster 
children often feel that they balong in no one's horne. 
Emotional problems often result which force placement agen
cies to shift these chlldren from one foster horne to another. 

Placement agencies and the courts have no syste~atic approach 
to eliminate the problem of children left in indefinite fos
ter care. Early intervention i5 called for to give children 
every opportunity to be reunited with their families, placed 
in permanent guardianship or long-term foster care, or re
linquisned for adoption. 

3. Services to foster Earents and foster children often lack 
consist~nc' and continuit due to 1'0 ram fra mentation. 
Foster parents CLaim tlat placement agencIes 0 ten all to 
provide adequate services toward reuniting a foster child 
with his natural parents, obtaining medical clearances or 
providing adequate information concerning the child's special 
needs. For example, when a change of a child's placement 
occurs, valuable information that the former foster family 
has provided regarding the child's special needs is ofte~ 
not communicated to new foster parents. ¥."I~en more than one 
agency places childr~n in a single foster heme. foster parents 
must deal with two or more caseworkers each imposing require
ments unique to his agency. When a problem that arises can 
be resolved by the caseworker alone, the service need tends 
to be met fairly rapidly. If a prohlem requires the involve
ment of sevcTal county employees and administrative levels, 
its resolution often involves a lengthy delay causing a ~ard
ship on the foster parents and children alike. Foster parents 
also claim that placement agencies arc genuinely ineffective 
in providing services to reunite a foster child with his 
natural parents. 
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In the counties we surve~ed. all felt that the recruitment a:na retention of liceJ).se fosteThomes 10,1a5 a problem. In 
San Diego County, for example, attrition rate figures 
indicate that nearly 40% of their licensed homes are lost 
each year, 75-80% within three years, and a nearly complete 
turnover occurs every five years. 

The demand for new fostei homes is great. The geographic 
distribution of foster homes throughout a county varies 
greatly, causing an additional placement problem since 
alternatives needed for appropriate types of placement 
are feW'. 

The number of agencies utilizing foster homes and the 
types of placements they require compounds the foster 
parent recruitment and retention issue. Foster homes 
are licensed to service specific kinds of children (e.g., 
infants) often at the exclusion of other children (e.g., 
pre-teenagers needing long-term foster care). The type::; 
uf children a foster parent will take is the prerogative 
of the foster parent rather than the licensing agency; 
thus a shortage lexists for ce~ta:n types of foster homes, 
such as homes f01~ adolescent children who need long-term 
foster care, for juvenile "601" cases and for emotionally 
disturbed children. 

5. Although our survey did not explore inter-county relations, 
other sources indicate t~at there exists a problem in 

lac in chilaren ncross county lines. * Tfie county of ori
g~n pays tle on-golng oster care rates in the county of 
placement. Special service needs far a foster child or 
the lack of foster homes may require out-of-county place
ments, but valuable time and expense is wasted when c~unty 
employees travel to inspect and supervise these out-of
county placements. A humanitarian issue is thnt the foster 
child and his real parents are often physically separated 
by great distances, making the child'5 return ta ho~e even 
more problematic and uncertain . 

* Children's Research Institute of California, ~eview Synthesis 
and Recommendations of Seven Foster Care Studie~ in California. 
1974. 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 



'j 

, . 

22 

6. Foster parents raised the issue regarding the relationship 
between foster ca~e and ado tion services. The saw no 
justification lor maintalnlng a opt1on an oster care as 
~utual1y exclusive services. ~oster parents feel that 
they get little or no assistance from adoption units when 
they inquire if adoption procedures might be taken so that 
~hey might adopt a foster child who has been under their 
care for years and has little or no chance of returning to 
the home of his natural parents. 

The State Department of Health and some county welfare 
staff claim that foster pt,trents ha\re o,"erstated this issue. 
Foster parents are permitted in some il'.stances to adopt 
foster children. However, there exists a need to set 
clear guidelines for such adoptions and a need to explore 
adoption planning for a child who has heen in foster care 
for one year or more. 

Adoptions 

1. There exists a need to extend the time in which adoptive 
~~nts ma¥ receive a state subsidy for the care of adopted 
~dren wIth special needs. The adoption program in 
California is state funded. A subsidy to adoptive parents 
is available for the adoption of children with special needs 
(defined broadly to allow a subsidy for almost any hard-to
place child) •. The subsidy program is time-limiterl though. 
Subsidies are available for a term of three years from 
placement, which may be extende~ to a total of five years. 
Children that are subsidized are eligible for MediCal but 
benefits to an adopted child who has a serious long-term 
illness, for example, cease after the subsidy ends, thereby, 
placing the entire financial burden on the adoptive parents. 
Prospective parents for such children are reluctant to adopt 
them because the subsidy period is too short. 

2. 

Stanley vs, Illinois, #70-5014, Supreme Court, April 3, 1972. 
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Under the Court's decision, an unmarried father has the 
right to receive notice and be heard when a change of 
parental custody is being planned by the mother. Adop" 
tive agencies are required to searcb for unwed fathers 
and determine the necessity of their consent. Because 
interpretation of the Court's decision varies from county 
to county, a need exists for a single statewide interpreta" 
tion. In any c~se, the decision complicates adoption be
cause the parent 5~~~ch takes time. Often a child is placed 
in foster care ~ year or more, lessening his chance for 
adoption. 

County/Community Relati6ns 

The second major portion of Federe' social service aid, ranking 
after expenditures for adult homemaker/chore services, is for 
county welfare personnel salaries and expenses. Some county 
welfare departments purchase ancillary services from private 
community service organizations through contractual arrange
ments. The provision of services from the private sector, 
however, is controlled by county welfare personnel, thereby 
making these private services an extended arm of the county 
welfare department operations. Several issues arise in the 
delivery of county welfare services to needy persons in the 
community. 

1. Social services personnel are not readily accessible to 
needy clients. County welfare departments a'l."e sometimes 
located outside the areas \,.rhere most needy clients live. 
The physical distance between the location of county social 
service personnel and clients not only reduces the number 
of clients served, but also may exclude those who are in 
most need of assistance. Few clients can afford the cost 
of personal transportation; p~blic transportation tends to 
be infrequent and slow. The decentralization of services 
in cer:ain counties has not resolved the problem of acces
sibilit)' bec.au..;e of the rngmented distribution of rt..latcd 
services and ~he lack of coordination among service units. 

2. which a client is served are {ra mented. 
c lents an county serVlce personne ave expres~pd 

this problem. Aside from the physical separation of service 
units" there is a lack of service continuity. Clients feel 
that they become victims of intcr"tmit "buck passing;" they 
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enter the service system a~ nne point, find that the agency 
unit cannot service thAir part~cular need and are referred 
to another unit for service. Assuming that the client can 
afford the time and often the transportation expense of 
going to the new service unit, he often finds that the ser
vice he requires is not available from this new unit either. 

FTom the county personnel perspective, the apparent reason 
for many of these inter-unit referrals is that their own 
units are not allowed to service a particular Client's 
need, due to fina~cial restrictions imposed from ahove, e.g., 
psychiatric services for an emotionally distur~ed AFDe child 
should be paid out of Title XIX funds (Medical) rather than 
Title IV-A. The real reason, however, is often a lack of 
inter-unit communication, coordination and training. Service 
unit personnel know who they can and cannot serve in their 
own unit, but fail to know what other service units are 
permitted to do. In many instances, they make referrals to 
the inappropriate unit or fail to know what resources are 
available within or outside the department. 

3. Contact and coordination among services provided hy county 
\~elfare departments and t~rivate sector is practically 
non-existent. Some private sector organizations, e.g., the 
Social Planning Council of Santa Clara, have developed 

4. 

linkages between the public and private sector resources. 
United Way, through its funded agency network has provided 
some cohesion among non~profit service agencies and county 
services. Generally, however, county welfare and social 
service personnel do not know what services are available 
outside the public sector. Individual welfare employees 
participate on private agency boards and lucal community 
advisory committees, but this does not substitute for a com
prehensive linkage between public and private sector resources. 

T~~ community and clients are not o¥cnlv involved in the 
fannin and deliverY or count 'vel are' services. -
ommunJ, ty lnvol vement is ot 1 a pOll t leal and pnilQsophical 

issue. The philosophy of providing services to meet the 
expressed needs of the community runs into the political 
issue of keeping services costs at a manageable level. As 
much as a county welfare director may be s)~pathetic to the 
expressed needs of the co~~unity, he is forced to adhere 
to the financial restrictions of county budgets and the 
regulatory restrictions of state and Federal governments. 
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To avoid a conflict hetween the unfulfilled needs of the 
community and the directives of higher authorities, county 
welfare directors do not readily avail themselves of client 
advocate organizations nor make commitments to them. 

Where coop~rative linkages between client advocate organi
zations and county welfare do exist, however, such as with 
the Foster Parents Association, the communication and de
livery of services has become better focused to meet client 
needs. Community involvement on county welfare advisory 
committees, such as required hy Title IV-A, ten~s to be 
limited to issues outside of the management prerogatives 
of the welfare department. Client 'participation on such 
advisory boards is weak, since clients generally feel that 
public bureaucracy is an alien environment. The most out
spoken clients, who have become educated to bureaucratic 
terminology and procedures, tend not to be invited to par
ticipate on advisory boards. 

In certain instances, client advocate organizations have 
formed community-controlled service organizations divorced 
from the county service delivery structure. Such service 
organizations maintain centers on the streets where clients 
live and may provide a palatable and accessible alternative 
to county welfare, but their services tend to be limited. 
The effect of these street agencies on the management and 
delivery of county welfare services is yet to he determined, 
even where welfare has provide~ the funding. 

S. The understanding and accurate evaluation of client need is 
hampe~Ed by the fact that the,ethnic makeup and hack*round 
9£ county child welfare persorinel does not reflect t at of 
t"!1'e"clientele heing served. The lack of minority personnel 
within county welfare staffs is a contributing factor toward 
the minority clients' feeling of alienn1 .on toward the agency 
and the services it provides. Many day-~o-day questions and 
evaluations, and decisions child welfare staff make regarding 
the proper care and placement of children reflect the staff 
members' own culture-bound biases. Child rearing practices 
vary from one ethnic community to another. What is considered 
a "proper" form of rearing one's child in a white middle 
class home may differ from that in a black or hrown home. In 
general, the ethnic composition of child welfare staffs is 
unbalanced. More minority personnel are neede~ to grasp a 
better understanding of and empathy with the problems and 
living practices of minority clients. 
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III. CHILD CARE / PRESCHOOL EDUCATION 

Child care is a service provided to children from infancy through 
adolescence as a supplement. to parental care for any portion of 
a twenty- four hour day. Generally, the reas on parents utili ze 
child care services is to enable themselves to undertake educa
tion or employment. Child care services may be provided in a num
ber of settings: by an individual caretaker within the child's 
own home or in another family's home; in a house used specifical
ly for the care of children (group home); or in a facility designed 
for child care ("day care center"). They are often classified 
according to their location or sponsor; e.g., campus child care, 
migrant child care, or industry child care. Further, they may be 
classified according to the times at which they a~e pffered, e.g., 
after-school care and night-time or "24-hour" care if a facility 
is used by different children through the day and night. Child 
care services Bre intended to supplement a parent's care while 
they are at school or work. Occasionally they are offered as a 
respite service to parents or children undertaking therapy or 
medical treatment. Child care is not intended to be used as a 
substitute for parental care, as in the case of a child placed in 
a foster family home. 

Many privately operated and most publicly subsidized child care 
programs include an educational component for preschool children. 
Certain preschool facilities such as "nursery schools" emphasize 
education. Federal and state preschool education programs, however, 
are specifically designed to provide compensatory education to 
disadvantaged four-year-01d children. Such programs as Head Start 
or the state "1331" (AB 1331/65) program operate in schOOl-like 
facilities~ usually on a half-day basis. 

The following chapter describes the' various kinds of Federal and 
state subsidized child care and preschool education programs in 
Californi::l, how they a .. e! funded and administered, and what inter
governmental issues presently exist, principally from the point 
of view of local government officia15, service providers Lnd 
consumers. 
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Programs in California 

Child Care 

All Federal/state funded child care services in California are 
administered by the State Department of Education by authority 
of the state Child Development Act of 1972 (AB 99/72). The prin
cipal source of Federal support is derived from Title IV-A of the 
Social Security Act~ which will be superceded by Title XX in 
October, 1975 (see preceding chapter on Child Welfare for a 
description of these Titles). The 25% non-Federal match is pro
vided by state funds authorized by AB 99 and the Budget Act of 
1974-75 (SB 1525/74). In addition, the state provides funds for 
child care 'which are not match~d, e.g., special rent subsidies 
and campus child care. Other non-matched funds, such as parent 
fees, c~unty general revenue and local school district tax reve
nues are also used. Current state child care appropriations are 
authorized under the following statutes: 

SB 1525/74 - Budget Act for rY '75 
(Children's Centers, r.!igrant Child Care, Rent Subsidy) 

AB 99/72 - Child Development Act 
(Innovative Projects and Children's Center Expansion) 

SB 796/71 and AB 282/72 - Public Social Services 
(Support for County Child Care Programs) 

AB 1244/73 - Child Care 
(Support for Campus Child Care) 

AB 4134/74 - (Migrant Child Care) 

SB 1860/74 - (School-age Parenting and Infant Development) 

State child care programs that utili:e Title IV-A funding are re
quired to serve children who meet the Federal eligibility test -
current, former or potential AFDC recipients. Title IV-A funds 
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have been used in the following programs: 

Children's Centers 

Child care centers that are operated by local school districts, 
There exists a network of 387 Children's Centers, many of which 
were established during World War II. These centers were first 
subsidized by the Lanham Act of 1943, providing Federal child 
care support for women employed in war plants. 

AB 99 Projects 

The state Child Development Act of 1972 authoriz~d the develop~ 
ment of innovative child care services aimed at serving AFDC re
cipients. Such projects are operated by school districts, other 
public agencies, and private non-profit organizations. In addi
tion to innovative projects, AB 99 authorized funds for the expan
sion of the Children's Center program. 

Migrant Child Care Programs 

The State Department of Education contracts with certain county 
office~ of education to operate child care centers for migrant 
farm w.:>rkeA:'s. Most of the day care centers are located in labor 
camps operated by the State Employment Development Pepartment. 
In addition to Title IV-A funds, Federal aid under Title I of the 
Elementary and SeccndalY Education Act is used to supplement the 
educationa.1 component of the migr>liint child care program. Rcctntly 
a new Federal source for the state's migrant child care program 
has emerged through Title III (Section 303) of the Comprehe~sive 
Employment and Training Act of 1974. 

CamEus Child Care Programs 

In 1971, AB 734 was enacted which authorized the use of Title IV·A 
funds for child care centers near or on state univ~rsity/college 
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Gnd community college campuses. The statute did not provide for 
state funds since matching funds were provided by private dona
tions and parent fees. Early i~ 1973, the state became concerned 
that college students might be declared ineligible for Title IV-A 
child care by HEW and thereby enacted a provision in AB 1244/73 
to substitute Federal aid with state funds. 

County Child Care Programs (SB 796/AB 282) 

Prior to 1974-75, county welfare departments had the primary re
sponsibility to administer Title IV~A child care services to AFDC 
eligible children. Welfare departments made individual payments 
to child care service providers (family day care home and child 
care center 0gerators). Certain urban counties, spurred on by 
available privately donated and Model Cities matching funds, pur
chased group services from public and private agencies. SB 796/71 
and AB 282/72 were passed to provide state funds as an incentive 
for counties to expand those Title IV-A group child care services. 

AB 99/72 transferred responsibility for all Title IV-A child care 
services to the State Department of Education from the county wel
fare departmrnt. County group services are now funded through 
purchase-of-service contracts between local private agencies and 
SDE. Vendor payment services are provided through contracts be
tween SDE and the county welfare departments. Each county wel
fare department may, under an SDE contract, issue a voucher to a 
parent or pay a child care service provider directly, e.g., in
home caretakers or family day care home operators. 

County welfare departments utilize a similar child care vendor 
payment arrangement for ArDe mothers who pr.:rticipate in the Fed
eral ',ark Incentive (WIN) employment training program. Fede. a1 
train'fii'"g funds are allocated to the U.S. Department of Labor, '~'hich 
in turn funds the State Department of Employment Developm("nt. to 
provide WIN training. AFDC mothers in training are entitled to 
Title IV-A child care services. As an incentive for states to pro
vide WIN training to AFDC mothers, the rate of Federal financial 
participation was increased from 75% to 90% for WIN child care. 
In California the 10% non-Fetl~ral match is divided between the 
state (61.5% of the match) and each county (32.5%) . 
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Independently from these Federnl/state funded child care pro
grams, many county and city governlnents in California have sub
sidized their own child care services through Federal funding 
under "General Revenue Sharing" (P.L. 92-512), the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act and the Housing and Community Devel
opment Act. 

A pilot child care study is currently being undertaken by the 
State Department of Education. in Santa Cla"1.'a County to examine 
new ways to deliver and coordinate child care services at the 
1 cCll"l level. The pilot study was authorized under AB 1244/73 
and is entirely state funded. The final results of the study 
will be available after it concludes in June, 1976. 

Preschool Education 

Head Start 

The Regional Office of Child Development provides funds authorized 
by Title II of the Economic L'pportuni ty Act ttl local "grantees" -
Community Action Agencies, schools, or pr:vate non-profit organ
izations -- to administer the Hea~ Start program. The program is 
designed to provide low-income four-year-old children with com
prehensi ve child development services lv-i th strong emphasis on 
parent involvement. In addition to compensatory education, chil
dren are provided medical and dental care, nutritional services, 
and social serv~ces. Parents are involved in local program policy 
making as well as in volunteer teaching. Parents are encouraged 
to be employed as teacher aides and be considered for career ad
vancement through training. In some instances psychological and 
transportation services are also provided. 

The program emphasizes the integration of handicapped children 
with "normal!! children and requires that at least IO~ lif the chil
dren served must be handicapped. At the discretion of the local 
Head Start grantee, a proportionate number (up to 10%) of non
poverty children may also be included in the program. 
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The State Preschool Education Program 

Separate from the Federal Head Start program, the State Depart
ment of Education finances local school districts and private or
ganizati':>ns to operate a state compensatory preschool education 
program. The authorizing statutes for this state program are 
AB 1331/65 and AB 451/73. The program standards are similar to 
Head Start and in some cases the local agencies receive funds 
from both Education and HEW to operate a co-mingled program. The 
principal differences between the two programs is a mdtter of em
?hasis: the state program emphasizes compensatory education 
while Head Start emphasizes comprehensive services, e.g., medical 
and dental services, and parent involvement. Another major dif
ference is the basis of financing: the state preschool program 
operates on an average daily attendance cost allocation basis 
while Head Start operates on a yearly program grant. No Federal 
aid is involved in the state preschool program although in the 
past Title IV-A funds were used until HEW prohibited the use of 
Federal funds on the basis that the preschool program was pri
marily an educational service rather than a social service. 

Local School District Preschool Education Programs 

As part of the consolidated funding application process to the 
State Department of Education, some local school districts in 
poverty areas operate preschool programs utilizing ~SEA Title I 
funds and/or state funds authorized by 5B 90/i3 for special pro
grams to educationally disadvantaged youth (EDY). The Children's 
Centers operated by local school districts and county offices of 
Education also provide a preschool education program. In certain 
rural counties, a preschool education program operated under the 
authorization of AB 1062/72 is provided to migrant children. 

Closely allied to these three state preschool programs operated 
by local school districts is the Early Childhood Education (ECi) 
program authorized by SB 1302/72. The latter state statute pro
vides for an open educational program for children within the kin
dergarten to third grade age range. The ECE program is designed 
to operate a non~graded open-classroom environment with both in
dividual and group instruction. Pre-kindergarten children arc pro
hibited by statute from being included in the ECE program; none
theless, preschool funding and state program surervision is inte
grated \<,lith BeE. Approximately 40% of the local school dist:-icts 
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in California operate an ECE program; only a small portion of 
those include preschool education. 

~stem Operation 

Child Care 

The Federal government reimburses the State Health and Welfare 
Agency for eligible state and county Title IV-A expenditures, 
including child care, on a quarterly basis. Child care accounts 
for approximately 20~ of the Federal social scrVlces allotment 
to California. The child care funding process at the state level 
involves a number of departments and organizational units predi
cated on the basis of state 1 a, ... and three state interagency agree
ments (see Exhibit IV). 

State Interagency Agreements and Agency Functions 

While the State Health and Welfare Agency holds the legal single 
state agency designation for Federally funded social services, 
the ar.tual functions of the single state agency arc divided be
tween": -10 of the agency's departments: Health and Benefit Pay
ments. The State Department of Health is respon~ible for super
vising and monitoring all Title IV-A services, including child 
care. The State Department of Benefit Payments acts as the fis
cal agent, Le., it manages and pays the "bil1s." By virtue of 
the state Child Development Act (AB 99/72), the State Department 
of Education acts as the sale state administering authority for 
all Federal/state funded child earn services. To enable Federal 
funds to flow from the single stat~ agency to the State Depart
ment of Education, an annual master interagency agreement is drawn 
up between the State Departments o~ Health and Education with the 
concurrence of Benefit Payments. As in the case of all interJgency 
agreements, approval must be granted by the Departments of Finance 
and General Services as well. 

AB 99 authorizos state funds to be allocated to the State Health 
?nd Welfare Agency for matching Federal Title IV-A funds to ex
pand the Children's Centers program and to undertake innovative 
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child care projects. Since the State Department of Education is 
the sale state child care administrator under another provision 
of AB 99, the State Health and Welfare AgenLY is required to nego
tiate a second interagency agreement with Education Li order that 
the AD 99 funds are transferred to and utilized by the later De
partment for child care. 

Within the State Health and Welfare Agency, the Office of Educa
tional Liaison (OEL) is responsible for assisting in the develop
ment of the annual AD 99 interagency agreement and for monitoring 
the AB 99 funds administered by the State Department of Education. 
The OEL also has been required to report to the legislature on 
the progress of developing a comprehensive statewide child devel
opment program plan, which AB 99 requires the State Department of 
Education to make. 

A third interagency agreement exists between the State Department 
of Education and Employment Development (EDD) through which state 
matching funds allocated to EDD are transferred to Education for 
migr~nt child care services. In this agreement EDD is h~ld re
sponsible for maintaining in good order the child cure centers 
in the migrant flash peak labor camps. 

The State Department of Education presently administers all the 
Title IV-A child care funds, with the exception of WIN. State 
matc~ing funds for WIN child care arc allocated to the Employment 
Development Department. Counties provide 32.5% of the non-Federal 
match; the state provides the remainder. County welfare depart
ments receive reimbursements for their WIN child care vendor pay
ments from the State Department of Benefit Payments, which receives 
its state matching funds from EDD. 

Within the State Department of Education th0 overall program man
agement supervision for child care (and preschool education) pro
grams falls under the jurisdiction of tho Associate Superinten
dent of Public Instruction for Elementary Education. The actual 
administration of these programs, however, is handled by the Child 
Development Programs Support Unit (CDPSU) under the direction of 
the Assistant Superintendent of Public Instruction for Child Dc
velopment Programs . 
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The State Department of Education purchases child care services 
fr0m local providers on an annual contractual basis starting wi~h 
the beginning of each fiscal yenr. Education makes monthly cash 
advances to local programs and makes qunrt~rly adjustments accord
ing to the actual number of children served each day. 

The level of funding a local program receives is based on a maxi
mum per child/hours rate of $1.05, except for infants whose rate 
is $1.25. Costs above and beyond the state maximum reimburse-
ment rate must be met by the local provider. Any parent fees, how
ever, are counted ~s offsets to reduce the maximum rate. Local 
school districts, operating Children's Ce~ters and AB 99 projects, 
may levy a child development tax on approval of their school board 
and the county Board of Supervisors. 

Counties which funded child care services prior to SB 796 must 
maintain their FY '71 level of funding. These "maintenance of 
effort" funds can either be transferred to the State Department 
of Education or allocated by the county welfare departments to 
local programs under a plan approved by SDE. Since the transfer 
of county programs to SDE presented a hardship for some local pri
vate child care agencies, because their operational costs exceeded 
the maximum $1.05 per child hour rate, the state budget has pro
vided for a special rent subsidy to cover expenses above the maxi
mum rate. 

Campus child care centers generally do not utilize Federal funding. 
The State Department of Education provides 7St of the program's 
allowable operational cost, while each local college or university 
campus under contract supplies the remainder. State universi.les 
and colleges arc ....... ohibited by state 1m .. from using state higut::r 
education appropr~ations for campus child care services, but ~lther 
are required to obtain child care funds from student fees or pri
vate donations. Community college districts have the option to 
levy a child development tax for child care services just as any 
local school district may levy such a permissive tax override for 
operating their Children'S Centers . 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 



'. 

" 

'. 

36 

Federal and State Child Care Service Standards 

The 1968 Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDeR) apply 
to all Title IV-A child care services. Under Title XX effective 
October, 1975, certain changes and additions to these Federal re
quirements have been made, specially in regard to permitted staff: 
child ratios. The FrDeR also stipulate that child care facilities 
using Title IV-A funds meet the requirements of the state's licen
sing code. In California these requirements a.e contained in 
Titles XIX and XXII of the California Administrative Code. 

The State Department of Health is responsible for the promulgation 
of licensing standards. New standards have been drafted but not 
yet established by SDII as a result of AB 2262/73 -- the Community 
Care Facilities Act. The responsibility of issuing licenses rests 
also with SOH. As a general rule, SLt{ licenses all group child 
care facilities, and delegates the licensing of family day care 
homes to the county welfare departments. 

Child care facilities funded by the State Department of Education 
may choose to be certified by SDn in lieu of obtaining a license 
from SDH. All other facilities -- including private nurst'ry 
schools _. must be licensing either through the State Department 
of Health or their county welfare department. 

State Hcens ing standards requiTe tha teach facility obtain a num
ber of clearances from agencies other than SDH. The facility must 
obtain clearances for fire, zoning. health and sanitition) building 
codes, including meeting earthquake standards in certain areas. 
Child care operators must have a TB test and have their finger· 
prints cleared by the State Bureau of Criminal Identification. 

The State Department of Education is rcsp')nsihle for insuripg that 
the child care services it contracts for meet these Federal and 
state standards. Additional regulatory provisions for certain 
SDE contractors are include~ in Title V of the Californip Admin
istrative Code. the California Education Code, and rulings by the 
California Commission on Teacher Preparation and Licensing. In 
September, 1973, the Department implemented n three··phase compre
hensive compliance system for all its contracts: Phase I calls 
for a review of the child care facility to sec that it adheres to 
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all physical standards and certain health, safety and staffing 
regulltions; Phase II involves an assessment of the provider 
agency's management and reporting capabilities; and Phase III, 
which has only been pilot tested at this date, involves provider 
program self-evaluation with the assistance and approval of the 
State Department of Education. 

Preschool Education 

Head Start 

Under the prOV1Slons of Title II of the Economic Opportunity Act 
(P.L. 91-177), direct Federal grants are made by the liEW Regional 
Office of Child Development to local service organizations to ad
minister a compensatory preschool education program for low-income 
children.* Local grantees are required to supply a 20% matching 
contribution Nith funds or in-kind services. Eligibility require
ments and program standards are set by IIEW Office of Child Develop
ment. Typically,. the local gre.ntees are community action agencies 
established under the Federal "War on Povertyll program, local 
school districts or county offices of education, or, in some in
stances, privately incorporated non-profit service organizations. 
A local grantee receives funding and supervision directly from the 
regional Office of Child Development and may be authorized to dele
gate its Head Start program funds to one or more service provider 
organizations ("d~legate agencies"). The local grantee is required 
to integrate hondicappad children into its Head Start programs and 
may serve a small number of non-low income children. 

Grants to local Head Start agencies are allocated on a three-year 
funding cycle. In formulating its three-year plan, a local Head 
Start agency can select from a number of program options, includ
ing a familY home-based preschool education program, that will meet 
the H~ad Start performance standards. One program option is to de
sign a unique local program, but such a plan must be approved by 
the national Office of Child Development rather than the regional 
office. Funding of the three-year cycle begins according to each 
lilOi vidual program year and is revised annually as the need arises. 
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State Preschool Education Programs 

AD 1331 preschool education programs operated by public or private 
non-profit agencies other than local school districts arc super
vised by the Child Development Programs Support Unit within SDE. 
Private agencies are required to submit to this SDE unit program 
applications which arc processed in a way similar to child care 
applications. 

Preschool education programs operated by local school districts 
are supervised by SDE Regional Service Teams rather than by the 
CDPSU. To operate their preschool educdtion programs local school 
dis tricts submit an annual "conso lida ted app lica tion" for Federal 
ESEA ritle I, state EDY, and/or state AB 1331 funds. The consoli
dated ~pplication process means that no single categorical unit can 
be funded unless it works on a joint funding proposal with all other 
categorical units involved. ~loreover, the joint planning proeess 
includes heavy parent involvement and approval for each school in
volved within the local district. A comprehensive school program 
plan must be submitted with the consolidated application for funds. 
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Issues 

Federal/State Issues 

1. Split administration activities for Title IV-A child care 
services between the State Department of Lducation and the 
State Hea-all and Welfare Agency creates duplication of acr
ministrative costs, conflicts in lrocedures and hiloso h , 
fragmentation of program authority an In ecfSlveness on the 
annual allocation of program funds. Title IV-A social ser-'
vices are r~quired by Federal law to be administered by a 
single state agency. In California, the State Health and 
Welfare agency has been designated as the single state agenc), 
but has delegated the IV-A pragram responsibility to the 
State Department of Health an '"'"fIi.e IV-A fiscal m?~nagement 
to the State Department of Benefit Payments. 

AB 99/72 required, however~ that the State Department of 
Education, rather than the "single state agency" administer 
Title IV-A child care services. In fact, the law required 
the Superintende:lt of Public Instruction to ask the Secretary 
of HEW for a waiver of the single state agency requirements 
so that SDE could administer IV-A funds for child care directly 
and independently from the State Health and Welfare Agency. 
The waiver was denied on the grounds that it would cause 
further fragmentation of Title IV-A service delivery. The 
Secretary stated that child care was not a separate pro¥ram 
but rather an integral service component to a package 0 IV-A 
social services that must be delivered to each AFDC-linked 
client in accordance with an individual service plan. 

Perhaps more than any other state in the nation, California 
has developed and maintained large child care service ~
grams. While in other states child care represents a rather 
minor social service, California child care programs utilize 
approximately 20% of th~ State's Federal social services 
allocation in FY 1975. The demand for a higher percentage 
of this funding increases each year, which is problematic 
since California has reached the maximum amount of Federal 
social services funds it can obtain u~der the Federal ceil
ing. Title XX, which will redirect IV-A funding as of October 
1975, offers little relief to the present rV-A requirements. 
Child care is no longer a mandated Federal service but state 
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law requires its continuance under Federal social sorv_co 
funding. The single state administrative procedure is still 
requIred. Thus Federal funding for child care will continue 
to be regulated and monitored hy the State Health and Welfare 
Agency, while state law requires the State Department of Edu
cation to administer the funds. 

Both Federal and state officials agree that duplicathro ad
ministrative costs arc wasteful and deflect valuable resources 
that could he used for services, hut unless there is a change 
in Federal or state law, they will continue. 

2. Children who arc served in Title IV-A funded facilities tend 
to he economically segregated from other children in need of 
care but lneli[i61e due to restrictions on the use of Title 
IV-A funds. Title IV-A funded facilities tend not to serve 
children whose families are ineligihle for Title rV-A ser
vices due to the hurden of ffiointaining separate accounting 
records and added operational costs. The children served 
in these facilities, then, are economically segregated from 
other children in the community. The children of many minority 
and low-income families, such as larger Mexican-American intact 
families who do not qualify for Title IV-A services and the 
children of non-welfare working single women, are discriminated 
from using Title IV-A funded child care facilities. Discrim
ination also occurs in many private child care facilities 
who refuse to service Title IV-A children on the grounds that 
the private operators cnnnot afford to encumber the added 
costs required to meet the Federal Interagency Day Care Re
quirements. 

EVen though the new Title xx appears to have lessened some 
of these funding and operational requirements, the issue 
still remains due to the Federal ceiling on sccial service 
funds and the state policy to maximize the use of the Fed
eral dollar. 

3. There exists a need to develop uniform reporting procedures 
for re-senool education services jointly funded by th~ Fed
eral Ika Start program an, t e stnte presc 1001 program. Local 
pl'eschoof"n<:Iiilfnistrators \ ... ho combine Head Start and state 
preschool (AB 1331/65) funds arc requested to submit differ
ent program reports to the State Department of Education and 
the Office of Child Development. These reports contain ncorly 
identical information hut require different formats of pre
sentation. 
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Communications between the Office of Child Development and 
the SDE Child Development Programs Support Unit were said 
to be very infrequent. No effective working relationship 
between these agencies appears to have been established. 
even though community agencies often run both the Federal 
and state preschool education programs in the same facility. 
Both agencies, working independently. develop their own 
application and reporting formats, which cause duplicative 
administrative work at the local grantee level. 

State Interagency Issues 

1. There is a need to consolidate into a single administratbe 
uni t the child care fu'nding allocations and fiscal manage~ 
ment res onsibilities assi ned to various state administra
t1ve unlts. Un er the C il Development Act o· 1972 AB 99). 
't1ieState Department of Education was given the authority to 
administer all Federal/state funded child care services, but 
at the same time, child care funds wer~ allocated to the Em~ 
ployment Development Department and the Health and Welfare 
Agency. These agencies are required to transfer their funds 
to Education through separate interagency contracts. In 
additiop. Title IV-A single state agency functions are divid
ed among various units in the Health and Welfare Agency. To 
deal with all these units has caused duplication and an in
ordinate amount of extra administrative work which has impospd 
additional administrative costs. 

2. There is a feeling by cemmunity child care and private nurs
ery school operators that the proposal licensing 'ees required 
b AD 2262/73 will be an excessive and Lurdensome cost to 

3 . 

t elr operat10ns. T1C group c 11 care provl ers anc pr1vate 
nursery schools feel that if' the required licensing fees nre 
implemented, they may be so burdensome RS to force them either 
to raise the fees they charge their clients or to force them 
out of business. Family day care hOMes were exempted from 
having to pay licensing fees by the passage of SB Ib6U/74. 
Child care facilities funded by SDE received an administrative 
waiver of the fees. All other child care operations, however, 
have not yet received such legislative or administrative relief. 

. subsidized 
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have been made both by child care provider agencies and the 
county welfare department, each possessing their own standards 
for eligibility. UWJ.0 r Ti tIc IV-A the responsibility for 
determining eligibilit v rested solely with the single state 
agency, e.g., State Department of Health, and with its dele
gated local agent, the county welfare department. Proposed 
Title XX regulations appear to allow a provider agency to 
determine eligibility if the state so chooses. This issue, 
then, may cease to exist by October 1975 hhen Title XX goes 
into effect. 

Multiple reimbursement procedures and funding channelS exist 
for the same t es of child care services funded by Title IV-A. 
County welfare .epartments may eitler pure ase C 11 care 
services directly from licensed family day care providers 
or make a voucher payment to the AFDC recipient for the 
purchase of in-home child care. Welfare departments may be 
reimbursed either through the single state agency (Health 
and Welfare) or through the State Department of Education. 
As an example, in the case of San Diego, the county welfare 
department operates its own neighhorhood group child care 
home, whose operators are funded through a contractual aTrange
ment with the State Department of Education. Child care for 
WIN recipients, however, is funded through the State Employ
ment Development Department. Duplicate state reimbursemen~ 
procedur~s thus result in duplicate administrative proce-
dures at the county level. 

State/County/Community Issues 

1. The centralization of child carq authority and administra
tion in Sacra~ento leaves county government without a de
fined role in d;e planning, coordination and-administration 
of child care services. AB 99 removed the author.i~ty of 
counties to administer Federal/state child care resources. 
Nevertheless, county government is still inVOlved in the 
child care service area. Counties are required by All 282/72 
to supply county funding to the State Department of Educa
tion for child tare services equal to their county FY 1971 
expenditures on child care. These c.:>unty "maintenance of 
effort" funds arc transferred to the State Department of 
Education or arc given to local child care programs under 
a SDE-approved plan. Counties are also involved in child 
care services in that county welfare departments issue 
licenses for and inspect family day care homes. County 
welfare departments hold vendor payment contracts with SDE 
and certify that clients utilizing SDE-funded facilities arc 
eligible for Title IV-A services. In effect, county 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 



" 

. . 

44 

governments are subsidizing some portion of the state's 
administration of child care services yet lack the authority 
to determine how their county t~sources are to be allocated 
or expended on such state pragrams. 

Though the major decisions regarding the allocation of child 
care resources are now being made in Sacramento, demand for 
child care services is being felt at the county level. 
County Boards of Supervisors are presented with requests 
for expanded child care services and in certain counties 
have allocated their general revenue sharing funds for child 
care. The issue of which administrative unit within county 
government is appropriate to administer or coordinate child 
care services remains unresolved among several choices: the 
county school systems, since SDE has the administrat~ie 
authority for child care; the county welfare department; 
or an entirely separate unit reporting directly to the CAO 
or Board of Supervisors. 

Both public and private child care consumers and providers 
have ~xpressed the need to coordinate their services and to 
allocate scarce resources in accordance with expressed needs. 
Some efforts in this regard hav~ been attempted through such 
mechanisms as community coordinated child care C4-C), but as 
far as we could determine, such mechanis~s were not an integral 
part of either state or ~ounty government and thus, lack 
authority to determine the allocation of Government r~~~urces 
for child care. 

In addition, in accordance with the mandate of AB 1244/73, 
the Department of Education, through the Child Care Pilot 
Study, is currently exploring means of coordinating the net
work of children's and family services at the local level. 
The goal of that study is to develop a process for coordin
ating services and resources which can then be implemented 
in counties throughout the state. 

2. There exists a need for a statewide .rocess which will 
din ate the present SImultaneous planning an unding 0 
care services b' state, count', and city (overnlTlents. 
t e tate Department 0 E ucatlon anc tle tate Department 
of Benefit Payments finance the greatest portion of local 
child care services, county and city governments are also 
providing financial assistance through local tax and revenue 
sharing dollars. County Boards of Supervisors continue to 
be pressured to utilize cheir revenue sharing dollars for 
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child care ~ervices. Identical pres3ures arc exerted on 
city governments to utilize these revenue shar~ng grants, 
including efforts to usc the new CETA and Community Develop
ment grant monies. More communicatIon exists between city 
and county government -- San Diego, for example -- than 
between local and state governments. As long as funding 
far similar services is to flow tram three levels of govern
ment to the same communities, those levels of government 
should take positive actions to ensure that they arc n0t 
creating redundant or competitive services. Simple communi
cation and coordination processes could be established for 
this. Such a~tions need not require major shifts in the 
pattern of funding so long as the sources as a group con~id
cred local ne~ds and the most effect.rve-fficans of serving 
th'em. 

A comprehensive statewide plan for the delivery of child 
~are services as required bv AS 99/72. needs to be formu
lated. AB 99 requir~J the State Depart~cnt of Education to 
develop a comprehensive statc\dde child development services 
plan with the assistance uf the [overnor's Advisory Committee 
on Child Development Programs and the Office of Educational 
Liaison. In March of 1974, SDE's Child Development Programs 
Support Unit issued a draft state implementation plan for 
AB 99 mandated services. The latter plan, however, could 
be more accurately descrihed as an administrative manual 
to child carc providers rather than a comprehensive plan 
describing the criteria for future funding allocations based 
upon an assessment of the local child care needs and resources 
throughout the state. County agency officials and organiza
tions have expressed need even greater than for a comprehen
sive plan; for the dcvdopment of a comprehensive E.!anninf 
process that includes the i~volvemcnt and participation 0 
county and city government and their resources, as well as 
the involvement and participation of private agencies and 
consumer organizations. 

State and local re~ulator a exercise ~c ar:tc 
regulations ~hich ~ftcn arc 1n can" C lssunnce o· 
a state-day care operator's license requires that the operator 
and his facility meet local firc, health, building and zoning 
codes. The state fire code used for day care centers Was 
designed primarily for schools; building codes for family 
day care faciliti~s are often more stringent than for an 
ordinary ra~ily residence; zoning codes often do not permit 
family day care facilities to operate in certain resident!: ~ 
zones where child care services are sorely needed. 
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To proceed toward obtaining a license, an applicant must 
approach five or more separate agencies concurrently: 
county welfare department or State Department of Health 
licensing unit (application form submission, facility 
iP" pect ion and program des 19n); county health department 
(T.B. tests and sanitation inspection); city planning 
department (zoning); city building and fire departments 
(building and fire inspections) and the local police de
partment (fingerprint clearance by the State Bureau of 
Criminal Identification). The accumulation of delays by 
one or more of these agencies may amount to several months 
until a license is finally obtained. 

As long as child care licensing requires the clearances of 
various state and local agencies, there exists a need to 
develop a uniform coordinated information and referral sys
tem to assist prospective applicants through Lhis bureau
cratic maze. While the functions and procedures of each 
state, county and city administrative unit might be clearly 
understood by the agency personnel involved, it is not 
clearly understood by the community at large. 

5. State compensation for the county welfore department cost 
to license fanllly day care homes is inad(> uate, causin 
some count les - - 'resno, or examJ2 e - - to rop t Ie leens i ng 
or famiIy day care homes altugether. WhE're counties have 
ceased to license family day care homes there exists no 
adequate licensing service. The State Department of Health 
has not supplied the necessary licensing services to maintain 
the current number of homes. Since the annual attrition rate 
of licensed family day care homes is high (40\ in Santa Clara 
County), the number of licensed homes is decreasing, causing 
legitimate short~ges and/or an increase in illegal, unlicensed 
day care operations. Given that the major portion of home
based day care is unlicensed and will remajn 50 due to the 
lack of resources, perhaps an alternative to licensing should 
be explored . 

6. Economic inflation and decre~sed revenues cause c~ts in 
chUd care services. The State orciil ifornin is spenCITng 
nearly up to Lts limit of Title IV-A funds under the ~ational 
ceiling. Inflation, therefore, may well require a cutback 
in actual Title IV-A social services and child care i~ likely 
to be affected. The substitution of state funds in Drder to 
maintain or expan2 the current level of child care servicts 
seems unlikely. County and city governments arc cxperi~nc
ing similar budget and inflation problems. Some of the 
Federal revenue sharing monic~, incluuing CETA and the 
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Community Development block grants I"tlr jlTovide spot funding, 
but the latter allocations will be small and temporary. 

7. At tho local service dolivcrr level, puhlic and 
1'linlfll1 and ser{dcc resources nrC'lr:JI:mcnted, ctlusin a 

nc' ()t service continuity, ThCltcul Cll eve opmcnt 
S"Cr'V1'ces program would combine child care core services 
with ancillary support services (e.g., health and dental 
care, social services, staff training, etc.). Few com
munities provide such an ideal service model. Services 
tend to be isolatod and limited and few intorservice link
ages exist. To our knowledge, no California county takes 
a coordinated approach toward public,'private service de
livery, though the Federal government, thrOll!~h it:: Conlmun
ity Coordinated Child Care (4-C) program, has tried to 
promote the development of county-wide coordinative mech
anisms. 

Federal funds arc available for county coordinative mech
anisms through Title IV-A hut the State Department of Edu
cation feels that the funding of such an indirect service 
would divert funds needed for direct child care services. 
The Berkeley Child Care Oevelopment Council, the Alameda 
County 4-C organization and Santa Clara County 4-C Council 
arc the only local coordinativc l\'\C'chanisms prescn~ly being 
funded by SDE. 

State Provider Issues 

1. Lack of Federal or state funds for rogrom start-up costs 
an aCllltleS construction lmpClt~S t Icl'urth~r expansion 
and developmC'nt of subsiJi:C'd child cnre :ll'rV1CCS. 1'~ IV 
funds cannot be used for the construction ar najor renova
tion of facilities for child care. Like~i~c, pro~ram start
up costs -- preparing a nc,,' facilit), for oJleration -- can.lOt 
be Federally reimhursed os only actual services delivered 
to children arc allowable for reimbursement. 

2. 
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Education to develop a parent fee schedule based on a 
"proportionate" or percentage amount of program cost. The 
State Department of Education attempted to implement such 
a parent fee schedule in July, 1974, but it was blocked by 
court action. Tile state law still stands, however, since 
the court decision was not based on the fce issue, though 
this portion of the law (regardjn~~ the fcc ~chedule) has 
yet to be implemented through StBte Department of Health 
regulations. 

SDE has responded to the issue as exprpC!cJ above by saying 
that the proposed fcc schedule based on a proportionate 
sharing of costs up to the maximum hourly reimbursement level 
of $1.05 would provide families with a more equitable and 
just assessment. A progressive fee schedule of fixed service 
charges, when applied statewide among programs where actual 
costs vary widely, could result in a family paying a greater 
portion of the cost than its income or level of service would 
\~arrant • 

A GAO report k on Federally-assisted child care services in 
California revealed that this child home reimbursement 
procedure resulted in higher rates of attendance in California 

tic "Some Problems in Contracting for Fc.:1erally Assisted Child-Care 
Services," B-164031(3), June, 1973. Comptroller General oi 
the United States. 
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than in Pennsylvania where reimbursement was bused on the 
number of children enrolled in a day care facility. Despite 
these Federal accolades, some service providers consider 
this state requirement to be a hardship. 

This feeling was not universal among all service providers, 
however; many agreed that the reimbursement procedure was 
an administrative nuisance which was tolerable now that the 
State Department of Education had instituted another procedu~e 
giving the service provider a monthly advance of funds for 
$ervite operations. Prior to this advance procedure, service 
operators often had to borrow funds to pay salaries and ex
penses Until they were reimbursed. Since interest on loans 
is not reimbursable under Federal fuhding, service providers 
had to use their own resources to pay b~nk loan interest. 
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IV. CHILD I1I1ALTII 

The Child Ilealth programs included in our review were Maternal 
and Child Health (NCII), Crippled Children Services eCCS), Devel
opmentally Disabled programs (Regional Centers, State Communi t>, 
Services Sections, Federal niscretionary Grants, State Discre
tionary Grants), ~Iental Health (Short-noyle, Federal Part F 
grants), and Child Health Screening (~ted iscreen, AR 2068). How
ever, only limited information could h~ obtained on the California 
Maternal ard Child Health program due to the unwillingnrss of 
the MCH Bureau (Family Ilea 1 th Services Section) in the California 
Department of Heal th to provide information regard ing ~lCH opera
tions in California. 

These programs account for the major part, but not all, of the 
arrny of health services available from n multitude of private, 
city, county, state B~d Federal programs. Among the programs 
not included in this analysis were school health services; food 
and nutrition services; drug and alcoholism treatment; migrant, 
neighborhood, and family health centers; and family planning. 
Because of the limited time and resources available under the 
study, only programs targeted specifically for children and 
generally representative of Federal- state-county-providerrel?
tionships were examined. Difficulties were encountered in ohtaln
ing information for even some of these programs, and thus the 
analysis was limited in certain cases. 

In general, child health programs in Califolnia are largely 
state funded, county-administered programs with partial Federal 
support through formula grants. }Iistorically, California has 
utilized its Federal funds as seed money for more comprehensive 
state programs. Counties usually contribute a small match 
(10 - 25%) to the state funds, as well as provide the local 
administration for each program. In SOI11(, small rural countic."!' -
"dependent" counties -- thl' State nepartment of Health is the." 
administering agency. At the local level in "indepeTloent". 
counties, the count)' departments of heal th or mental heal tIl are 
the usual responsible agencies, though occasionally programs are 
run by the welfare department. In some child health programs, 
Federal discretionary funds ara used to directly fund special 
projects at the local level though in most cases these grants 
are coordinated with the ~~propriate state agency . 
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lli!..d Health Screening Programs 

Under Title XIX of the Social Security Act, each state must provide 
and encourage a health screening service for children as part of 
its Medicaid program. (Medicaid is a state-operated program of 
medical services to persons on welfare or who are medically indi
gent; there is a 50\ state (or local) match required under the 
program.) This service is called Rarly and Periodic Screening, 
Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSnT). 

However, no special funds \~ere targeted b)' Congress for RPSDT) 
and although the screening service is eligible for Medicaid reim
bursement, few states implemented an active, agrDssive program 
to promote utilization. This was essentially true in California, 
wi h the exception of a few counties. Mediscreen, as the program 
i5 .lled in California, is no different ~rom any other eligible 
Medl~~l (the California Medicaid program) service; certain 
mandatory screening procedures arc available for specific reim
bursement rates. 

Recently enacted under An 2068, the California Child Health 
Disability Prevention Program (CHDP) is a state-mandated 100% 
state-funded, county-operated program to provide, or insure the 
provision of health screening services for all children under tl. 
In California, the CHOP will incorporate the Mediscreen program 
upon its implenlentation on July 1, 1975. Under CllDP, the State 
(or MediCal) will fund 1001 of the od~ini5trative and screening 
costs for county-operated or supe~vised screening s~tvices for 
all children between birth and enrollment in first grade, and 
all MediCal-eligible children to age 21. Program regulations have 
established the current target populotion as all Medi-Cal~eligible 
children under 21 plus those children undcr 200% of the Arne 
minimum income enrolling in the first grade. The law requires 
that all children must pr~$ent evidence to the school that a 
healtnscreening has heen performed within the year prior to en
rollment in the first grade. 

The State Department of He,llth est~blishcs m1nlmum provider qual
ifications, reimbursement rates and other regulations pertaining 
to the CHnp program. The county is responsible for submission of 
a county plan to the State prior to operation of thj~ CHDP in the 
county • 
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Crippled Children Services (CCS) 

The CCS program is Federally-supported by state formula grants 
authorized by Title V of the Social Security Act. Federal law 
emphasizes early casefindjng and diagnosis, requires pruvision 
of free diagnostic services for handicapped children under 21 
and sets ndnimum standards for providers. California has oper
ated its own CCS program since 1927, and currently matches Fed
eral funds on a 10:1 ratio, going well beyond the Fe~eral match 
requirement of 50 percent. 

Counties are require& to match state funds on a 1:3 ratio. In 
21 "independent" counties, the program is locally administered: 
under Depart:nent of Health guidel ines. In 35 "dependent counties" 
the program is administered by the State Crippled Children Ser
vices Section through three district offices. 

California law establishes certain eligible medical conditions 
to be covered by CCS, standards for provider participation and 
client eligibility guidelines. The State Department of Health 
applies and interprets the law through a procedures manual for 
county administration. In general, the list of eligible condi
~ions has been construed liberally, but provider standards are 
strictly enforced. Financial eligibility standards are more 
liberal than MediCal. 

Medical ~ervices are provided by physicians, hospitals and other 
health facilities on a fee-for-service basis; provider reimburse
ment fee schedules are determined by the State Department of 
Health. Supportive services such as follow-up nursing and coun
seling are provided and coordinated through county health or 
welfare departments. 

Pevelopmentally Disabled 

Federal support for the developmentally disabled is authorized 
by P.L. 91-517, the Developmental Disahility Services and Con
struction Act. Basic support is provided through a formula grant 
to states; a "state plan" must be submitted for the use of the 
funds prior ·to the allocation. Emphasis in the Act is placed 
upon cremtive programs stressing comprehensive and integrateJ 
services to the handicapped. The Act also authorizes special 
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EXHIBIT VIII 
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project grants of national significance. These projects are 
funded through the central office of RSAjm:\': ,dth both Regional 
Office and state review and conunent. 

In addition to funds available through P.L. 91-517, California 
also utilizes part of its Title IV~A allocation for support of 
developmentally disabled services. The Title IV-A and Federal 
formula grant funds are cumbined with state funds to support 
the three California developmentally disabled programs -- Regional 
Centers, State Hospitals, and the State Community Services Sec
tion (CCS). 

The Regional Centers are nonprofit agencies with contracts with 
the State Department of Health to provide certain intake, re
ferrr.l and case management functions within a specific g~ographic 
aT~a for developmentally disabled persons. The Regional Centers 
are entirely state-funded, with the exception of monies contri
buted through a family repayment program. The state hospitals 
for the mentally retarded are entirely state operated Rnd funded, 
and provide inpatient services. The stete ecs section provides 
placement and after-care services for the developmentally dis
abled (and mentally ill) through 47 field offices. In some 
counties, the Regional Center has assumed these responsibilities. 
In all other counties, the CCS field offices are a part of the 
State Department of Health. 

In addition to these programs, the state has implemented areawide 
develop~entally disabled planning through the establishment of 
area boards. The area boards are appointed by the Governor and 
county Boards of Supervisors, and submit annual plans to the State 
Department of Health. The area boards have no operational respon
sibility, but do review and rank all applicatiolls for state dis~ 
cretionary funds for special developmentally disabled projects. 

Maternal and Child Health 

State maternal and child health programs arc supported hy Fed
eral formula grants authorized by Title V of the Social Security 
Act. Upon submission to IIEW and approval of a state plan, state 
health agencies are eligible to receive funds for maternal and 
child services. The state is required to match the Federal for~ 
mula grant dollar for dollar. Title V also had authorized special 
project grapts for maternity and infant care~ildren and youth, 
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and dental health. However. discretionary funds for these 
three programs were phased into the formula gram: as of July 1, 
1974. 

In California, the Family Health Services Section of the State 
Department of Health allocates limited funds to counties and 
special projects for maternal and child health services. At 
the county level, the departments of health or public health 
provide most of these services directly. Additional informa
tion on the California program of maternal and child health ser
vices was unavailable from the PHS Regional Office or the 
California Department of Health. 

Mental Health Services for Children 

Federal support targeted for local mental health services is 
contained only in the form of discretionary g~ants under the 
Communi ty ~Iental Health Centers Act. which funds local puhlic 
and non-profit agellcies providing mental health services. 
Other services for mental health lay be indirectly supported by 
such Federal programs authorized ly Titles IV, V, and XIX of 
the Social Security Act, general revenue sharing, drug and alcohol 
services, and support of services to the developmeio .'411y disabled. 

Part F of t!le Community Mental Health Centers Act authorizes 
direct project grants to existing community mental health centers, 
or to public or non-profit agencies affiliated with such centers, 
to provide mental health services for children. Local matching 
requirements varv from 10 to 30 percent at the outset, and in
crease to as much as 90 percent over the life of the grant. Appll
cations for funds are often coordinated \\'1 th county mental hE":1l th 
a:;encies, and :r;ust be reviewed by the ADA~:HA Regional Office. 
Th~re are no client eligibility res~rictions. 

California community mental health services are supported by the 
Short-Doyle program, which is a state-mandated, county-operated 
program with a 90% state/IO% county funding ratio. At the county 
level, Short-Doyle funds are often used. in conjunction with 
community mental health center grants, Part F grants, and state 
Medicaid funds. The California Department of Ileal th establisl1cs 
eligibility standards and fee schedules; county agencies must 
submit an annual program plan. Services may he provided directly 
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by the county health or mentol health nRencies, or through 
other providers participating on a contract basis. Services 
to children arc encouraged, but not rc~uired under the Short
Doyle program; however, most county programs do offer some special 
servicrs for children. 

From the interviews and research conducted during the project, 
a few major areas of concern could bo generalized from specific 
progr~m problems. Bc~ausc of the limitation of program coverage 
mentioned above, the statement of concerns and problems below 
should not be considered us an cxhaustive statement of the i~sues 
in child health, bIll rather us indicativl! of the t}'pes of prob
lems facing child health programs at this time. 

GE'neral Issues 

1. There is univLrsal concern among deliverers that health 
scrvices

j 
in fact :111 sodal SCl vices, to cfi1lurcll arc not 

aclivcrc in a coordinated, or integrated fasfiion.- Work
Ti1"g relatlons}llps of varying degrees of eftectivcness do 
exist among programs, an~ an awareness of other programs i5 
evidenced by referral relationship~ between agencies. How
ever, there is general agreement that ~ome childr~n do not 
receive service, and INln)' receive limited, and le55 effec:
tive ~crvice becauf;c of the numerous different agencies 
invol~ed. Three-of the major causes of this problem arc: 

a. Aboen.Je of oZea1' l·':HP("'}wib~Z.i:y ,:0'1' d,~1i'.J{,J'!I of hral,t .... 
servi3CB to ahiZdrr~. rarticuZarly :~08C ch1 1drcn po
tentially eZigtbl~ :~r ~ore th~~ O~~ program. As a 
result, agencies often disagret' O\,l~r who shall trcilt 

\ the child. In the [)c\,clopmentul1y Disnbilitics/~!Cllttll 
Health areas a child might be eligible for CCS f Short
Doyle, St~te Community Services or Rcgicnnl Center pay
ment as well as being covered by MediCal or probation. 
In many cOJnties, ngencles view t'aeh other as having 
primary responsibility r1r treatment, and many cross 
refcr~cls arc made before th~ child ~~ecives care. Tn 
some cases, program regulations rCllli~"I that the child 
must he referred to other progrnm.:; )0 o're receiving 
treatment. 
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h. Uniform o~ euen coordinated oLient eZigibiZity otandardo 
do not exist among chiZd heaZth programa. This causes 
confusion among p~rents and staff over the eligibility 
of the child for various programs to which he or she 
might be referred. ~urthermQrc, uncoordinated fcc sched
ules do not take into account the total family resources 
and repaymcnt obligations. 

c. Different catl1got'tcaL PT'O!]1'Qr78 Ilava net different pl'O
uider reinbu~Dcment rateD f~r simiZar Durvicco, ca~8ing 
compotit1:VChf.'DD between agcl!aillG. This l'ituation is 
particularly true for institut~onal placement of child
ren, where the state sets one rate for Regional Centers 
and CSS, Short-Doyle authorizes a different rate, and 
county probation and welfare departments utilize still 
different rates. A similsr situ~tion occurs with pro
vider reimbursement rates ~hich differ between MediCal 
and Crippled Children Sen/ices. The resul t is that cer
tain children~ with similar needs, are denied service 
due tG their referral sources. 

3, Though the problem is be innin a i s c 1" e t ion a r )' g r a t\'~t~s:--a':-'"t':-'"· c~. "'",-5 :-t .... l-rr£..,.n-::o-=t~c-:o-:o-::r~l,...n~:':-'"lt:-c.;...y.J-,,-:"· .... l-:"-t r'l-'-r, -:'o-c-:'a-r--
agencies res!)ons i61e fo!, .:c;crvi c(' de 1 i""Ve 1')'. Jin rt icufarly -in 
the llevclopmeuttdly llisilDled ana suh$tancC' abuse program 
areas, local planning and delivery a~cncics do not have the 
opportunity to become aware of. or review and provide com-
ment on, grant applications to Federal agencies for local 
service del i v~.!'y. Thus. proj ects arc somet imes: funded that 
duplicate existi.!!.& programs or do not conform to local plans 
or needs; such practice contributes to an inefficient usc of 
reSources in the county. and undermines local planning processes • 
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CO!lnty sC'fvicc ~C12artmcnt5 are sef,lcrallr not inc.1uded in 
tne ~) anlpn~ a~llo~ntlon declslons ror gencr~l rcvenu!::.~ 
shann tun stl' the CAd or the Board of SupeTVlsors. 

ten serVlce proJccts are un e )y county Boards of 
Supervisors with general revenue-sharing funds without a 
review of that project by the appropriate county department. 
The net effect is similar to the practice described in H3 
above; revenue-sharing projects often duplicate existing 
county services, thu~ further fragmenting services. In some 
instances, county departments ore asked to assist and monitor 
revenue~sharing grants only after allocations have been made. 
In a few counties, the departments hovc been forced to re
design the revenue-sharing project after the grant is made 
in order to moke the project consistent hith county programs. 

Developmentally Disabled Problems 

1. There is a lack of a clear d(:1ineation of roles and responsi
bllities among agencies 5erving the mentally retardcd/c1ev('lon
menta!ly aisa)le~. The Regional Center is vi~wea by other 
agencles as the primary agency responsible for case manage
ment, treatment, and payment for services for the mentally 
retarded. 1I00"ever t the !~egional Center perceives its role 
primarily as a coordinutor of care, and only secondarily as 
a purchaser of servir~. As a result, DD cases are often 
referred to the Regional Center by mcntnl health, probatiDn, 
welfare, and CCS only to be referred baLk because those cases 
arc eligible for services from the referring agency. These 
cross-referrals arc stimulated by budgetary concerns as well 
as a disinclination by some agencies to deal with the develop
mentally disabled. 

2. Federal DevC'10 Menta y Disllbled discretionary ..Br~ts arc not,. 
reviewed D.;-t 1e area Devel/') MentaIl.,. j)i:'>£lblt,a Planning lIu ra3. 
Since the area ~oar( 15 respOIlSl C OT DO planni::'~1 tht""
gr.:nts may be .lU, J ica dve of existing programs funded thrcugh 
Regional Centers ~nd other private providers, or not meet 
local priorities or necJs. The num~cr of funding sources in 
the Developmenta~ly Disahled area (Federal discretionary, 
state discretionary, Regional Center) is viowed as wasteful 
by local agencics~ most service providers would prefer a con
solidated funding soureD • 
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Child Health Screening Problems 

1. The California Child Ht'al tll Disabil it· Prevention CHDP) 
program and t c /.Ie lscrecn pro~rnm un or 1'1 t eX' a ro 
regarded as examples of the Fe eral and state governments 
mandatlng a program ueon the county" ",:ti thout surficicnTTunds 
to cover a11 the 1m llcadon:> of tllat Hogrnm. Though the 

D program was man ate y ongress 1n J7~ state adop· 
tion of EPSDT has been lax due to the fiscal impact of im
plementatian. State concern over the potential diagnosis 
and treatment costs of Medicaid generated by the increased 
health screening activity of EPSDT effcctively undermined 
HEW efforts to promote EPSDT until 1974. A similar situa
tion exists with CHOP in California. Since CHDl' docs not 
provide funds for treatment of conditions discovered through 
screening, and no special, additional target funds have been 
designated under MediCal, county officials are fearful that 
county agencies such as county hospitals, will bear the brunt 
of increased demand for services to treat conditions dis
covered under CHOP. 

2. The CHDP allows little flexibility in county administration 
of the program.' Counties wislllng to \\'aive requirements or 
enfo':ce stronger regulations huve been unable to do so. 
Examrles arc the state requirement that a program director 
be a p~diatrician, and the regulations governing the criteria 
on which a county must ecrt1£), a CIIDP provider. As a result, 
certain counties areoehind schedule in CHOP implementation, 
and other!. are unenthus lDstic about the program's potential 
for Sl.J~·ce 55. 

Crippled Children Service Program Problems 

1. There is an abs~nce of well-defined workin{! relntion<;hi.ns 
mHcen the CCS £.1'ogr:1m, antt other child health *rogr::lIns
such as Regional Ccnter~, ~lcdiCal, CIIIlP, mcntalealth 
services for children, ana maternallchild health scniccs. 
Despite the presence of referrals betl.JCCil most of those 
agencies, there is a lack of a clear understanding among 
program staff (or1 State officialS) on respective case 
management responsibilities~ eligibility and repayment stan
dards, report exchange mechanisms, und covcrage of services . 
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Joint program planning and operations are nonexistent at 
either the State or county level. For example. despite 
the potential impact of the CHOP program on CCS (through 
referrals for d{agnosis and treatment), close cooperation 
and planning is not evident between the two programs; the 
FY 75-76 CCS budgets do not reflect or mention the possible 
impact. 

2. There is a potential Federal-Statu-County conflict in the 
limitation of State rClmbursemont of county administrative 
costs to 4.1 )creent of total dfni:r.Oflis ana treatment costs. 
T IS leglslatlve lmltotlon In 1 Its the county's ability 
to conduct casefinding, as county administrative expenses 
run approximately lS~ of total service costs. In fact, 
the county conducts little, if an)" casefinding. Yet the 
Federal formula grant requires that the State have a case
finding program; the State Departmcnt of Heal th has delegated 
that rcspo~sibility to the counties under administrative 
regulations. Good cosefinding exists in many counties through 
the public health nurses. well-baby clinics (and CHOP in 
the future), but this does not satisfy the requirements of 
the Federal law. 

Mental Health Services for Children - Problems 

1. Detemination or -E,riori ties for !'icrvices to children 
arc a slJur~c of continual conflict h'cn:een the State 
Department of Heal th and county mentalilealth programs. 

State law (Sec. S074.S - Welfare and Institutions Code) 
states that it is the legislative intent to give SPQ~13\ 
con~ideration for children's services in new or exp~'JcJ 
proprnms. However, unlike priorities c$tabl~ hod fc' 
other areas such as drug abuse or alcoholiSM ~crvjce~! 
special funds were not designated for services to child
ren. According to State program officials, m~ny county 
programs have not developed services for children consis
tent with the statement ~f legislative intent. County 
program officials contend that inadequate funding and 
severe restrictions on new programs have inhibited the 
potential for development of children'S services. The 
Auditor-General management rcv:cw Ot the California 
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Community Mental Health System (February, 1975) revealed 
that many progrnms do not maintain adequate d~ta to 
determine the level of service to children, and in those 
counties with such data, there is a general failure to 
expend funds for children'S services in relation to the 
child population. 

Despite the original intent of the Short-Do'le Act count 
community mental health 1'0 rams are ~COffiln IncnHlslng l 
s~atc-supervised. Due to tIC close-en e appropI1atlon 
roT the program, the f)ta te review is required of all new 
county programs or expansion of existing programs accord
ing to statewide priorities. State priorities change 
frequently, and often conflict with county priorities. 
Furthermore, this review te ulrcment of new )1"0 rams has 
caused extenslve (e a S In t e (e Iver 0 count serVIces. 
County 0 lCla 5 1n lcate tInt t er were re uctant to 
operate new programs prior to State review because of 
the possibility of disapproval. The Auditor-General re
view of the organization of the Department of Health 
(March, 1975) noted that half of the county community 
mental health directors reported being unable to spend 
already allocated funds due to the practices of the State 
Department of HC31th. County directors interviewed indi
cated a strong preference to mUlti-year Sh~~t~Doylc 
allocations to ameliorate this situation. 
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V. CIIII.D ,rttSrrr.n 

Federal Authorization/Funding 

Currently, there are two primary sources of Federal aid that 
arc utilized for juvenile jllstice programs: 

The Omnihus Crime Control nne1 Sa fe Str'ccts Act of 
1968 (PI. 90-351, as nm('nded by u,'o suhsequent Crime 
Control Acts, PL 91-644 and PL 93-83) authc.izes 
a varicty of block grants that state and local govern
ments use for juvenile justicc programs. Title I, 
Part R of the Act authorizes planning grants to he 
used to estahlish and ma5ntain a state planning ag('ncy 
for developing and administering a comprehensive 
state plan for statewide 1,;1\,' enforceOl('nt and criminal 
justice improvement programs. Forty percent of the 
planning funds must be passed through to units of 
local government, i.e., large citie's and countieh. 
Title I, Part C, authorizes action grants for im-
proving and strengthrning the criminal justice system. 
The state planning ag('ncy receives the grant \,'hich 
may be utilized by units of stnte and local govern-
ment, and by private non-profit organizations for 
juvenile justice programs. Title I, Part H, provides 
grants for the construction and maintenance of correc
tional institutions and facilities. FinallY, the 
Omnibus Crime Control Act authori::es the Federal 
administrator -- the La"'- Fn[orcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) of th~ Department of Justice 
to make discretionary grants to state and local 
governments for programs that enhance national prioritips 
established by LEAA. 

The .Juvenile Pc'1 i9..uency PTC'v(>ntion .tHot of H:"'.l (PI. 12-3~l) 
authorizes grants to states and local E.\ducat\.~nHl ag<'ncles 
and other public and private non~pTo£it agencies to 
establish and carry out community-based programs, includ
ing programs in schools for the prevent jon of delinquency 
in youth. Grant s :l re awarded h)' the IIEl\' Office of 
Youth Pevelopment coyn) to tbe~(' agencies for the devel
opment and i~plcmcntation of co~rdin3ted youth service 
sy:;tems -- training of personnel nlrcarly cmployen or 
those secking cMjilo)'ment to \\'ork with youth, and Tlrovid~ 
ing technical assistDnce to organizations which operat~ 
delinquency prevention programs. 
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The funding authorizations under this act were extended through 
the current fiscal year by the recently enacted Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (PL 93-415). IInder this 
statute, the programs funded by OYD will either be phased out or 
transferred to I.RAA, which will administer net.: Federal resources 
to prevent and reduce juvenile delinquency, to divert children 
and youth f~'om the juvenile court systems, and to increase the 
capacity of state and local governments and public and private 
organizations to conduct effective juvenile deliquency prevention 
programs. 

State Administration 

OCJP) functions as the 
~~--~~~~~----~--~~~~~~~~~~ state plannlng agency un or t e Federal statutory reqUirements of 

the Omnibus Crime Control Act. OCJP has the responsibility to 
develop and submit ~n annual state plan to the LF.AA ~agional 
office for review and approval. In developing the state plan, 
OCJP receives advice from the California Council on Criminal 
Justice and locally designed plans from twenty-one Regional Plan
ning Boards established under stat0 statute. The Regional Planning 
Boards consist of combined units of city and county ~overnment. 
LEAA block grant funding flows through OCJP and the Regional 
Planning Boards to units of tocal government (see chart). OCJP 
has authori:rd some private non-profit agen~ies to receive block 
grant funding, but o~ly under local government sponsorship. 

The State nCI;artment of Youth Authority administers state correc
tional facillties for delinquent youth. The Department also 
provitles technical assistance to county probation departments, 
community-bas~d youth service organizations and juvenile delin
quency reduction programs. It administers and supervises the 
probation subsidy program within each county prohation depart
ment and prOVides limited delinquency prevention assistance to 
lo~al public and private community-based agencies. 

Program nescription 

The juvenile justice system in California operates in three major 
progr::tmmatic areas: (1) juvenile delinquency prevention and 
diveysion, (2) juvenile court proceedings for delinquent childre~. 
and (3) juvenile;ourt proceedings fOT dependent children. The 
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programmatic thrust of the first area is to initiate programs 
for keeping children nnd youth out of the juvenile court system. 
Public funding is used for programs that help prevent children 
from getting into trouhle (prevention) and for programs that offer 
Kn extra-legal alternative to the juvenile court process for those 
children who do get in trouble with the law (diver5ion). The 
second area involves ch~ldren who become delinquents and are in
volved in juvenile court proceedings: arrest, adjudication, de
tention, probation, etc. The third area involves children who 
are physically abused or neglected by their parents or guardians 
and who become dependent children of the court, i.e., the court 
provides for their custody and care. 

Prevention and Diversion Programs 

Youth Service Bureaus (YSB) 

Following the recomm~ndations of the President's r.ommission on 
Law Enforcem~nt and Administtation of Justice,l many communities 
in California establi~hed Youth Service Pureaus, community-based 
centers ~o which juveniles could be ref~rred by the police, the 
courts, parents, schools and social agencies for counseling, edu~ 
cation, work or recreation programs and job placement. The pri
mary target group served by YSB's are children and youth who local 
agencies feel are in danger of becoming delinquents. The secon
dary target group are those youth who seek help on their own voli
tion. YSB's dre sponsored by local county prohation departments 
and other public and private non-profit service agencies. Federal 
aid from both the Omnibus Crime Control ftct and the Juvenile 
Delinquency Act has been authorized for su~sidizing YSB operations. 

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention CoordinntiE!!. 

State law permits county ordinance a County Delinquency Prevcntion 
Commission consisting of representatives of private agencies and 
citizens serving youth. The intent of such commissions is to 
coordinate youth development and delinquency prevention services, 
e.g., a school drop-out prevention program, a drug abuse treatment 

The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, The President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 
U.S. Government Prints Office, Washington, D.C. 1967. 
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center, or a youth employment program, so that law enforcement) 
county probation, anrl school officials might divert children and 
youth away from the juvenile justice system. 

Volunteer Programq 

Most county probation departments and many local nolice depart
ments have devclopcd a program ut~lizing community volunteers to 
help children in trouble. Such volunteers -- often college stu
dents or police officers -- provide each child with individualized 
attention outside of the hureaucratic structure of law enforce
ment, school, juvenile court, or prohation operations. Volunteers 
provide an invalua~le resource outside of the juvenile justice 
system for the prevention, diversion and rehabilitation of juve
nile delinquents. 

Prohation Subsidy ---
In 1964, the State Board of Corrections carried out the fourth 
statmdde study of probation (prior studies had been conducted 
in 1948, 1957, and 1961) to update data and identify critical 
problems in this service, The study made several recol.,menclat ions) 
but the most important was to "reduce the rate (not necessarily 
numbers) of cnmmitments to the State Correctional facilities." 

The study states tha~ 

"Intervention by the State, to he 'Tuly effective, has 
to consider a support n'~ 'Tam de.,igned to reduce prot-a
tion workloads, encout ';, training, improve local f,'. i:!
itics for the treatment ~f juveniles and adults, anc lust, 
to promote community programs of delinquency and cri,,1e 
prevcntion.,,2 

Dascd on this recommendation, SB 822/65 was promulgated and 
enacted, establishing a state-financed probation subsidy program. 

2 The 1964 Board of Corrections Probatiop Study, Sacra~ento, 
California, September, 1965, p.ll. 
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Under the subsidy program, county superior courts and probation 
departments are encouraged to reduce the rate of juvenile and 
adult commitments to state detention facilities in return for a 
probation subsidy pa>~ent that is commensurate with the degr~e 
of reduction they achieve. Thus, a greater reduction of county 
commitments to state facilities is rewarded hy a higher stltc 
probation subsidy rate. The probaticn subsidy program, then, 
is based upon a performance principle whe~ehy the state pays the 
county for the results it achieves in reducing commitments in pro
portion to the extent of achievement. The funds to pay for this 
subsidy program come from the saving made by the state as a reselt 
of reduction in commitment to juvenile and adult facilities. 

The program also provides for ~pecial probation supervIsIon with 
a maximum caseload of forty per probation officer. Funds are 
available for staff training and innovative youth development 
services. 

Court and Probation System 

Definitions of Delinguency 

California 18\\' does not define the t.erm "delinquency", hut describes 
two categories of forbidden hehavior by juveniles under eighteen 
years of age ,{hich authorizes intervention by law enforcement and/ 
or the courts, (California Welfare and Institutions Code, Sections 
601-602). 

The primary category of delinquent behavior is for any youth who 
commits any act that would constitute a crime if done by an adult: 

Section 602: Any person who is under the age 
0f'11j years ,\'lten he violates 'in)' la,,, of this 
state or of the United States or any ordinance 
of any city or county of this state defining 
crime or who, after h~ving been found by the 
juvenile court to be a person described by 
Section 601, fails to ob~y any lawful order of 
the ju~anile court, is within the jurisdiction 
of the juvenile court, which may adjudge such 
p~rson to be a ward of the court. 
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The seconr. category of delinquency is fol' those youth who, although 
they may n~t have violated any law or ordinance, exhibit Unmanage
able behavior: 

Section 601: Any person under the age of 18 
~ears who persistently or hahitually refuses 
to obey the reasonRhle and proper orders or 
directions of his parents, guardian, custOdian, 
or school authoritIes, or ",i.o is beyonJ the 
control of such person, or any person who is 
a habitual truant from school within the neaning 
of any la\~ of this state, or who from an)' cause 
is in danger of leading an jdle, disso]ute, 
lewd, or immoral life, is within the jurisdic
tion of the juvenile court ",hich may adjudge such 
person to be a ward of the court. 

This includes many acts which would not be considered illegal 
if committed by adults, e.g., being truant, violating a curfew, 
or running away from home. 

Recently the conditions for making a "6(H" designation for 
habitual truancy and misbehavior in school have been changed 
as a result of S8 1742/74. This law calls for the creation of 
School Attendance Review Boards (SARB) at the county and local 
school levels to oversee the problems of truancy and uncontrol
lable misbehavior. Subsections \vere added to "601" which re
quire each SARB to review these problems prior to any referral 
to a county probation officer. If a SARB determines that public 
and private diversion services are lacking or if a youth fails 
to respond to the SAPB's directives or services provided, he 
is then referred to the juvenile court and its offices. 

County Juvenile Justice Administration 

The California Juvenile Court Law (Chapter 133/09, as amended) 
established a juvenile court under the jurisdiction L1f the stlperiol' 
court in every county and provided for the creation of prohation 
officers and assistant probation officers. 3 A superior court judge 

3 Re ort of the State Attornev General's Task Force on Juve~ilt 
~~, January, 19/5, p. 
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prc~iJes ovpr juvenile court and appoints the chief'prohation 
officers. Some counties, e.g., San Diego, have a single probation 
department that receives hoth adult and juvenile referrals; othe~ 
counties, e.g., San Francisco and Santa Clara, have separate 
adult and juvenile pro~ation departments. The operations of the 
probation department are supervised by the superior court judge, 
but fiscal management supervision resides either with the county 
administrative offices or with a supervisory agency, e.g., the 
Human Resources Agency in San Diego county. 

A county juvenile justice commission exists to advise the county 
probation offirer on ways to maximize the juvenile probation 
resources toward diverting youth away from the juvenile justice 
system and to utilize community and county resources for the 
rehabili ta tion of juvenile offenders. 

County Juvenile Court/Probation Procedures 

The first course of action for a child in trouhle is to try to 
keep him out of the juvenile justice system through referral to 
youth service agencies outside of the system. If this is not 
possible, a law enforcement officer may either send the child 
to the custody of the juvenile hall or refer the child to a 
county probation officer. (See "Flow Chart of Minor Througn 
the Juvenile Court Procp.ss.") 

Detention of a minor in juvenile hall is limited to 4B hours 
(non-judicial days excluded) unless a petition is filed and a 
detention hearing is conducted by the juvenile court. Rather 
than filing a petition, the county probation officer may place 
the child on informal probation (Section 654 of the California 
Welfare and Institutions Code) with the consent of the ch11~'r 
parents. Such a child remains at home under the superVi5iG~ 
and counseling of the county probation department, The county 
probation officer reserves the right to file a petition with 
the court at any time he feels the child is not benefiting 
from informal probation. 

If, as a result of a detention hearing, a child is sent hack 
to the custody of the juvenile hall, there must he another juve
nile court hearing within fifteen days to determicc the disposi 
tion of his case. At the hearing, the law enforcement officer, 
county probation officer, or other such adult, e.g., school 
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official, welfare worker, or parent who filed a petition 
hefore the court must prove heyond reasonahle douht supported 
by evidence, e.g., cri~inal court, that the child has violated 
a law (602) or has misbehaved beyond control (601) requiring 
court canetions. 

The juvenile court judge may rxercise D variety of options in 
dispo~jnR n petition from complete dismissal to long-term commit
ment oS a child in a State Youth Authority detention facility, 
If the youth is over 16 years old, the judge may remand the case. 
to adult court when he feels that the minor cannot henefit under 
the provisions of the juvenile court. 

The Juvenile Court Procedure 
ror-tlcpcndcnt CFiildren 

The third major programmatic area of the juvenile justice system 
involves the Judicial process for ahused and neglected children 
~ho May ~e subsequently declared dependent children of the court. 
Section hOO of the California ~clfarc and Institutions Code 
describes the dependent child category. 

Section 600: Persons within jurisdiction of court. 
Xny person under the age of l~ years who comes within 
any of the fnllo~ing descriptions is within juris
Jiction of the juvenile court which may adjudge such 
pers~n to be a denendent child of the court. 

a) \,110 is in need of proper and effect h'c parental 
care or control and has no parent or guardian. or 
has no port'nt or f;uardian \\'i1ling. to exercis~ or 
capablc of exercising such care or control, 

h) ~ho is Jestitutc. or whry is not provid~rl with the 
necessities of life, or who is not provided with n 
hone or suitahlc place of a~oJc .. 

c) "'ho j s physically dang('ro~s to the pt:"lic ~,.:causc 
of B nental or physical deficiency. disorder or a~nar
mality. 

d) Whose ho~e is an unfit place for hiM hy reRson of 
neRlect. cTu~lty. dcprcvity. Of rhy~i~Rl ahus~ of 
either of his rnr~ntFt or of his Ruardian Dr other 
person in whose custody or care he i$. 
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Investigation and Intake: 

Any pcrson may report n l'll!'l1ccteci case of ch i lei ahufie o)~ nCR
lcc~ to the county health anel ~clfnrc clepnrtrncnt or to the local 
law enforcement officialS and r~Main immune from criminal Dr 
civil liability Cralifornia Statute Chapter 1151/73). Cafies 
of child ahuse and nCAlcct arc often reported to the child pro
tective services un it \d thin thc county ,.,.el fare c\cpartl'lent. A 
child protection service worker can in\Cfitigate certain com
plaints; ho\,;o\'o1', ,t'cportl" of al1egC'd physical injury to a ,<dId 
or molestation may not he investigated hv a social worker in 
protectivc serVices, hut mllst hc inv('sti~ntcd by a police officer 
and/or staff from the dependent children intake unit depending 
on the cOllnty. If a police officer finds the child in danger, 
he is TPquired to remove the child from th~ home and to acti
vate a "600" petit ion. f;ome parents ,\'ill allo .... · a child protec
tive "'orker to l'cm'.)\'c a chi 1(\ thrcaten<,d hy :1hUfe or neglect 
from his home nnd to place the child in a count>' shelter faci
lit)· or emergenc), foster hOr.le. This voluntary proced\l'r(' is 
often conducted wit~out anv in\'olveM~nt or law enforcement 
personeL The case, ho\\·c,·~r. must nt" rl"portcd to and recorded 
in n central ro~istry far child nhusv and ne~l('ct cases which 
the California l1cpartmcnt of .Junice maintain.:;. 

Incidents arise, however. when a parent does not permit child 
prntective workers t~ take an abused or neglected child into 
their carc. In such instances only a prohation officer, 
dependency staff memher or R police officer is permitted to 
remove a child from his home' ,dthout p:1r('ntol consent. Child
ren who arc forciblv renoved nrc sent to either n count\' welfnr~ 
or a county prohati~c shelter facility. A widp variety' exists 
from county to county Te;arding which county depnrt~ent is 
responsible fer inv~sti~Btion and intR~e of ahu~ed or neglected 
children}. ~s in the ca~c of a youth arrested and detained 
for delinquency, an al'u5cd or neglected child ':annot remain in 
a county shelter faeilitr a~ain~t the will of h~s parents for 
more than forty-eight hour~ (non-judicial days excluded) un:'s~ 
a petition is filed to r.\Rke the child a dependent (If the co"rt. 

AS we mentioncJ earlier under juvenil~ drlinnupnc¥, Section 654 
~f tne CJlifornia ~elfar~ and ~nstitutions rrd~ ailow~ the 
cou~t)' prohntion officer to hnndlr nnd supcrvi$~ n case infor
mally in lieu of filing a pC'tition with the COlirt. h'Hh the 
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consent of the parents and the juvenile court, an ahtH.ed or 
neglected child may be placed hy the probation officer in 
subsidized out-of<home care for up to seven days hcforc n "600" 
petition is required. The officer may also supervise th~ 
child under his parents' care at home. 

Detent lon Ilea rl ng 

When a petition is filed with the juvenile court, there must 
be an initial hearing by the juvenile court judgc to deter
mine the necd t if any, to detain a child pcnding adjudication 
(trial). ThC' court must find an "urf:cnt and inncdiatc" neces
sity for detention; otherwisc, the child must he relcasrd to 
his parents. If the court finds that thC're exists a need for 
detention, the child cannot remain more than 15 judicial days 
within a county shelter, during which tiMC the trial phase 
of the case must proceed. I 

Judsdiction 

During the jurisdiction:!l phage, the petitioner nust pro\'c 
heyond reasonahle douht, thnt the child has indeed heen so 
abused or neglected hy parents that the court shOUld place the 
child un~er its custody and/or care. 

Disposition lIenri:,![ 

If the juvenile court judge declares a child a d~pendcnt 
of the court, a third hearin~ Must result to deternine ho~ tho 

t Chapter X, rnlifornin rhildren: ~~o Cares?, a rroRre~s 
report on the Call Cornia ~\·r.pos iun on ~crdc~s to Children 
and Youth, t\s~cMhly Office of RCS(t,'lrch, California tCgi.SiatUll', 
Sacramento, ~arch. 1974. 
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case is to be disposed. At this hearing, the judge may decide 
to allow the child to he kept at home with his parents under 
court supervision or he may order an out-of-house plac~ment 
of the child within an institution or foster home. 

Placement and Supervision 

Depending on the county, either the county welfare department 
or the county prohation dcpartm~nt rpcratcs a placement and 
supervision unit for dependent children. The trend within 
California has been to transfer the re~ponsihility of depen~ 
dent children out of probation into welfare in order to allow 
for Federal financial aid which is only availahle through wel
fare, i.e., Federal AFnC Roarding and Institutions aid and 
Title IV-A social services for judicially placed children. 

Issuc~ 

Under the heading of Child Justice we have sought to identify 
current issues facing the juvenile court as they relate to 
services provided hy the county prohation dcp3rtmcnt, welfare 
depart~cnt, mental health facilities, and school system. Juve· 
nile delinquents are incluJed under this heading, as well as 
children with behavioral problems and children who have heen 
abused~ neglected or ~handoned (dependent children). 

General Tssues 

1. The legal categori:ation and dl'finitl0n of.child.!!'n f. Jl1Tlll. 
\>.'lTIlln tne lc~al iurf5J1ction OrdH' jU\,C'nl 1(' lourt 5\·:;t'l7itl 
is so fl.-cad nlUr O\:C'rln ~ lin that it CTC'at('!' tfi',: • C:tl r(;a~r 
tor violntin :t C ni ~ conStltutlonnl Tl~ht to "1u-:'-T;..-;:;ct,ss 
un or nw. i" c lcgn cnte~Ql' .les for C'fi"ill ren prCl-CC5!;('d 
Ey the juvenile CQU~t nnJ its officers nrc found in 
California's ~elrar~ and Institutions Code. ~ections 600-602. 
The)' llre $0 broad, vague and ovcr1:lrpin~ that their Mcan.ir,q 
is left up to the subjective i~tcrprctntions of the juvcnl; . 
court and the court's agency per50n-~1. Th£'rc oxist~ no 
legally hound system for citing and sonctioninR children 
for speCIfic violations they mny have com~ittcd. In 1i£'u 
of such n system, children are lab~led accordinR to the 
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(e.g •• a "601" child or a "602" child), 
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Generally a child who violates any city, county, state, 
or Federal statute for which he would he prosecuted if 
he were an adult is classified ns a n('02" delinquent. 
A child who may not have violated any law hut is considered 
unmanageable by parents, school officials, or law cnf,rcQ
ment officers is classified as 11 "601" status offcndcr. 
If a child is found abused, ne~lectcd, nhandoned, dcpriv~d, 
or destitute or if he is "physically dangerous to the' public" 
or lives ~n un unfit home, he may he ploced under the cara 
and custod)' of the juvenile court llS a "600" dep"ndcnt 

. child. 

The distinctions hetween these classifications are suffi
ciently vague that a "600" physically ahused child with 
;:motional prohlems, for example, might later 1'0 considered 
so unmanageable as to be reclassified 601; if he rcpeats 
his unmanageahle ncts, he ma), ho reclassified to "602" 
delinquency and he sent to n youth detention facility. 
Judgments hased on thesc unbounded definitions of delin
quency may viOlate a child'~ ri~hts to the pr~sumption 
of innocence and to equitable tr~ntment under law. 

2. County juvenile justice staff feel that the ilwenile court 
system 15 ina )ro date for du.' ad" Hate rc~llitntion or 
bell ren w ose actlons nr~ r\'on~ t e control 0 115 
arents oi school officials. 'Ole majority of county olficials 

we lntervlewe e t t at tle juvenile court ~ystem seldom 
helped "601" children and more often impeded their oppor
tunity to receive help from other agencies. such as mental 
health, by entangling them in the judicial systcm. ~orn~ 
county er-plorces advocated the elimination of tho "6"1" 
cat~~ory altogether, while others felt it sh~uld he r('d~fincd 
marc specifically with certain stipulated services to both 
the child and his purents •. 'Thc reee'lt1;\' t'n>lctl'c1 .TuYC'nilc 
Just'ice rind OC'linqnency Prevention ,\ct Glf 107.1 (PI. \13-415) 
rcquir~s that ~tntes develop an alternative system of s~r· 
vices to status offenders outside of t~~ juvenile justice 
systc~ hy September 7, 1976. 
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3. There exists a need for development of an 3£propriate state 
s~stem to separate 1/601" children in detf.'ntion from the 
II nZH delinquent children. ~!<l',y experts tara us they feel 
juvenile hall becomes a train, ,\g school in crime for "601" 
children who have committed no crime hut are placed in 
detent ion 'v,'i th "602" long - term Juvenile delinquents. J\de
quate funding for totally separate facilities for 601, 602 
children, however, presents a problem. 

4. 

s. The ~uvenilc ;uc:tice system is presently detached from local 
'Ollt. services 1.0 T<1~S and also needs to he hetter into-

Erate Wlt 1 the communIty. uvenl e JustIce sta an 
community rapresentatives both expressed the opinion that 
many youth offenders should be housed and receive rehabil
itation services within their own communities. Rehnhilita
tion is more likely to occur if the youth is able to main
tain tics with his family and community. Traditionally, 
juvenile justice officials have naintained a low profile 
with the community. A need exists for more community 
involvement in assisting delinquent youth. 

6. There exists a need for coordinated 
]~11e lu~tlLe ~v<:tem ~H\[ te man" state "geneles :crv
~B, y?uth. I\'e found, i~ the; COUTse of our hr0adhascd inn'=-
tl~ntlnns. that s:affs In VIrtually ~11 youth ptograMs 
(incll..!<1ing ju~tic~) agreed that failure:::; in individual 
service programs very ~ften lead youth to encounter the 
j~stice system. Thus. if scrviccq to youth -- particularly 
pre-adolescents and teenagcrs -- were hetTer coordinated, 
a greater preventive effect mi~,t 1">e gai:lel1 at no i.ncrensed 
funding. Presently. each state youth rro~rtm develops 
an individual opernting plan with no requirement to iden
tify how it will interface with or receive from or give 
support to other agencies serving the same client. There 
exists no central point for obtaininc: information ailOlli: 
011 youth services agencies, nor nrc they coorciin:1tC'cl t" 
share common inforr;\(ltion anti da~a nc(.'d.;. Further, no 
similar process exists at the county lcv(.'l. 
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7. There exists a need for intern enev trainin ronrnms 
at the county level for ~u lie and private voutl services 
agency staff. The coordlnation of county youth service 
resources with the justice system cannot readily occu .... 
unless and until the staffs of all youth service agencies 
know exactly what resources are availnhle, from whom, and 
how each program functions. 

8 .. Law enforcement staffs need to receive traini~g on how to 
d1vert ievenile cases. (lccupyjng a critically important 
point in del inqutllcy prevention nnd control. the p'Jlice 
are usually the first point of ~ontDct hetwern juveniles 
and the system. The police officer ~as discretion in tl.o 
hanclling of every case. He can rcprimam'. and release. take 
the youth ~Gmc. refer to a diversionary program. cite, or 
take him to juvenile hall. Youth \\'ho might he referred to 
a diversion program or relca: cd home arc cited or detained 
hecause the officer has not bcp~ ~iven sufficient krowledgc 
of ava ilable resources and ar. understanding of the alter
natives at his disposal. 

Sentencing Alternatives 

1. 'fh~re is a general lack of dispositional altC'rl'l:aives 
and rcsoutcesavail!~hle to the court. Each of t11t.~ counties 
studied expressetr--al'tecd for real alternatives to incar
ceration for first offenders "61'1:;'5" and "601'5." Also, 
more foster homes, etc., are nceded for temporary deten
tion and for the placement of dependent and neglected 
children (600) and for those delinquent children who need 
non-institutional care and training. 

2. There is n necd for morc cxt('n~iw' n('i!,hhorhnod~has('d 
rehah:iiit:ltiv(' sf'rvic('s for (tc-lincul'nt and ml:-;i7f~r, vOllth. 
County youth worker5 felt t at jm'{'nil(' 1a11 ur;-! ;):1:71" types 
of detention facilities have little or no thrrap~utic value 
in rehahilitatins delinquent youth. Rather, they MBV ~ro
vide trainint: grounds for further and deeper kines of crim
inal behavior. Peer pressure incrensC's as youth arc cro\·:dcd 
in juvenile detention facilities, lessening the chances 
that young offenders can he re~ched hv the efforts of reh3h~1-
itative staff. There exists n noed for ~mall ):1':1.1)1 1Tll j::(1i~ 
vidu11 therapeutic arrnn?C'r.tt:'nts \"ithin no;"hborl!('lod·l'4l:I.,l 
centers and half-\"av hOllses. Sone youth , ... orkers fC!lt th:1t 
the staff of slIch centers should not h.:- eT'lpJoyC'cs of thL' 
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d ru g - reI ate d 0 f fen s e s s h 0 ul d h (' t r (' a t (' dan cl !10 1I sed s e p -
aratcl), from othc}' "601 11 and 11602" rOllth. ,]oh finding 
service!'> nnd counseling from community voluntC'(.'rs \~ns also 
an expressed ne('d. 

"cpendent Children 

1. There is a need to divert childrC'n froJTI l'cinq (~ec1.~r('cl 
"600" ctises bv providinf morC' r(,S(1llrcC's for thC'ir vclun-
tan' 1l1ccment and "tire otlt!'id" of tIlt' it1\'C'ni Ie' court sYstC'n. 
Clllc}"en , ... ho arc placCl in 'oster cate h'ltl t1C' \'oluntarv 
consent of their nutural parents arC' maintainC'cl in foster 

., .... 

care throll~h state, county ancl/or pnrC'T1t funds. FN\eral 
funding for foster cnrc is not :\\'nilnhlc for voluntary 
placements, l)ut rather for childr(,ll ~,'ho thC' juvenile court 
orders to he pla~cd in foster care. This restricted 
usc of federal subsidies tends to inf1ucncf' an iflcrease 
in court-ordered placements to take advantage of Federal 
funding. County social workers nr~llc that thC'y rather 
than t he courts shOUld he a 110\,'('(1 to au thor i ze the use 0 f 
Federally suhsidized foster care whC'n appropriate. If 
r~dcral s~hsidics ~crc nvaila~le for t~c voluntary foster 
care> of ahused nnd neglected c"ildrl"n, tl,cn it h'O;lld lessl.'n 
the hurclcn placed upon the jm'cni1(' court and ,,;ould incrense> 
the likclihood that the child would not heCOMC entarglcd 
in the juvenile' ju~,ticc s)'stem. (ror a furt'lC'r disC 11ssion 
of this issue, see #2 of the Child Welfare Servic('s scction.) 

There is no clear Jif(\ctive fron the' f.tnte as to the count\' 
\\'Clfnn' dt'partn(\n1"'~ 1'01(' in th(' enrc of d('.f'nrje~1t chil,!;'cf) 
('If th(' court. I'ro\)ICI15 0 coonlln;ltion ha\'c :trlsen iT'-
tnosc cOllnties , ... hcn' tilt' respon:;ihility for "t,f)()" chilt!rcn 
is dh'ided beth'cell prohation and 1,'e1 Cnre. nec:ill~(' "f th" 
financial considerations, some counties have shifted the 
entire re~ponsihllitr (or "(iOO" chill1rC'n to "'('lfnr", hut 
some, such ns San Oiego, Rive w('lfnrc the re5ponsi h ility 
for placement nnd care of lI(iOO" childrC'n, "'hilt:' l'robntion 
rc1:ains the' re:.;ponsihility for im'C'st'it;ation ancl intah'. 
The latter function i~ oftf'11 cl~lplica~C'd h', [lnel i~ in con
flict ,dth the actions of th· child protecth'l.' 5('r\'lc(' stnfi 
\dthin ,,·cl£a1'e • 
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Mental Health, Education 
and Social Services 

1. There are very f~w services nvailnhle to delinquent youth 
witfi mental or emotional prohlcms, Aside from the prohlem 
of overburdenrd local mental health scrviceH due to the 
recent transfer of mental patients out of state hospitals 
and institutions, there exist few mental health outlets 
for county juvenile court usc. The most likely facility 
\,·ould appenr to be thc r:ommunity Mental Jlealth C:cnters 
(C~"IC) created hy the Short-noyle program; ho\~evcr, Short
Doylc funds may only he used for families who voluntcer 
for such services. As wards of the court, delinql1cnS:-do 
not qualify as volunteers. 

2. 

Even though the hehavior problems that uppear in school 
usually reflect inadequacies in family and community hack
ground, there exists a need for schools to develop more 
creative responses to mishehaving students than utili:ing 
the juvenile justice system. Creative responses, however, 
~equire special resources that the school system cannot 
afford ,dthin the constraint5 of its hud~et. A more coor
dinated effort with existing outside resources -- e.g., 
probation, mental health, etc. might provide schools with 
the flexibility needed to respond to student mish~~nvior. 
A positive step toward resolving the prohlcm of student 
misbehavior and truancy \\'as the enactm('nt of ~R 1 H2 /7.t, 
This Act aut(\orizes the df.>velopment of interagency $tudl.'nt 
Attendance R(vi{'w Hoards (SARD) for the county nnd local 
areas. The development of SARB's is sUTH.'rvised hr the 
county superintendent of schools. Local SAR)\'s may eOVPT 
an area glaaterthan, rqunl to or less than 8 local ~chool 
district jurisdiction depending upon the ne~ds of tlte schools 
involved. EbCh SARD develops its own action plan and coor
dinative mechanisms. 
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nthC'}' 

1. There- e:dst5 n ~tntC'lddC' nC'ed for thC' rC'cruitJ"lC'lit, rC'tC'n
don and upgrading 0\' \,t!norin' )ersonncl h'itHn t h {' i\l\'('nilc 
justice ~yst<'l'1. ('ount.}' prohntlon (CpnrtrlC'nt!' Inc' !'ld .i-
ciont numbC'!"s of minorit)' ('mrlo)'('e~ to \\'ork Idth and under-
5tnnd the prohlems of minority dclinqllonts. ;\ Ifl71 survey 
conducted by tht, San !)iego rorrC'ction::. romlllis5ion (If th'cnty
[our crintinal justice a~~cnci('~ in the' county 5'-10\\,('<1 that 
only 6~ of the' !'y!'>tC'n's emrloyC'e~ were ~inoTitv nersonnel. 
'Iany potential minority nprl icnnB nrc not rlotinltNl to 
pUrSll(' ctlrecr~ in the juvC'ni1<.' justice field siMl'h' cluc 
to the lack of nl,'nrel1esr. nnt opportllnitiC's C'xi~tt or pC't'r 
group or cOMmunit)' l"C'!'cntrtC'nt ngninst the systC'r. nthC'rs 
are cmployce! :mcl "passed over" or not trcatC':l \I'ell tdthin 
the systeM and, thcrC'forc, leave' for other fields. 



i , 

i, 

VI. THE NEXT STEPS 

The purpose of this report is ~o provide a documentation of is
sues for colloborative discussion and action by the governments, 
agencies, and client organizations concerned. The report is in
tended to present an overview of a very intricate, complex, and 
interrelated set of child services delivery systems and programs. 

The reader will note that no recommendations arc offered as to 
how thc~e issues should be resolved. This exclusion was inten
tional and \.Jas requested by the funding Dgency (lIEN). Our experi
ence and theirs regarding the dynamics of intergovernmental rela
tiOI1S has shown that real nnd lasting solutions to intergovern
mental problems arc best developed by the direct action of the 
agencies involved. 

On the following pages we offor a series of charts for each func
tional area that classify the issues in this document and iden
tify the levels of government involved. Each i~sue described in 
the report is listed in abbreviated form here, with the page on 
which it appenrs in detail. For erich issue \'.'0 have shown its 
classification based upon the consensus of persons interviewed 
dUrlng. the study. The term "intergovernmental" u:;;cd here refers 
to issues that involve two or more levels of g~~crnment. The 
tcrm "interagency" refers to issues involving t\\O or more organ-
: ,~tional units at the same level of government. Also classified 
under this heading arc intra-agency issues, that is, l)rohlems mani
fested between units within a Single agency, o. g., the State De~ 
partmcnt of Ileal th or a county \vclfnrc deptlrttrlent. In some cases 
an issue arises that is both vertical and horizontal in natur~, 
and therefore has haem classifieJ both as "intergovernmental" 
and "interagency". "1;llc1getary;' issues arc self-explaining in 
that a constraint of funding is cited as the principal cause of 
the issue. \\'o hav~ attempted to usc this cLJssifiec;ltion sparlnt!ly 
so it doo$ not overl"hndo\.; the real issue by implying a ::;impl !:;t ic 
solution, e. g .• "if WC' on1)' hnd <.,>flol1gh 11l0fH!>' ,llld ~ta[f we \wulJntt 
have this conflict among OUr agencies". 

"Philosophical" issues are those Nhcl'C' t!1crc is genu inc uisnp,rcc
mont among povcrnments or agencies over ~hat fccus n particular 
service shOUld take. ~s one traces categorical funJing from its 
legislative concC'ption to its service provision, n numhor of cro~s
cutting rhilosophi~s often _rtcr~cnc n~ funds pass from one ~ov
ernmcnt to anothe:. Such i~tergovernmcntnl conflicts wo have 
classified 35 "philosophical". 
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The charts further suggest what level and/or whlcll branch of gov
ernment would be tho most appropriut0 to resolve the i~5ue. 
This is not to imply that nn intergovernmental issue can he re
solved ~olcly by one hr:lllch or level of govel'nlllcnt hut that 11 par
ticular government entity, e. g., the state legislatul'e or county 
administrative officer, should 1 ikell' take the lead role in ini
tiating intC'rgovel'nmcntal action to resolve the iS~lle described. 

The charts on the follo\dng pages !ihould only h~' used as a rough 
guide toward determining whiell issues aro most appropriately ad
dressed at what level of government. ~o attempt has been made 
to prioritize the issues listed. The tnsk of setting priorities 
res t S Id t h the i n t erg 0 v t' r n m ell tal g rOll pst hat it r c nee d edt 0 dis
cuss and resolve the issues. Through sllch intergovernmental 
discussion and deliberation a more profound nrticulation of these 
issues will arise. The steps involvcJ in convening intergovern
mental groups is fairl}' straightfonlLlrd: 

- First: There shollld he a convenor \\'110 can take 
the lend in bringing the most appropriate 
parties together to discuss the isslle or 
isgues raised. 

- Second: The issues should be prioritized accord
ing to those in need of immediate re
solution and 3ccordin~ to th~ dbility 
of the group to re~olve them . 

. Third: There should he n thorough review of 
resource materials that havC' prc\!iou~lly 
audrcss~d the issucs untll'r cliscus:;i"n. 
As an appendix to this report "c have 
inclllJed a blbliography of such rele
vant and current research reports on 
children'S services in California . 

. Fourth: l\'hC'n till' i:;SllC' h;IS h.'~~n thoroughl:-' Je-
I' i II edt () t Ill' sat i :; r a L" t i (") nor a 1 J ) a r . • 1 I 
ill''': nTh :t (.'on~C'n:;lls or opinion arrived 
:l t, ~ h C' r (' Id 1 1 l' xi!'> tall (' C'd top r 0 p 0 ~ (' 
d<.'tlllkd, s!wl.·ifil.: solutions, stl':Jtc.'!,!it's 
I'll I' l'arl'yillg tht'lIl Ollt. and i1l'ti.ons n~'t:cs
sa ry . 
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_ Fi ~h: Unless thcre exists II vital need for itl' con~ 
tinuation, the intcr~C'vcrnnj(."ntul group or 
task force !'houlll llishancJ, ullowing thc in
dividual participants to tak~ the agrecJ
upon 'Ictlons. The group'~~ only purro!'c in 
continuing would be to rt"viC'\~ the progrQss 
of thesc intergovernmental activities or to 
re~olvc implcmentation tlifficlllticl; us thcy 
nri~e. 
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1 State ~\lrt' rv i ~ i on and 
program II ~ ~ i ~ t a Ill'!.' to 
cOLIn til'S tp. Ill) 

,; Funding of adllit hOIlWI11<1I-('1' 

chon' scl'vil::c'!> (p. \11 ) 

COll:\TY l~T;:Rt\Cr'\CY ISSUES 
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I Mistlin~ct ion () \' ':l1rt'cnt 
ch i 1 d abuse rl'pnrt ing 
1:11<1 (p. 17) 
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tating P;ll'l'nt ~ (I', IH) 
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~ibilit}' fo l' 011 t - 0 f ·1101lll' 

rlal't'ml'nt~ (p. I ()) 

2 Lad of ngt'ncy intt'l'\'t'nt inl 
Ii pianll.ing for long-t l'l'l1I 

fostt'l' chi ltll'l'll (I' . .;() 

3 <:ont inu i ty or ~l'I'\' i l'('~ ttl 
f()~t(,I' pa l't'l1t..; 

,. 
l'h i Idl't'l1 " (I'. 20) 

.\ Itl'I.' rll i t Illt'l\ t Ii !'t'tl'llt inn (It 
1 i Ct'TlsL'd ('(lS t t'r hClllll' ~ 

{po 21 ) , 
;; I nt t'l'cmJil t)' pl;h'~'IlH"l1t of 
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No Dt'scrj pt i Clll 

6 Rc1ation~hip of fostt'), 
care 1. adoption services 
(p. 22) 

AtloJ!.t22.!l:: 

1 Extensioll of state' suh-
sidy to ndoptivc parcnts 
(p. 22) 

2 Statewide ru 1 i ng rt'garding 
not i fy i ng unm:l rr i ed 
fathers of adopt iOl,1 
ceedIngs (p. 22) 

pro-

9~0:rY /J~)\I~lll:\ ['n~ REI.i\T J()~S 

I Accessibility of county 
pe)'!-mnncl to c1 ients 
(p. 23) 

2 Fl'ngmentcd serv icc dt'! i \'-
t'l'Y (p. 23) 

:; Coordination of L'CllIl1 t Y 
wt'l fare service's and pd-
vatc sector (p.24) 

·1 Communit), ti client i n·~ 
volvt'llIent in planning 
(p. 2·! ) 

5 Ethnic makt'up of cOllnty 
stafr (p. 25) 

Key! Typo of iSSlil'/lI'\'l'! of 
involv('mcnl ::: * 
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FEDnRAL/STATE ISSUES 

1 Duplicative state agenc}' 
administration for child 
care (p. 4 () J 

2 Economic segregation of 
children (p. .11 ) 

3 Uni form reporting proce-
durc3 for SOE/OeD joint 
funded programs (p. -11 ) 
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management of child care 
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2 StatC' child care manage-
ment information system 
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CHILD llEALlll 

ISSUE 

~o Description 

GENERAL ISSUES 

lao Absence of clear responsi-
bi 1i t)' for deli very of 
health services to childrer 
(p. uO) 

IlJ. Unifonn, coordinated eli-
gibility requir~ments non-
existent (p. 61 ) 

lc. Competitive reimbursell1ent 
rates for insti tlltional 
care (p. (1) 

2. Shol'tage of community-
based institutional care 
(p. (,l) 

3. Federal di scretionary 
grants not coordinated 
with local agencies 
(p. 61 ) 

4. County depurtments not in-
cluded in revenue-sharing 
process (p. o:l) 

.oEVELOr~1E!-t'TALLY DISABLED 

1. Lack of cl~ar definition 
~f roles and responsibili-
h')s (p. <i:!) 

2 Federal Illl grant~ not 
l'(wrJinatNI with :\1'(':1 

Boards (p • (2) 

Ko)': 'I')'PC' of iSSllC/lC'v('l of 
involvement - * 

-
r-I 
III .... 
s:: ..... Itl 

III r.: 
u s:: 

'M H 
.C: C> 
p. > 
0 0 
III bIJ 
0 H 
r-I C> 
• .-1 4J ... s:: 0:: H 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

-I< 

* 

91 

--
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Gil IID I lEA LTII (cont'd) 

ISSlll: 

No Description 

I IEALTII SCREEN L'iG -
1 CIIDP. Nediscreen progrum 

mandated Idthout funds 
for trentment costs 
(p. (3) 

'1 CIIOP allows little flexi-
bility in county demon-
strntion (p. (3) 

CRIPPLED CIIII.DREN'S 
SElW ICES 

J Absence of working rela-
tionships between ecs f, 
other child health pro-

(3) grams (p. 

2 Conflict over adminis-
tl'Htive reImbursements 
(p. (4) 

~IE:\Ti\1. ImALi'l1 

1 llelt'l'minHtion of prior-
i t h~s con fl it't bt't'Wt'Cll 
Statt'!county (I' . (4) 

2 St iI t t'· SUpt')'V i s ion ~'on-

tta!')' to 5\w)'t-lloyle in-
tent, creilting dcluvs 
TlI'ogrilm (p, (15) • 
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~cy: Type of issue/level of 
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5 

7 
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1 

CHI LO JUSTI CE 

ISSUE 

lk'scdpt:ion 

GESERAL ISSU::~ 

Legal catc~ori:ation of 
children lp. 77) 

Rehabilitation procedures 
for "601" children (p. is) 

SDparatc facilities fOT 
"601" & "602" children 
(p. 79) 

Redirecting juvenile jus
tice resourccs toward pre
vcn~ion and div~;sion pro
grams (p. 79) 

Juvenile justice systems' 
lack of invol \lement \~i th 
youth sCr\'ices programs 
(p. 79) 

Coordinated planning of 
state agencies with ju
venile j~stice system 
lp. 79) 

County interagency train
ing for rOllth service agen 
cies' staff (p. 80) 

Law enforcement staff 
training (p. SO) 

SESTE~';CI!\r. ALTER~ATI\'ES 

Lack of dispositional al
ternatives and resources 
for the juvenile court 
lp. SOl 

Key: Type of :i5:.;uo/10\'01 of 
involvement = * 
t),. .. .;nf· nf P,H",."111i--1(\,, 

* * 

* 

* 
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CIIlLD .JUSTICE (cont'd) 

ISSUE 

};o DC'scrlpbon 

2 Lack of neighhorhood youth 
sC'rvices (p. SO) 

DEPE:-:DEt\T elll LDRE:-J 

1 When to utilize more vol-
untary placement resourc"s 
(p. SI) 

2 :~('\~ state directive on co. 
welfare's !'01e for care of 
dependent children (1'. Sl) 

~1E:,T'\L I lEALT!I, J:DUCATTO:-: 
A:\ll SOCIAL SERVICES, 

1 ~lent:ll health services for 
delinquent youth (p. SI) 

2 Juvenile justice/school 
coordination (p. SI) 

OTllER --
I iii ri ng and retention of 

minority personnel (p. 83) 
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Child Welfare 

** Monsorrate Brady 

** Lillian Dinniman 

** Lucy Ellison 

** Rebekah Shuey, Ph.ED. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONTACT LI S1' 

HEW Regional Office 

Social and RohJbilitation Service/ 
Community Services Administration 

Social and Rehabilitation Service/ 
Community Services Administration 

Social and Rehabilitation Service 

Office of Child Development/ 
Children's Bureau 

Child Care / Prcschool Education 

Barlo\\' Farrar Offi :e of Human Development/' 
Office of Child Development 

** Samuel Kermoian Office of Education 

* Michelle Michael-Noce Office of Human Development/ 
Office of Child Development 

** Samuel E. Miller Office of Human Development/ 
Office of Child Development 

Office of Human Development/ 
Office of Child Dcvelopment 
(I/C'ad Start) 

* Received draft of this report . 

** Received dlaft and submitted comments/corrections to UNC. 

URBAN ~fANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 



\ Child l-lealth 

** Hubert Barnes, ~1. U. 

Charlotte Harrington 

Martha Hislop 

** Joseph Hoffman 

James Kee 

Doris Lauber 

** Dorine Loso 

** Mary Ann Urban 

** Rebecca Welch 

Child Justice 

Elizabeth Gorlich 

" 

Public Ileal th Sen l..:e/ 
Maternal and Child Health 

: . . ' 

Social and Rehabilitation Service/ 
Medical Services Administration 

Social and Rehabilitation Service/ 
Rehabilitation Services Administration 

Public Health Service/ 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Hental He:ll th 
Administration 

Social and Rehabilitation SeTvic.!/ 
Medical Services Administration 

Public Health Service 

Public !Iealth Service/ 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health 
Administration 

Social and Rehabilitation Service/ 
Medical Services Administr~tlon 

Public Ilealth Service 

Office of Human Development/ 
Office of Youth Development 

URBAN MANACFMENT CONSULTANTS 

I 
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Child Welfare 

Doris Cole 

* Charles Devereaux 

** Lucille Hood 

Ran dy .J ami 5 on 

Joe Lain 

Ray Lieber 

** Mae Sakamoto 

* Mary Lee Schuster 

* Albert Seltzer 

** Mary Su 1.livan 

~ .-- -----------

State of California 

Adoptions 
Department of ~ealth 

Social Services 
Department of Health 

Family and Children's Services 
Department of JIealth 

Social Services 
Department of Health 

Social Services 
Department of Health 

Adoptions 
Department of Health 

Social Services 
DepaTtment of nealth 

Department of Benefit Payments 

Social Services 
Deportment of Health 

Adoptions 
Department of Health 

1 
'I 
! 
1 
j 

Child Care / Preschool Education 

Diane Carey 

** Norris Class 

* David Gordon 

** John McCoy 

Child Development 
DeparbJent df Education 

Consultant to 
Assembly Office of Research 

Child Development 
Department of Education 

Child Development 
Department of Education 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 

.1 
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Child Care / Pre$chool Educatioll (continued) 

* 1I0llis ~1oore, Ph.n. 

Friln Wnlkor 

** \':i IIi alii \\'hi teneck 

ChillI liealth 

Doug Arnold 

** Hob B:lltlo 

.rny (~ouhl 

Bill I.ong 

* Edward ~lo1ia, ~!.n. 

** Ken S 1:I\'n(';.' 

** Esmollu Smi th, ~I. D. 

Vera Stevens 

Donnlt1 Stockman 

h'j 11 iam \\'ndman 

Office of Educational Liaison 
lIealth and Welfare Agency 

Ch,j ltl ncvelopm('nt 
DepJrtment of Ileal th 

Offico of Educational Liaison 
lIenlth aml Welfnre Agenc)' 

Chiltl [levolopment 
J)epartnlC.'nt of Education 

~lental DisabiUtics 
Department of !lealth 

Deve]opmentallv Disabled Program, 
Ilepartinent of ilealth 

Proviucr Benefit Services 
Department of Health 

D('ve iopmt'l1 tal I y 11i sabled Program, 
Department of !Iealth 

P reven t j v(' ~lcdi ea 1 Sen' i ce s 
Department of llealth 

~Il'ntal Disabilities 
Department of !Iealth 

Crippled Children's Servic('s 
!1epart;nent of Ileal th 

J)evelopmC'ntally nisablell Program, 
nepnrtmcnt of lIealth 

Region:'l Centers ()pera t ions 
nepartmC'nt of Ileal th 

J)epnrtlllent of lIea1th 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSLILTANTS 
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Child Health (continued) 

Ken Wagstaff 

Ralph \\'3Ilerstein. ~.D. 

Bill Wilder 

Alice Yeagle 

Samuel D. Yockoy 

Child Justice 

La\\'rence Bo I ton 

Allen Breed 

Rene Goldstein 

P.obert Henry 

Jonas }'Iinton 

Stan Nielsen 

Anthony L. Palumbo 

* Palmer ~:tinson 

R.C. Walk':!}' 

9H 

Office of Assemblyman Wagstaff 
Consultant, Assembly Health Comrnjttee 

Preventive ~edical Services Program 
Department of Ifealth 

Office of Narcotics and Drug Abuse. 
Health and Welfare Agency 

Crippled Children Services 
Department of Health 

Department of Health 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

California Youth Authority 

California Youth Authority 

Department of Justice 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

Department of Corrections 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

Prevention Services, 
California Youth Authori ty 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
Juvenile Delinquency 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
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Ruhy Anderson 

l\ ill i e P r 0\\ n 

lloj'othy Cex 

* ~ I 11 \l r e C' n r j t : g era 1 ~1 

Paul Ilolme!' 

** Jim Ilunit 

:': Boh Ro!'C'nburg 

~.Is .. J .. J. \\"adc 
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Senator Dymally's office 
(Lt. Governor) 

Assemblyman 

Sena tor ~Iosconc' s office 

OfficC' of Legislative Analyst 

SenntC' Office of Research, Senate 
Select Committee on Children and 
Youth 

Consultant to the Assembly Committee 
on Education 

Assembly Office of Research 

Assemhly Office of Research 

Senator ~Iarks' office 
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Fresno County 

Child Care / Preschoo1 Education 

** Ernest A. Poore 

Child Heal th 

Terry Brennan 

Kyle Coleman, M.D. 

Jay Gaillard 

** Trevor D. Glenn, M.D. 

** Paul Gookins 

Pat Henderson, M.D. 

* Mary Lou Hickman, M.D. 

Charles Maas, M.D. 

Ed Mayo 

* Pat Rickert 

Patti Thompson 

Jane Treana 

Administration / Office 
of Education 

Substance Abuse 
Department of Health 

Children's Mental Health Services 
(Inpatient) Department of Health 

Central California Regional Centor 

Administration / Department of Health 

Budget - Department of Health 

Maternal and Child Health 
Department of Health 

Central Valley Regional Center 

Youth Services and Community Care 
Department of Health 

United Cerebral Palsy Association 
of Central California 

Children's Mental Health Services 
(Outpatient) Department of Health 

Finance - Department of Health 

Crippled Children's Service~ 
Department of Health 

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 



\ 

• , 

Ch:ild Justice 

Merril Clacher 

Virginia Cornell 

Steve Crosby 

* Don lIudson 

Leroy Johnson 

Len Lcl\ala 

Roger Palonimo 

** James Roland 

** Ernest R. Vian 

Child Welfare 

Thomas Addison 

Christopher Christensen 

* Reed K. CIC'gg 

Verna Growdon 

Josephine Long 

** Blanche Mesple 

Katherine :-iugent 

lO~ 

Prob<ltion Departmont 

Probation Department 

Probation llepartment 

Probation Departmon .; 

Probation Department 

Probation Department 

Probation Department 

Chief Probation Officer 
Probation Department 

Probation Department 

Out-of-Home Care Coordinator 
Department of Health 

After-Care Services 
Department of Health 

Welfaro Director 
Welfare Department 

Comprehensive Youth Services 

Foster Care Services 
Welfare Department 

Socia 1 Services 
Welfare Department 

Child Welfare Services 
Welfare Department 
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Orange Countt 

Child Care / Preschool Education 

C01'ole Bielefeld 

Joan Cohen 

Betty Tnman 

Bett>'c Lewis 

Harold Nason 

Ferne Young 

Child Health / (icnoTnl 

* John DcdischC'w 

* Ron DiLuigi 

** en rolyn lIal'rig 

* Glenn f1ont:: 

Bah [.0\'0 

* Elnyne :>Inlone 

Department of Education 

Educational Liaison 
Welfare Department 

Orange Coast College 
Costa Nasa 

Rancho Santiago Community College 
District 

Fiscal Services 
Department of Educatio~ 

Department of Education 

Administration / Count)' 
AdministTutive Office 

Program Planning Division 
County Administrativc Office 
Santa Ana' 

Program Planning Division (Health) 
County Administrative Orfico 

Human SC'rvicC's / City of Garden Grove 

ProgTam Coordination Division 
U:cntal lIealth) 
County Administrative Office 

Program PI@nning Division 
County Administrative Office 
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90..1d !"t'lfnrc:. (continued) 

Alan P('ters 

Melvin ~. Wll1mirth 

** 1\01' But 1('1" 

.10l' Wil1i:1l1ls 

'" Ml'Ivryn (~. \~hgC'tt 

104 

Chi1d Prott'ctiv{' ~)C'rvjcc::; 

h'c!,no county FostI.~r Parents 
i\ssocintion 

Adm i n i s t1':1 t ion, c: it)' 0 r F l' (' S no 

111I m:t n S (' l' \' i l'l'S , COli n t y i\ d III i n i s t r n t i ve
n f i i L't' 

1IIllilnn Sl'1'\'ic<.'s, County Administrntht
(. 

('If I i ('(' 

HcoJ1omir 0l'Portllnit" C:Olllmissio~) 

County t\(\ministrlltivl' OfficC'r 
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* Dolores E. Chur~hill 

** 1.!argaret r. Hicks 

Donald Simno 

* Jacqueline Thomas 

' . 

• • 

lO!) 

Social Services 
Department of Social Welfare 

Family and Children's Services 
Department of Social Welfare 

Child Welfare Services 
Department of Social Welfare 

Adoptions and Licensing 
Department of Social Welfare 
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San Diego County 

Child Care I Preschool Education 

H. Do.dd Fish 

Gil Norton 

** Kathleen Novet 

Grace W. Perkins 

*'* }.{. Jane Phillips 

'* Glen N. Pierson 

** Avis Rana 

Child Health 

Perry Bach, ~1. D. 

John Brink, N.D. 

U Bill Burfi tt 

* Don Cogburn 

Will Comer 

Cal'olyn Gill 

Special Programs, San ~iegG 
City Schools 

Department of Public Welfare 

North County Child Car~ Council 
Escondido, California 

Early Childhood Education 
San Diego City Schools 

Children's Centers, San Diego 
City Schools 

Child Care Programs 
Office of Education 

Program Development 
Department of Public Welfare 

Adolescent Services 
Department of Nedical Institutions 

Administrative Services 
San Diego Regional Center 

Budget St.aff 
County Health Care Agency 

Area Supervisor Community Services 
California State Department of Health 

County Health Care Agency 

Health Car0 Agency 
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Child Health (continued) 

Jake Jacobsen 

Bill Paff 

** Frank Panarisi 

* Ray Peterson, M.D. 

** Donald Ramras, M.D. 

Gladwin Salway 

Richard Sandberg 

William Townsend, M.D. 

Ellen Vogel, M.D. 

Child Justice 

* Ken Fare 

R.B. James 

Lantz Lm"is 

** Dennis P. Polley 

* Hon. Richard L. Vaughn 

** John Wedemeyer 

lOll 

Department of Substance Abuse 

Council of Community Clinics 

Administration / County Health 
Care Agency 

San Diego Regional Center 

Department of Public Health 

Crippled Children Services 
Department of Public Health 

United ~ereb al Palsy Association 
of San Diego 

Medical Services Division 
Department of Public Health 

Maternal and Child Health 
Department of Public Health 

Probation DepartmAnt 

County Law and Justice Agency 

Criminal Justice Planner 

Probation Department 

Judge of the Juvenile Court 
San Diego Ccunty 

Exec~tivc Director 
San Diego Youth Services, In~. 
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Child \\'elfare _.------
** Dick Bourke 

~* Lsther Cardn11 

* Homer E. Petrich 

** Emily Gray 

[ul il lIar-r.wn 

Ann Luci0U~ 

Bim Plumb 

** Avis Rana 

~li riam Rappe 

** Jane Rethdnc 

Joe Wilc.ox 

Gencral 

** Ruben Domingue: 

* J)ebbie Elliott 

\"l'1'n !lorne 

f' 

Dependent Children 
Department of Public Welfare 

Socinl Services 
Depsrtcent of Public ~elraTc 

:\c.1mini strati Oil I Depal'tlnent 
of Puhlic Welfare 

Foster Parents Association 
San Dipgo 

108 

!lonemakCl Service of San Diego 

Chiluren's lIome Socie':y 
San Diego 

Foster lIome Licensing 
Departncnt of Public Welfare 

Progran Planning 
Department of Public Welfare 

Children's Home Society 
San Diego 

Adoptions 
Department of Public Welfare 

\H rectol', Human Development Department 
Y~CA (Child Abuse) 
San Die~o 

County lIuman Re$ource Agency 

tlni ted \\'ay of San Diego 

Senate Office of Research 
State of California 
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General (continued) 

* John E. Jacob 

** Clatence ~. Pendleton 

* Claude A. Townsend 

10~ 

Executive Director Urban League 
San Diego 

Director, San Diego Nodel Cities 

United Way of San Diego 
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Santa Clara County 

Child Care / Preschool Education 

** Carole Conner 

* Ernestine Jernig3n 

Bettie Long 

Viola !II, 0''''en5 

Siut-han Stevens 

** Fred Villase~or 

Child Health 

Harold Baker 

* Erni~'Bertolotti 

Rich Cant\ ... ell 

* Jerry Do) Ie 

Frank Egleston 

Bernice Ginnsirancusa 

Contract CoorJinator 
Department of Social Services 

Head Start 
Office of Education 

Pre-school Consultant 
:-It. Vic\,' 

Office of Education 

Family Day Care .~me Provider 
San Jose 

Santa Clara County 4-C Council 
San ,Jose 

San Jose Communi tv Services Section 
California State bepartment of Health 

Program Planning 
Department of Health 

Child Abuse 
Department of Health 

Eastfield Children's Center 
Campbe 11 

Director, The Bridge Children 
~Iorgan Hill 

Maternal and Child Health 
Department of Health 
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Child Health (continued) 

** Crissola Knudsen 

Jean Phillips 

Thelma Quinn, ~.D. 

Ma:ry Robinette 

* Marcie Rodgers 

Rudy Warner 

Child Jus tice 

* Richard Bothman 

Alan R. Coffey 

Robert Eastman 

** Peter Silva 

Child Welfare 
, 

Gloria Ambrosine 

Miriam P. Bowman 

** Roger Cackler 

* Mary Charles 

111 

Lorna Prieta Regional Center 
San Jose 

Fiscal Officer 
Department of Health 

Crippled Children's Service 
Department of Health 

Mediscrecn 
Department of Social Services 

Children Mental Health Services 
Department of He~lth 

Child Health Screening Provider 
Warner Laboratories, Campbell 

Probation DF;artment 

Probation Department 

Juvenile Hall 

Probation Department 

Foster Care 
Department of Social ServicDs 

Adoptions 
Department of Social Services 

Child Welfare 
Department of Social Services 

Community Planning 
Department of Social Services 
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Child Welfare (continued) 

** Ernie Hirose Department of Social Serviceg 

* Dick O'Neil Fiscal Specialist 
Department of Social Services 

Ed Shofler Adoptions 

General 

Howard Cumpen 

* RODert F. Fenley 

* John Giambruno 

* Sam Sanchez 

* Paul Yarborough 

Department of Social Services 

Santa Clara County Community 
Action Program 

Social Planning Council of 
Santa Clara County, San Jose 

Planning / Economic and Social 
Opportunities, Inc., San Jose 

Ombudsman 
City of San Jose 

Assistant County Executive 
County Administrative Office 
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** Elizabeth Berger 

Sue Ca~tro 

Alice Cunningham 

Louis Gncia 

* Ruth ~Iass 5 nga 

** Grady Means 

* Bill ;-';e\\'ton 

* Vicky Strang 

* DaVE' Thompson 

* Bob Van Ilorn 

Dale \\'agerman 

* Ste\"c \\'aldhorn 

** Richard W. White 

Othcr Contacts 

California Children's Lobby 
Sacramento 

U.C. Berkeley Child Car~ Pirector 
Berke ley 

Association of Bay Area Governments., 
Berkeley 

League of California Cities 
Berkeley 

Office of Communi t)' Child Care 
Berkeley 

V~neman and Associates 
San Francisco 

Association of Boy Area Governments 
Berkeley 

Coordinator 
San Francisco Chi1dren 1 s Council 
San Francisco 

Western Rcgional 
Citizen Participation League 
San Francisco 

County Supervisors Association 
of California, Sacramento 

County Supervisors Association 
of California, Sacramento 

Stanford Research Institute 
~!enlo Park 

Office of Economic Opportunity 
Region 9, San Francisco 
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