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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, California 94102

Dear Mr. Purvis:

680 BEAaoH STRERT

SaAN IPRANCIBCO 8410¢

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

arecas for their efforts.

The issues and their anaiysis are based upon a large number of
interviews with service delivery and general purpose government
staffs at the Regional and State levels and in four study coun-
ties -- Orange, San Diego, Fresno and Santa Clara. Many 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 report will encourage *he discussion of the many
issues that were raised to us and that the Department of Health,
Education and Welfar= will be able to assist the State of
California and its county and city governments to improve scr-
vices where it appears necessary and appropriate.
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L. INTRODUCTION

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 Region IX of the Department under the
immediat : supervision of Thomas A. Purvis, Assistant Regional
Director 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-
tive 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 effectively 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 level.

The report you 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 programs for children. Rather

it offers an overview of the various systems for funding and ad-
ministering children's services in California. It documents as
succinctly as possible current intergovernmental issues expressed
by Federal, state, and county government personnel, as well as

by a limited pumber of clients. If the report appears to empha-
size any particular governmenial 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.
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In compiling this report, we conducted extensive interviews
with elected officials, general purpose government staffs,

and program personnel in the four study counties - QOrange, 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 as 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 form.

A large but limited number of children's services programs were
reviewed in this study. The selection of those to be included
was based upon one primary criterion. Each program selccted

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 servic s 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 ciytegory 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., ccunty welfare personnel, Some ser-
vices fall under the purview of numerous agencies.

*® * * X

This report is the end of UMC's contracted study but only the
beginning for effurts to address the issues that were pointed
out by tho 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 study
represented here to suggest final solutions to this broad spec-
trum of problems. Based upon this report, HEW hopes tc assist
in forming a series of groups to address solutions to these and
other issues so that those officials and staff persons who are
most involved in dealing with service delivery will have oppor-
tunity 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 was underway at the time of our field work, we have men-
tioned it in the body of our report.

Because it was not our purpose to evaluate the quality of ser-
vice delivery in the State or in any particular county nor to
create a report whuse tone would set one agency against another
or one level of government against another, we have 2voided,
where possible, making specific reference to situations found
in individual counties. Rather, we reccived real cooperation
from staff personnel at all levels who, when promised that our
work would not be specifically evaluative, gave us excellent
insights on the state of cooperation and coordination in Calif-
ornia. In this way, we hope our repurt focuses adequately on
the pusitive opportunities available for improvements in the
various systems studied.

One conclusion stands out from our work. The various systems,
programs, and personnel delivering services to children in
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 proc2sses “or them to
become educated about the other services available 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 I
on page 4 shows the involvement of state 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 example

of this overlap as viewed from the service delivery level. In
this case, we have taken a foster home as an example and shown
the many agencies with which that home may need to deal in order
to properly serve its clients. Theugh we have not done so for
every provider, similar charts could be prepared and would com-
municate much the same informataion.

Reviewers of the draft of this report stated that one of its
greatest values was as an education on the content and opera-
tion of children's services programs in functional areas other
than thoir own., This commends itself to a simple action.
Preparation and distribution of this type of information in
simplified furm by the State of California to all persons in-
volved in children's services could, by itself, greatly improve
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the coordination of services to childrcn 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 hereir 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 are anxious to participate. We look for-
ward to proof that joint efforts can produce the best results.
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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 maintenance and social services are
separate programs with different Federal reimbursement rates; none-
theless, sccial 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 with 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 needy
aged, blind and disabled individuals. For the combined 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 allotment for California

is $245.7 million, an expenditure figure the state has already
reached, meaning that any further expenditures for social servicss
must be born by the state or county governments.) For the next
fiscal year, the $2.5 billion national ceiling will remain ixn
effect; however, other provisions for Titles IV-A and VI services
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
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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
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) achieving or maintaining economic self-support to pre-
vent, reduce or eliminate dependency;

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

(3) preventing or remedying neglect, abuse or exploitation
of chiidren and adults unable to protect their own in-
terests, or preserving, rchabilitating, or reuniting
families;

(4) preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care

by providing for community-based care, home-based care,
or other forms of less intensive care; or

(5) securing referral or #“dmission for institutional care
when other forms of care are not appropriate or pro-
viding services to individuals in institutions.' !

Title XX further requires that three state-selected services be
provided to Federal Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients
who are presently being served under Title VI. It requires the
provisicn of the family planning services, for which the Federal

30,

?

government's share will equal 90% of the allowable cost, while for
all other services it will provide 75% of the allowable espenditures.

* Taken Irom Subseciion 228.0 of the proposed Title XX regulations

published in the Federal Register on Monday, April 14, 1975.
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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 MediCaid.
In California the major portion of the 25% non-Federal share (with
the exception of Title IV-A child care serviccs) 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 nceds and agrees to utilize
social scervices;

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

-~ c¢hild care services to enable mothers or other caretaker
relatives to participate in the 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 behdlf 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 arec 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 definition of
"former'" or "potential' AFDC recipients. As in the case of wanda-
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, i.e,, counties, within the state (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"
and "potential" AFDC recipient. For California, 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 provides far 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-
1y irncome 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 acjusted gross
monthly income is above 80% of the state mecian income a service
fee must be ‘charged.

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 family planning and WIN social
services, which require a 10% non-Federal match. Matching 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. Elipg: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 operatiocns, information and referral, emergency ser-
vices, health care, and legal referral services. At the county
level most services are provided by county welfare personnel.
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Child Protective Services: utilize Federal formula grant

funds authorized under Title IV-B of the Social Security Act.
"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-B funds is restricted to

the "non-aided, non-AFDC-linked" child. Protective services

to former, current and potential AFDC children are funded by
Title IV-A., State supervision of county protective services
programs is provided by the State Nepartment of Health. Federal
Title IV-A and B monies flow through the State Department of
Benefit Payments 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 sention. 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 stepparent parental rights over a 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 Depart-
ment and the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service. Inde-
pendent adoptions require 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 weifare department. All relinquished
childrer who have not been placed within 60 days and all eligible
applican.s whoe have not received a child within 60 days of their
approval are registered with 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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throughout the state. Relinquished children may also be eligible
for crippled children's services described in the "Child Health
Section' and Aid for the Adoption of Children Program described
below.

State Adoptions Subsidy Program: entirely state-funded under
the Dymally Act {Chapter 1322/68 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 broad, including almost any child re-
linquished for adoption for whom agexacies 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 Operation

California provides social services through a county-adminis-
tered/state cupervised delivery system (see Exhibit I).

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 (AB 1290/74) was
desipnated the single state organizational unit to administer
Federally-funded social services.

Under the Federal ceiling, 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 fFducation to administer
child day care programs (which will be discussed in the '"'Child
Care/Preschool Education chapter"). 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 funds for protective
services to non-AFDC-linked children.

County Welfare Services

County welfare personnel costs account for the major portion

of Title IV expenditures. Counties are permitted 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, &1l 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 depending on the organiza~
tion and management procedures of edch county. In the four
counties we studied, the welfare departments provided child
homemaker services, day care, protective services, out-of-home
placement, 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 provision of services to dependent children of the courts =--
i.e., judicially placed children who are deemed ahbused, neglected
or abandoned (Section 600 of the Welfare and Institutions Code) --
and for child protection varied from county to county. Often

two or three tounty departments were involved, e.g., probation,
welfare and health. 1In Santa Clara County, for example,

the investigation, intake, placement and servicing of "600"
children was handled by both the county probation and welfare
departments. In San Diego, the county probuation 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
departnents can take the option of not licensing 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 licensing 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 b; all county welfare de-
partments in our study area by the delegated authority of the
State Department of MHealth. 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 DNepartment
district offices in order to provide social services to WIN
recipients.
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Issues

The child welfare programs we reviewed are services that are
either funded under or related to the Federal aid provisions
within Title IV, Parts 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-
mental 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 supervision of and program assistance tc county social
service programs for children is weak, due to fragmentation
of authority and duplication of responsibility among numerous

state administrative units. Title IV-A and IV-B services
are reguired by Federal regulation to be administered by a
"single state agency.” 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 county welfare administra-
tor commented that during the 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 suificient Federal and state funding
for the provision of adult homemaker/chore services, which
results in the transfer of funds from the child to the
adult category of social services and lessens the amount
of servizes teing delivered to children, The Federal
funding of adult and child social services in c-mingled
under a single ceiling (Titles IV-A and VI, SSA). Since
California spends the maximum amount of its alloted Fed-
eral dollars for social services, there exists no present
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way for cither the state or counties to expand their

Title IV-A services. To lessen the burden on county taxes,
the state has provided considerable, but noi 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 Loth Federal and county funds allocated
for child social services to this adult category. Counties
therefore have had to either decrease the amount of ser-
vices 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

Child welfare staff feel that the focus of the California
child abuse and neglect reporting law 1s miscirected toward
the incrimination Of abusive parents rather than toward

the protection of abused childrun. scction 11161.5 of the
Calitornia Penal Code requires that any medical or reli-
gious p:iactitioner, educator, social worker or licensed
chiid caretaker rcport to the local policy any incidence

of a child who is observed to have been abused by phycical
injury or in other ways (SB 1506/74). While police inter-
vention may be necessary in some instances, 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 crinminal
proceedings being brought against the parents. Many instances
of child abuse are not reported because citizens, including
some medical practitioners, who detect suspected cases of
child abuse do not want to become personally involved in
criminal proceedings.

The inclusion of child abuse in the Penal Code raises an
important philosophical issue. As Drs. Vincent Ne Francis
and Carroll L. Luncht explain in their book Child Abuse
Legislation in the 1970's: * '

* Publication of the American Humane Society, Children's

Division, Denver, Colorado, 1974, p. 4.
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"Criminal prosecution requires proof through evidence
which establishes the culpability of a parent beyond
a reasonable doubt. Because these acts usually take
place in the privacy of the home, without outside wit-
nesses, and because parents, with rare 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 vicwing mandatory
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 prosegution, 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 Orange County where, according
to a grand jury investigation, 10% of the homicides in
1973 were previous victims of child abuse.

"Cf ~qual weight 1is 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.atify 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."

", ..punishment of abusing parents through criminal pro-
secution does not correct the fundamental cause of their
behavior."

Services for the protection of ahused and neglected children
and Tor the rehabilitation of thelir parents are fragmented
and in some instances non-existent. As required hy Federal
and state law, each county welfare unit has a child pro-
tective services unit which has neither the authority nor
the services to adequately protect abused and neglected
children. To remove a child from his home without the
consent of the parent requires the involvement of the
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county probation department, the county dependent child-
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 deal
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

1. The responsibility for out-of-home placement of children
is fragmented and duplicated by a number of state, county
and private agencies. No comprehensive system exists for
the coordinated action of different agencies that serve
foster children and their natural and foster parents, or
for the consolidation of duplicative agency organizational
units. A recent report by the State Auditor General ¥
docunents that 14 separate organizational units within the
State Health and Welfare Agency have program 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 clinics,
regional centers for the mentally retarded, private arencies,
and the county welfare departments. Because these agencies
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 improper
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 Committee: An Evaluation of
Acc-antability “or Foster Care at the State lLevel, July, 1974,
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Contrary to child placement agency philosophy that foster
care 1S a temporary action until the rehabilitation and
reunitication of the child with his family 1s accomplished,
children tend to remain in foster care for indefinite per-
19ds of time without agency intervention.

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 increases. Likewise, as time
passes, fewer alternatives (e.g., adoptions) are open to
thése children. Toster 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 belong in no one's home.
Emotional problems often result which force placement agen-
cies to shift these children from one foster home to another.

Placement agencies and the courts have no systematic approach
to eliminate the problem of children left in indefinite fos-
ter care. Early intervention is 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.

Services_to foster parents and foster children nften lack
consistuncy and continuity due to program fragmentation.
Foster parents ciaim that placement agencies often fail 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 often

not communicated to new foster parents. When more than one
agency places children in a single foster home, 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 cascworker alone, the scrvice need tends
to be met fairly rapidly. If a problem requires the involve-
ment of several county employeces and administrative levels,
its resolution often involves a lengthy delay causing a hard-
ship on the foster parents and children alike. Foster parents
also claim that placement agencies are genuinely ineffective
in providing services to reunite a foster child with his
natural parents,

¥
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4. In the counties we surveyed, all felt that the recruitment
and retention of licensed foster homes was a problem. 1In
San Diego County, for example, attrition rate figures
indicate that nedrly 40% of their licensed homes are lost
each year, 75-80% within three vears, and a nearly complete
turnover occurs every five years.

The demand for new foster homes is great. The geographic
distribution of foster homes throughout a county varies
greatly, causing an additional placement problem since
alte;natives 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 types
of children a foster parent will take is the prerogative
of the foster parent rather than the licensing agency;
thus a shortage exists for certain types of foster homes,
such as homes for 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 incicate that there exi15ts a problem in
placing children across county lines. ® The county of ori-
gin pays the on-going foster care rates in the county of
placement. Special service needs for a foster child or
the lack of foster homes may require out-of-county place-
ments, but valuable time and expense is wasted when crunty
employees travel to inspect and supervise these out-of-
county placements. A humanitarian issue is that the foster
child and his real parents are often physically separated
by great distances, making the child's return to howe even
more problematic and uncertain.

* Children's Research Institute of California, Review Synthesis
and Recommendations of Seven Foster Care Studies in California,
1974,
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Foster parents raised the issue regarding the relationship
between foster care and adoption services. They saw no
justification for maintaining adoption and foster care as
mutually exclusive services. Froster parents feel that
they get little or no assistance from adoption umits when
they inquire if adoption procedures might be taken so that
“hey might adopt a fosteér child who has been under their
care for years and has little or no chance of returning to

The State Department of Health and some county welfare
staff claim that foster parents have overstated this issue.
Foster parents are permitted in some instances 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 bheen in foster care

There exists a need to extend the time in which adoptive
parents may receive a state subsidy for the care of adopted
children with special needs. The adoption program in
California 1s 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-limited though.
Subsidies are available for a term of three years from
placement, which may be extended 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 o adopt
them because the subsidy period is too short.

There exists a need for a statewide ruling regarding the
relinguishment of marental rights of an unmarried father
who cannot be round. The "Stanley' decision by the U.S.
Supreme Court is another legal issue affecting adoptions. *

6.
the home of his natural parents.
for one year or more.
Adoptions

1'

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 search 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 coase, the decision complicates adoption be-

cause the parent s=arch takes time. Often a child is placed

in foster care a year or more, lessening his chance for
adoption.

County/Community Relations

The second major portion of Federz® 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 weifare departments are sometimes
Tocated outside the arcas where 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; public transportation tends 1o
be infrequent and slow. The decentralization of services
in certain counties has not resolved the problem of acces-
sitility because of the fragmented distribution of related
services and rhe lack of coordination among service units.

2. The pathways by which a client is served are frapmented.
Both clients and county service personnel have expressed

this problem. Aside from the physical separation of service

units there is a lack of service continuity. Clients feel

that they become victims of inter-unit '"buck passing;" they
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enter the sérvice system at one point, find that the agency
unit cannot service their 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.

From 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 financial restrictions imposed from ahove, e.g.,
psychiatric services for an emotionally disturbed AFDC 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 tc know what resources are
available within or outside the department.

Contact and coordination among services provided by county
welfare departments and the private sector 1s practically
non-existent. Some private sector organizations, e.g., the
Social Planning Council of Santa Clara, have developed
linkages between the public and private sector resources.
United Way, through its funded agency network has provided
some cohesion among non-profit servicg 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.

Tha community and clients are not openly involved in the

planning and delivery of county welfare services.

Community involvement is both a political and philosophical
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 sympathetic to the
expressed needs of the comnunity, he is forced to adhere

to the financial restrictions of county budgets and the
regulatory restrictions of state and Federal governments.

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS




*

25

To avoid a conflict between 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 ccooperative linkages hetween 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 by Title IV-A, tends 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 palatahle 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 provided the funding.

The understanding and accurate evaluation of client need is
hampered by the fact that the ethnic makeup and background

ol county child welfare personnel does not reflect that of
the clientele being served. The lack of minority personnel
within county weltare staffs is a contrihuting factor toward
the minority clients' feeling of alienat .on toward the agency
and the services it provides. Many day-to-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 brown home. In
general, the ethnic composition of child welfare staffs is
unbalanced., More minority personnel are needed to grasp a
better understanding of and empathy with the problems and
living practices of minority clients.
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I1II. 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 reason parents utilize
child care services is to enable themselves to undertake educa-
tion or employment. Child care services may bo provided in a num-
ber of settings: by an individval carctaker 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 are offered, e.gz.,
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 are intended to supplement a parent's care while
they are at school or work. Occasionally they are offered as a
reéspite 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-old children. Such programs as Head Start
or the state "1331" (AB 1331/65) program operatc 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
California, how they a.e funded and administered, and what inter-
governmental issues presently exist, principally from the point
of view of local government officials, service providers and
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 chupter on Child Weliare 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
1674-75 (SB 1525/74). In addition, the state provides funds for
child care which are not matched, e.g., special rent subsidies
and campus child care. Other non-matched funds, such as parent
fees, cuunty 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 FY '75
(Children's Centers, Migrant 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 utilize 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 authorizzd 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
offices of education to operate child care centers for migrant
farm workers. Most of the day care centers are located in labor
camps operated by the State Employment Development DPepartment.

In addition to Title IV-A funds, Federal aid under Title I of the
Elementary and Seccndary Education Act is used to supplement the
educational component of the migrant child care program. Rccently
a new Federal source for the state's migrant child care progran
has emerged through Title III (Section 303) of the Comprehemsive
Employment and Training Act of 1974.

Campus 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 university/college
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and community college campuses. The statute did not provide for
state funds since matching funds were provided by private dona-
tions and parent fees. Early ir 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 79G6/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 onerators)}, 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 department. 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 AFDC mothers who participate in the Fed-
eral Lork Incentive (WIN) employment training program. Fedc.al
training funds are allocated to the U.S. Department of Labor, which
in turn funds the State Department of Employment Development. 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-Federal match is divided between tne
state (67.5% of the match) and each county (32.5%).
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Independently from these Federal/state funded child care pro-
grams, many county and city governments 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 Clara County to examine
new ways to deliver and coordinate child care services at the
local 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 Opportunity Act te local “grantees" --
Community Action Agencies, schools, or private non-profit organ-
izations ~- to administer the Head Start program. The program is
designed to provide low-income four-year-old children with com-
prehensive child development services with strong emphasis on
parent involvement. In addition to compensatory education, chil-
dren are provided medical and dental care, nutritional services,
and social services. Parents are involved in local program policy

making as well as in volunteer teaching. Parents are encouraged

to be employed as tecacher aides and be considered for career ad-
vancement through training. In some instances psychologlcal and
transportation services are also provided.

The program emphasizes the integration of handicapped children
with "normal' children and requires that at least 10% uf 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-
ganizations 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 matter of em-
phasis: 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 allccation 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 ESEA Title I
funds and/or state funds authorized by SB 90/73 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 (£CE)
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 supervision is inte-
grated with ECE., Approximately 40% of the local school districts
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in California operate an ECE program; only a small portion of
those include preschool education.

System Cperation

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 services 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 law and three state interagency agree-
ments (see Exhibit iv).

State Interagency Agrecements and Agency Functions

While the State Health and Welfare Agency holds the legal single
state agency designation for Federally funded social services,

the actual functions of the single state agency arec divided be-
tween <10 of the agency's departments: Health and Benefit Pay-
ments. The State Department of Health is responsible 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, i.e., it manages and pays the "bills.'" By virtue of
the state Child Development Act (AB 99/72), the State Department
of Education acts as the sole state administering authority for
all Federal/state funded child care services. To enable Federal
funds to flow from the single state 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 interuagency
agreements, approval must be granted by the Departments of Finance
and General Services as well.

AB 99 authorizes state funds to be allocated to the State Health
2nd 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 sole state child care administrator under another provision
of AB 99, the State Health and Welfare Agency is required to nego-
tiate a second interagency agreement with Education ia order that
the AB 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 (QEL) is responsible for assisting in the develop-
ment of the annual AB 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
migrant child care services. In this agreement EDD is held re-
sponsible for maintaining in good order the child care 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
matching funds for WIN child care arec 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 the overall program man-
agement supervision for child care (and preschool education) pro-
grams falls under the jurisdiction of thc 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 De-
velopment Prograns.
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State Department of Education Contracts
with Child Care Service Providers

The State Department of Education purchases child care services
from local providers on an annual contractual basis starting with
the beginning of cach fiscal ycar. Education makes monthly cash
advances to local programs and makes quarterly adjustments accord-
ing to the actual number of children served cach day.

The level of funding a local program rececives 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 as offsets to reduce the maximum rate. Local
school districts, operating Children's Ceniers 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 transferrcd 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 75% of the program's
allowable operational cost, while each local college or university
campus under contract supplies the remainder. State universi..ies
and colleges are -~vohibited by state law from using state higuer
education appropriations for campus child care services, but ~ather
are required to obtain child care funds from student fees or pri-
vate donations. Community college districts have the eoption 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.
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Federal and State Child Care Service Standards

The 1968 Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR) 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 FIDCR 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 2.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 SDH as a result of AB 2262/73 -- the Community
Care Facilities Act. The responsibility of issuing licenses rests
also with SDH. As a general rule, SLH 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 SDE in lieu of obtaining a license
from SDH. All other facilities -- including private nursery
schools ~- must be licensing either through the State Department
of Health or their county welfare department.

State licensing standards require that each facility obtain a num-
ber of clearances from agencies other than SDH. The facility must
obtain clearances for fire, zoning, hecalth and sanitation, 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 respoansible for insuring that
the child care services it contracts for meet these Federal and
state standards. Additional regulatory provisions for certain

SDE contractors are included in Title V of the California Admin-
istrative Code, the California Education Code, and rulings by the
California Commission on Teacher Preparation and Licensing. In
September, 1973, the Department implemented a three-phase compre-
hensive compliance system for all its contracts: Phase I calls
for a review of the child care facility to see that it adheres to

3

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS



LT

all physical standards and certain health, safety and staffing
regulations; Phase IT 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 provisions of Title II of the Economic Opportunity Act
(P.L. 91-177), direct Federal grants are made by the HEW 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 with funds or in-kind services. Eligibility require-
ments and program standards are set by HEW Office of Child Develop-
ment, Typically,.the local grantees are community action agencies
established under the Federal "War on Poverty" 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 ("delegate agencies"). The local grantee is required
to integrate handicapped 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 mset
the Head 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 cach
individual program year and is revised annually as the need arises.

-

* Sec Kxhibit V.
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State Preschool Education Programs

AB 1331 preschool education programs operated by public or private
non-profit agencies other than local school districts are super-
vised by the Child Development Programs Support Unit within SDE.
Private agencies are required to submit to this SDE unit program
applications which are 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
districts submit an annual 'consolidated application' for Federal
ESEA Title I, state EDY, and/or state AB 1331 {funds. The consoli-
dated application process means that no single categorical unit can
be funded unless it works on a joint funding proposal with all other
categorical units involved. Moreover, the joint planning process
includes heavy parent involvement and approval for each schoocl in-
volved within the local district. A comprehensive school program
plar must be submitted with the consolidated application for funds.
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Issues

Federal/State Issues

Split administration activities for Title IV-A child care
services between the State Department of Education and the
State Health and Welfare Agency creates duplication of ad-
ministrative costs, conflicts in procedures and philosophy,
fragmentation of program authority and iIndecisivencss on the
annual allocation of program funds. 1JTitle 1V-A social ser-
vices are required 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 agency
but has delegated the IV-A program responsibility to the
State Department of Health and the IV-A fiscal management

to the State Department of Benefit Payments.

AB 99/72 required, however, that the State Department of
Education, rather than the "single statec agency' administer
Title IV-A child care services. In fact, the law required
the Superintendent 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 scrvice delivery. The
Secretary stated that child care was not a separate Eroiram
but rather an integral service component to a package of 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 pro-
rams. While in other states child carc represents a rather
minor social service, California child care programs utilize
approximately 20% of the State's Federal social services
allocation in FY 19875. The demand for a higher percentage
of this funding increases each year, which is problematic
since California has reached the maximum ampunt of Federal
social services funds it can obtain uader the Federal ceil-
ing. Title XX, which will redirect IV-A funding as of October
1975, offers little relief to the present TV-A requirements.
Child care is no longer a mandated Federal service but state
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law requires its continuance under Federal social serv.ce
funding. The single state administrative procedure is still
required. Thus Federal funding for child care will continue
to be regulated and monitered by 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 agrec that duplicative ad-
ministrative costs are wasteful and deflect valuable resources
that could be used for services, hut unless there is a change
ir Federal or state law, they will continue.

Children who are served in Title IV-A funded facilities tend

to he economically segregated from other children in need of
care bhut ineligible due to restrictions on the use of Title
IV-A funds. Title IV-A funded facilities tend not to serve
children whose families are ineligible for Title IV-A ser-
vices due to the burden of maintaining separate accounting
records and added operational costs. The children served

in thesce facilities, then, are economically segregated from
other children in the community. The children of many minority
and low-income f{amilies, 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 cannot afford to encumber the added

tosts required to meet the Federal Interagency Day Care Re-
quirements.

Even though the new Title XX appears to have lessened some
of thesce 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.

There exists a nced to decvelop uniform reporting proccdures

for pre-scnool education services jointly lunded by the Fed-
eral Head Start program and the statc preschool program. Local
preschool administrators who combine Head Start and state
preschool (AR 1331/65) funds are requested to submit differ-
ent program reports to the State Department of Education and
the Office of Child Development. These reports contain ncarly
identigal information but requirc 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 thesc 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

There is a need to consolidate into a single administrative
unit the child care funding allocations and fiscal manage-
ment responsibilities assigned to various state administra-
tive units. Under the Child Development Act of 1972 (AB 99),
the State Department of Education was given the authority to
administer all Federal/state funded child care services, but
at the same time, child care funds werc 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. 1In
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 imposed
additional administrative costs.

There is a feeling by community child care and private nurs-
ery school operators that the proposal licensing fees required
by AD 2262/73 will be an excessive and Lurdensome cost to
their operations. The group child care providers and private
nursery schools feel that if the required licensing fees are
implemented, they may be so burdensome as 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 1860/74.
Child care facilities funded by SDE rcceived an administrative
waiver of the fees. All other child care operations, however,
have not yet received such legislative or administrative relief.

There exists a necd to develop a uniform procedure for the

~determination of a child's eligibility to utilize Federally

subsidized child care services. Ellgibility determinations
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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. Uuder Title IV-A the responsibility for
determining eligibilitv 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 when Title XX goes
into effect,

Multiple reimbursement procedures and funding channels exist
for the same types of child care services funded by Title IV-A,
County welfare departments may elther purchase child 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 neighborhood group child care

home, whose operators are funded through a contractual arrange-
ment with the State Department of Education. Child care for
WIN recipients, however, is funded through the State Employ-
ment Development Department. Duplicate state reimbursement
procedures thus result in duplicate administrative proce-

dures at the counuvy level,

State/County/Community Issues

The centralization of child care authority and administra-

tion in Sacramento leaves county government without a de-

fined role in the planning, coordination and-administration

of child care services. AB 99 removed the authorrty of

counties to administer Federal/state child care resources.
Nevertheless, county government is still involved in the
child care service arca. Counties are required by AB 282/72
to supply county funding to the State Department of Educa-
tion for child care services ecqual te their county FY 1971
expenditures on child care. These county "maintenance of
effort"” funds are transferred to the State Department of
Educarion or are given to local child care programs under

a SDE-approved plan. Counties are aiso 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 are
eligible for Title IV-A services, In effect, county
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governments are subsidizing some portion of the state's
administration of child care services yet lack the authority
to determine how their county resources are to be allocated
or expended on such state programs.

e e

s e

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 damong several choices: the
county school systems, since SDE has the administrat.ve
authority for child care; the county welfare department;

or an entirely separate unit reporting directly to the CAQ
or Board of Supervisors.

B e o R i AR Nobn

Both public and private child care consumers and providers

have expressed the need to coordinate their services and to
allocate scarce resources in accordance with expressed needs.
Some efforts in this regard have been attempted through such
mechanisms as community coordinated child care (4-C), but as
far as we could determine, such mechanisrs were not an integral
part of either state or county government and thus, lack
authority to determine the allocation of government recources
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.

There exists a need for a statewide process which will coor-
dinatc the present simuitancous planning and funding of child
care services by state, county, and city governments. While
the State Department of Education and the State 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 Supervisers continue to

be pressured to utilize cheir revenue sharing dellars for
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child care services. Identical pressures arc exerted on
city governments to utilize these revenue sharing grants,
including efforts to usc the new CETA and Community Develop-
nent grant monies, More communication exists between city
and county government -- San Diego, for cxample -- than
between local and state governments. As long as funding

for similar services is to flow trom three levels of govern-
ment to the same communities, those levels of government
should take positive actions to ensure that they are not
creating redundant or competitive services. Simple communi-
cation and coordination processes could be established for
this, Such actions need not require major shifts in the
pattern of funding so long as the sources as a group consid-
e{ed local needs and the mest effective means of serving
them.

A comprehensive statewide plan for the delivery of child

care services as required by AB 99/72 needs to be formu-
lated. AB 99 requircd the State Department of [ducation to
develop a comprehensive statewide child development services
plan with the assistance uf the Covernor's Advisory Committee
on Child Development Programs and the Office of Educational
Liaison. In March of 1974, SDE's Child Devclopment Programs
Support Unit issued a draft state implementation plan for

AB 99 mandated services., The latter plan, however, could

be more accurately described as an administrative manual

to child care providers rather than a comprechensive 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 cxpressed need even greater than for a comprehen-
sive plan; for the development of a comprehensive plannin
process that includes the involvement and participation o%
county and city government and their resources, as well as
the involvement and participation of private agencies and
consumer ovrganizations.

State and local regulatory agencies tend to exercise separate
repulations which often are 1n conflict. The issuance of

a state-day care operator's license requires that the operator
and his facility meet local fire, 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 facilities are often more stringent than for an
ordinary family residence; zoning codes often do not permit
family day care facilities to operate in certain residenti:
zones where child carc services are sorely neceded.

Al

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS



46

To proceed toward obtaining a license, an applicant must
approach five or more scparate agencies concurrently:
county welfare department or State Department of Health
licensing unit (application form submission, facility
irepection and program design); 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 clecarance 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 obtaincd.

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 asgist prospective applicants through this bureau-
cratic maze. While the functions and procedures of each
state, county and city administrative unit might be c¢learly
understood by the agency personnel involved, it is not
clearly understood by the community at large.

State compensation for the county welfare department cost

to license family day care homes 1s :inadequate, causing

some countics -- Fresng, fGTr exampié -- to drop the licensing
of Tamily day care homes altogether. Where counties have
ceased to license family day care homes there exists no
adequate licensing service. The Statc 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 shortages and/or an increase in illegal, unlicensed
day care operations. Given that the major portion of honme-
based day care¢ is unlicensed and will remain so duc to the
lack of resources, perhaps an alternative to licensing should
be explored.

Economic inflation and decrecased revenues cause cuts in
child carc services. The State of California 1s spending

nearly up to its limit of Title IV-A funds under the fational
ceiling, Inflation, therefore, may well require a cufback

in actual Title IV-A social services and child care i4 likely
to be affected. The substitution of state funds in order to
maintain or expand the current level of child care services
scems unlikely. County and city governments are experienc-
ing similar budget and inflation problems. Some of the
Federal revenue sharing monies, including CETA and the
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Community Development block grants ray provide spot funding,
but the latter allocations will be swmall and temporary.

At the local service delivery level, puhlic and private
funding and service rcsources are [rapmented, causing u
Tack of service continuity, The ideal child development
services 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 isolated and limited and few interservice link-
ages cxist. To our knowledge, no California county takes
a coordinated approach toward public,/private service de-
livery, though the Federal government, through its Commun-
ity Coordinated Child Carec (4-C) program, hds tried to
promote the development of county-wide ceoordinative mech-
anisms.

Federal funds are available for county coordinative mech-
anisms through Title IV-A but 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 Development Council, the Alameda
County 4-C organization and Santa Clara County 4-C Council
are the only local coordinative mechanisms presently being
funded by SDE.

State Provider Issues

Lack of Federal or state funds for program start-up costs
and facilities construction impedes the further expansion
and development ot subsidized ¢hild carc scrvices, Title IV
funds cannot be used for the construction or najor renova-
tion of facilities for child care. Likewise, program start-
up costs -- preparing a pew facility for operation -- canaot
be Federally reimbursed as only actual services delivered

to children are allowable for reimbursement.

Child development advocates f{eel thatr the implementation

of a new state schedule tor parent fees calculated as a
percentage of program cost rather than a flat service charpe
will cause parcnts to scek incxpensive and Tow-quality child

carc services, AB 1244775 requires the State Department of
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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. The state law still stands, however, since
the court decision was not based on the fee issue, though
this portion of the law (regarding the fee schedule) has
yet to be implemented through State Department of Health
regulations.

SDE has responded to the issue as exprecscd above by saying
that the proposed fee 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
warrant,

Some child care service apencies under contract with the
State Department of Education feel overburdened by adminis-
trative record keeping and budpeting jupgling due to the
state requirement that a maximum reimbursement rate tor
child care services be fixed on a per child hour attendance
rather than enrollement basis., AB 1244/735 sets the maximum
reimbursement rate at $1.05 per child hour ($§1.25 per child
hour for infants), based on the number of children attending
the day care facility each day. A certain allowance for
absences due to illness or family nced is permitted, but if
there is widespread lack of attendance, monies are not avail-
able to meet fixed costs, e.g., rent, salaries, etc.

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

* “"Some Problems in Contracting for Federally Assisted Child-Care

Services," B-164031(3), June, 1973. Comptroller General of
the United States.
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than in Pennsylvania where reimbursement was buased 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 procedure
giving the service provider a monthly advance of funds for
service 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 funding, service providers
had to use their own resources to pay bank loan interest.
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IV, CHILD HEALTH

The Child Health programs included in our review were Maternal
and Child Health (MCH), Crippled Children Services (CCS), Devel-
opmentally Disabled programs (Regional Centers, State Community
Services Sections, Federal Discretionary Grants, State Discre-
tionary Grants), Mental Health (Short-Doyle, Federal Part F
grants), and Child Health Screening (Mediscreen, AB 2068). How-
ever, only limited information could he obtained on the California
Maternal ard Child Health program due to the unwillingness of

the MCH Bureau (Family Health Services Section) in the California
Department of Health to provide information regarding MCH opera-
tions in California.

These programs account for the major part, but not all, of the
array of health services available from a multitude of private,
city, county, state and Federal programs. Among the progranms
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-provider rela-
tionships were examined., Difficulties were encountered in ohtain-
ing information for even some of these programs, and thus the
analysis was limited in certain cases.

In general, child health programs in California are largely
state funded, county-administered programs with partial Federal
support through formula grants. Historically, California has
utilized its Federal funds as sced money for morc 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 some small rural counties --
"dependent'" counties -- the State Department of Health is the
administering agency. At the local level in "independent"
counties, the county departments of health or mental health are
the usual responsible agencies, though occasionally programs are
run by the welfare department. In some child health programs,
Federal discretionary funds are used to directly fund special
projects at the local level though in most cases these grants
are coordinated with the &ppropriate state agency.
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Child 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 Early and Periodic Screening,
Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT).

However, no special funds were targeted by Congress for EPSDT,
and although the screening service is eligible for Medicaid reim-
bursement, few states implemented an active, agressive program

to promote utilization. This was essentially true in California,
wi h the exception of a few counties. Mediscreen, as the program
is .1led in California, is no different {rom any other eligible
Medi.al (the California Medicaid program) service; certain
mandatory screening procedures arc available for specific reim-
bursement rates.

Recently enacted under AB 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 ail children under 21.
In California, the CHDP will incorporate the Mediscreen program
upon its implementation on July 1, 1975. Under CHDP, the State
(or MediCal) will fund 100% of the adninistrative and screening
costs for county-operated or supervised screening scrvices for

41l children between birth and enrollment in first grade, and

all MediCal-eligible children to age 21. Program regulations have
established the current target population as all Medi-Cal-eligible
children under 21 plus those children under 200% of the AFDC
minimum income enrolling in the first grade. The law requires
that all children must present evidence to the school that a
health screening has been performed within the year prior to en-
rollment in the first grade.

The State Department of Health establishes minimum provider qual-
ifications, reimbursement rates and other regulations pertaining

to the CHDP program. The county is responsible for submission of
a county plan to the State prior to operation of the 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 casefinding and diagnosis, requires provision
of free diagnostic services for handicapped children under 21
and sets minimum 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 Federal match
requirement of 50 percent.

Counties are required to match state funds on a 1:3 ratio. 1In

21 "independent' counties, the program is locally administered
under Department of Health guidelines. 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-
tions has been construed liberally, but provider standards are
strictly enforced. Financial eligibility standards are more
liberal than MediCal.

Medical services are provided by physicians, hospitals and other
health facilities on a fee-for-service basis; provider reimburse-
ment {ee 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.

Nevelopmentally Disabled

Federal support for the developmentally disabled is authorized
bv P.L. 91-517, the Developmental Disability 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 creative programs stressing comprehensive and integrated
services to the handicapped. The Act also authorizes special
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‘e EXHIBIT VII

CRIPPLED CHILDREN SERVICES PROGRAM
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EXHIBIT VIIT

DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED

CONGRESS SOCTAL SECURITY ACT . |
PL 91-517

TITLE IV-A
DD FORMULA GRANT

LANTERMAN ACT DEPARTMENT
STATE 8 OF
LEGISLATURE HEALTH

APEA
PLANNING
BOARDS

STATE
COMMUNITY SERV-
1CE DISTRICTS

¥

< STATE HOSPITALS :)

|
i
i
1
!
t
1

BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS

PROVIDERS

CONSUMERS

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

P Ll




S R L SEPRURIPIRIPRIPRL NP SRS TR IR RS 1 e e ek ke ke A Y e 0 T e LR BRI e L

56

project grants of national significance. These projects are
funded through the central office of RSA/HEW with both Regional
Office and state review and comment.

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 combined with state funds to support

the three California develovpmentally 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-
ferrsi and case management functions within a specific geographic
area for developmentally disabled persons, The Regional (enters
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 and funded,
and provide inpatient services. The stcte CCS section provides
placement and after-care services for the developmentally dis-
abled (and mentally il11) through 47 field offices. In some
counties, the Regional Center has assumed these responsihilities.
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 arcawide
developmentally disabled planning through the establishment of
area boards. The area hoards are appointed by the Governor and
county Bozrds of Supervisors, and submit annual plans to the State
Department of Health. The area hoards have no operational respon-
sibility, but do review and rank all applications for state dis-
cretionary funds for special developmentally disabled projects.

Maternal and Child Health

State maternal and child health programs are supported by Fed-
eral formula grants authorized by Title V of the Social Security
Act. Upon submission to HEW and approval of ‘2 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 grants for maternity and infant care, children and youth,
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MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH
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and dental health. However, discretionary funds for these

;g;ie programs were phased into the formula grant as of July 1,

¢

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 unavailahle 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 grants under the
Community Mental Health Centers Act, which funds local public

and non-profit ageuncies providing mental health services.

Other services for mental health may be indirectly supported by
such Federal programs authorized by Titles IV, V, and XIX of

the Social Security Act, general revenue sharing, drug and alcohol
services, and support of services to the developmern ..1ly disabled.

Part F of the 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 scrvices for children. Lpocal matching
requirements vaxv from 10 toc 30 percent at the outset, and in-
crease to as much as 90 percent over the life of the grant. Appli-
cations for funds are often coordinated with county mental health
azencies, and must be reviewed by the ADAMHA Regional Office,

There are no client eligibility restrictions.

California community mental health services are supported by the
Short-Duyle program, which is a state-mandated, county-operated
program with a 90% state/10% 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 Health establishes
eligibility standards and fee schedules; county agéncies must
submit an annual program plan. Services may be provided directly
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by the county health or mental health agencies, or through
other providers participating on a contract basis. Services
to children are encouraged, but not required under the Short-

Doyle program; however, most county programs do offer some special
services for children,

Issues

Frem the interviews and research conducted during the project,

a few major areas of concern could be generalized from specific
progrum problems. Because of the limitation of program coverage
mentioned above, the statement of concerns and problems below
should not be considered as an exhaustive statement of the issuds
in child health, but rather as indicative of the types of prob-
lems facing child hiealth programs at this time.

General Issues

1. There is universal concevn among deliverers that health
services, 1n fact all social seivices, to .children arc not
dellvered In a coordinated, or Inteprated fashion. Wwork-
Ing relationships of varying degrées of ciiectiveness do
exist among programs, ana an awareness of other programs is
evidenced by referral relationships between agencies. How-
ever, there is gencral agrecement that s=ome children do not
receive service, and many receive limited, and less e{fec-
tive rervice because of the numerous different agencies
involved. Three-of the major causes of this problem are:

a. Absencve of elear vesponsibility fer delivery of healt™
servizes to echildren, rarticulariy these echildren po-
tentially eligible foar more than one program. As a
result, agencics often disagrec over who shall treat

\ the child. In the Developmentally Disabilities/Mental
Health areas a child might be eiigible for CCS, Short-
Doyle, Stute Community Services or Regicnal Center pay-
ment as well as being covered by MediCal or probation.
In many countics, agencies view each other as having
primary responsibility {»r treatment, and many cross
refervzls are made before the child receives care. In
some cases, program regulations requir» that the child
must he referred to other programs before receiving
treatment,
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b. Uniform or even coordinated client eligibility otandards
do not exist among child health prograems. This causes
confusion among parents and staff over the eligibility
of the ¢hild for various programs to which he or she
might be referred. Furthermore, uncoordinated fee sched-
ules do not take into account the total family resources
and repayment obligations.

¢, Different categorical programs have set different pro-
vider retnbursement rates for similar gervicees, cauging
competitiveness between agencies. This situation is
particularly truc for institutional placement of child-
ren, where the state sets one rate for Regpional Centers
and €SS, Short-Doyle authorizes a different rate, and
county probation and welfare departments utilizc still
different rates. A similar situation occurs with pro-
vider reimbursement ratszs which differ between MediCal
and Crippled Children Services. The result is that cer-
tain children, with similar needs, are denied service
duc ts their referral sources.

The closure of or deemphasis on state hospitals has created

a shortage of communitv-based institutional care, particularly
for adolescents. Budget restrictions have lorced the state

to deny funds for the construction of new such facilities in
communities and the institutional rcimbursemeni rates authorized
by the state arec not high enough to support development of
private facilities. Conflicting state program regulations on
the utilization of such facilities has inhibited joint program
planning and operation for institutional carc and the sharing

of facilities.

Though the problem is beginning to he resolved, some Federal
discretionary graints ave still not coerdinated with local
agencies resnonsible for service delivery, Particularly in
the developmentally disabled and substance abuse program
areas, local planning and delivery agencics do not have the
opportunity to become aware of, or review and provide com-
ment on, grant applications to Federal agencies for local
service delivery. Thus, projects are sometimes funded that
duplicate existing programs or do not conform to local plans
or needs; such practice contributes to an inefficient use of
resources in the county, and undermines local planning processes.
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County service departments are generally not included in

the planning and allocation decisions {or general revenue-
sharing funds by the CAOD or the Board of Supervisors.

Often service projects are funded by county Boards of
Supervisors with gencral revenue-sharing funds without a
review of that project by the uppropriate county department.
The net effect is similar to the practice described in #3
above; revenue-sharing projects often duplicate existing
county services, thus further fragmenting services. In some
instances, county departments arc asked to assist and monitor
revenue-sharing grants only after allocations have been made,
In a few counties, the departments have been forced to re-
design the revenue-sharing project after the grant is made

in order to make the project consistent with county programs.

Developmentally Disabled Problems

There is a lack of a clear delincation of roles and responsi-
bilities among agencies serving the mentally retarded/develop-
mentally disabled. The Regional Center 1s viewed by other
agencics as the primary agency responsible for case manage-
ment, treatment, and payment for services for the mentally
retarded. lowever, the Regional Center perceives its role
primarily as a coordinator of care, and only secondarily as

a purchaser of service. As a result, DD cases are often
referred to the Regional Center by mental hcalth, probation,
welfare, and CCS only to be referred back because those cases
are eligible for services from the referring agency. These
cross-veferrals are stimulated by budgetary concerns as well
as a disinclination by some agencies to deal with the develop-
mentally disabled.

Federal Developmenta y Disnbled discretionary grants are not
reviewed b, the arca lcvelnpnentally Disabled Planning Be rds,
Since the arca board iIs responsible for DD planning, the.
grants may be uu, ticuacive of existing programs funded through
Regional Centers .ad other private providers, or not meet
local priorities or needs. The numher of funding sources in
the Developmenta.ly Disabled area (Federal discretionary,
state discretionary, Regional Center) is viewed as wasteful
by local agencies; most service providers would prefer a con-
solidated funding source.
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Child Health Screening Problems

1. The California Child Health Disability Prevention (CHDP)
program and the Mediscreen program under Title XIX are
regarded as examples of the Federal and state governments
mandating a program upon the county without sufficient funds
to cover all the implications of that program, Though the
EPSDT program was mandated by Congress in 1967, state adop-
tion of EPSDT has been lax due to the fiscal impact of im-
plementaticn. State concern over the potential diagnosis
and treatment costs of Medicaid generated by the increased
health screening activity of EPSDT effectively undermined
HEW ecfforts to promote EPSDT until 1974, A similar situa-
tion exists with CHDP in California. Since CHDP does not
provide funds for trcatment 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 trcat conditions dis-
covered under CHDP.

2. The CHDP allows little flexibility in county administration
cf the program. Countiles wishing to walive requirements or
enforce stronger regulations have been unable to do so.
Examples are the state requirement that a program director
be a prdiatrician, and the regulations governing the criteria
on which a county must certify a CHDP provider. As a result,
certain counties are behind schedule in CHDP implementation,
and others are unenthusiastic about the program's potential
for success.

Crippled Children Service Program Problems

1. There is an absence of well-defined working relationshins
between the CCS propgram, and other child health prograns
such as Regional Centers, MediCal, CHDP, mental health
services for chiidren, ana maternal/child health services.
Despite the presence of referrals between most ol these
agencies, there is a lack of a clear understanding among
program staff (ard State officials) on respective case
management responsibilities, eligibility and repayment stan-
dards, report exchange mechanisms, and coverage of services.
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Joint program planning and operations are nonexistent at
either the State or county level. TFor example, despite

the potential impact of the CHDP program on CCS (through
referrals for diagnosis and treatment), close cooperation
and planning is not evident between the two programs; the
FY 75-76 CCS budgets do not reflecct or mention the possible
impact.

2. There is a potential Federal-Statc-County conflict in the
Jimitation of State reimbursement of county administrative
costs to 4.1 percent of total diaprosis and treatment coSts,
This legislative 1imitation inhibits the county's ability
to conduct casefinding, as county administrative expenses
run approximately 15% of total service costs. In fact,
the county conducts little, if any, casefinding. Yet the
Federal formula grant requires that the State have a case-
finding program; the State Department of Hegalth has delegated
that responsibility to the counties under administrative
regulations. Good cascfinding exists in many counties through
the public health nurses, well-baby clinics (and CHDP in
the future), but this dees not satisfy the requirements of
the Federal law,

Mental Health Services for Children - Problems

1. Determination of priorities for services to children
are a sovurce of continual conrlict between the State
Department of Health and county mental health programs.

State law (Sec. 5074.5 - Welfarce and Institutions Code)
states that it is the legislative intent to give special
consideration for children's services in new or expa-ded
proerams. However, unlike prioritics establ? hed fc-
other areas such as drug abuse or alcoholism serviges,
special funds were not designated for services to child-
ren. According to State program officials, many county
programs have not developed services for children consis-
tent with the statement ¥ legislative intent. County
program officials contend that inadequate funding and
scvere restrictions on new programs have inhibited the
potentianl for development of children's services. The
Auditor-General management review of the California

v
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Community Mental Health System (February, 1975) revealed
that many programs do not maintain adequate data to

| deteymine 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.

2. Despite the original intent of the Short-Doyle Act, county
community mental health programs are becoming increasingly
state-supervised. Due to the close-ended appropriation
for the program, the State review is required of all new
county programs or expansion of existing programs accord-
ing to statewide priorities. Statc priorities change
frequently, and often conflict with county priorities.
Furthermore, this review requirement of new programs has

’ caused extensive delays in the delivery of county services.
County ofticials indicated that they were reluctant 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 nalf of the county community
mental health directors reported being unable to spend
already allocated funds due to the practices of the State
Department of Heualth. County directors interviewed indi-
cated a strong preference to multi-year Sherc-Doyle
allocations to ameliorate this situation,

*

-
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V. CHILD JUSTICE

Federal Authorization/Funding

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

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of

1968 (PL 90-351, as amended by two subsequent Crime
Control Acts, PL 91-644 and PL 93-83) authe.izes

a variety of block grants that state and local povern-
ments use for juvenile justice programs. Title I,
Part B of the Act authorizes planning grants to he
used to establish and maintain a state planning agency
for developing and administering a comprekensive

state plan for statewide law enforcement and criminal
justice improvement programs. Forty percent of the
planning funds must be passed through to units of
local government, i.e., large cities and counties.
Title I, Part C, authorizes action grants for im-
proving and strengthening the criminal justice system,
The state planning agency receives the grant which
may be utilized by units of state and local gevern-
ment, and by private non-profit organizations for
juvenile justice programs. Title I, Part K, provides
grants for the construction and maintenance of correc-
tional institutions and facilities. Finally, the
Omnibus Crime Control Act authorizes the Federal
administrator -- the Law Fnforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) of the Department of Justice --
to make discretionary grants to state and local
governments for programs that enhance national priorities
established by LEAA.

The Juvenile Deliquency Prevention Act of 1875 fPL 92-381)
authorizes grants to states and local educational agencies
and other public and private non-profit agencies to
establish and carry out community-based programs, includ-
ing programs in schools for the prevention of delinquency
in youth. Grants are awarded by the HEW 0f{fice of

Youth Development (0YD) to these agencies for the devel-
opment and implementation of coerdinated vouth service
systems -- training of personnel alrecady emploved or

those seeking employment to work with youth, and provid-
ing technical assistance to organizations which operate
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)., Under this
statute, the programs funded by OYD will either be phased out or
transferred to LEAA, which will administer new Federal resources
to prevent and reduce juvenile delinquency, to divert children
and youth from 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

The Qffice of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP) functions as the
state planning agency under the Federal statutory requirements of
the Omnibus Crime Control Act. OCJP has the responsibility to
develop and submit an annual state plan to the LFAA regienal
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 statn statute. The Regional Planning
Boards consist of combined units of city and county government.
LEAA block grant funding flows through OCJP and the Regional
Planning Boards to units of jocal government (see chart). QCJP
has authoricrd some private non-profit agencies to receive block
grant funding, but oaly under local government sponsorship.

The State Nepartment of Youth Authority administers state correc-
tional facilities for delinquent youth. The Department also
provides technical assistance to county probation departments,
community-based 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 Description

The juvenile justice system in California operates in three major
programmatic areas: (1) juvenile delinquency prevention and
diversion, (2) juvenile court proceedings for delinquent children,
and (3) juvenile :ourt proceedings for dependent children. The
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programmatic thrust of the first area is to initiate programs

for keeping children and youth out of the juvenile court system.
Public funding is used for programs that help prevent children
from getting into trouble (prevention) and for programs that offer
an extra-=legal alternative to the juvenile court process for those
children who do get in trouble with the law (diversion). The
second area involves chkildren 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 recommendations of the President's Commission on

Law Enforcemeént and Administration of Justice,! many communities
in California established Youth Service Pureaus, community-based
centers to which juveniles could be reférred by the police, the
courts, parents, schools and social agencies for counseling, edu-
cation, work or recrcation 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 are sponsored by local county probation departments
and other public and private non-profit service agencies. Federal
aid from both the Omnibus Crime Conrrol Act and the Juvenile
NDelinquency Act has bheen authorized for subsidizing YSB operations.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Coordination

State law permits county ordinance a County Delinquency Prevention
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 Societv, The President's
Commission on lLaw Entorcement 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, and school officials might divert children and
youth away from the juvenile justice system.

Volunteer Programs

Most county probation departments and many local nolice depart-
ments have developed a program utilizing 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 bureaucratic structure of law enforce-
ment, school, juveniie court, or probation operations. Voluntcers
provide an invaluahble resource outside of the juvenile justice
system for the prevention, diversion and rehabilitation of juve-
nile delinquents.

Probation Subsidy

In 1964, the State Board of Corrections carried out the fourth
statewide 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 recommendations,
but the most important was to ''reduce the rate (not necessarily
numbers) of commitments to the State Correctional facilities."”

The study states tha~

"Intervention by the State, to be sruly effective, has
to consider a support » 7 .7am deoigned to reduce precha-

. tion workloads, encour-:  training, improve local faiil-
ities for the treatment Jf juveniles and adults, anc last,
to promote community programs of delinquency and criae
prevention.'?

Dased on this recommendation, SB 822/65 was promulgated and
enacted, cstablishing a state-financed probaticn subsidy program.

2 The 1964 Board of Corrections Probation Study, Sadramento,
California, September, 196%, p.l2.

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

e AR LT QA SNt Ml KB AN S Rani 0 WS L i i1 L, e ALy T S ok B ey e S Bl S Ji niihe gl Al AT




v

. P
e e B ek AR e B L8 sad

70

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 payment that is commensurate with the degree

of reduction they achieve. Thus, a greater reduction of county
commitments to state facilities is rewarded hy a higher state
probation subsidy rate. The probaticn subsidy program, then,

is based upon a performance principle whereby 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 result
of reduction in commitment to juvenile and adult facilities.

The program also provides for special 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 Systen

Definitions of Delinquency

California law does not define the term "delinquency", but describes
two categories of forbidden behavior by juveniles under eighteen
years of age which 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
of 18 years when he violates any law of this
state or of the United States or any ordinance
of any city or county of this state defining
crime or who, after having been found by the
juvenile court to be a person described hy
Section 601, fails to obey any lawful order of
the juvenile court, is within the jurisdiction
of the juvenile court, which may adjudge such
person to be a ward of the court.
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The second category of delinquency is for those youth who, although
they may not have violated any law or ordinance, exhibit unmanage-
able behavior:

Section 601: Any person under the age of 18 -
Yéars who persistently or habitually refuses

to obey the reasonable and proper orders or
directions of his parents, guardian, custodian,
or school authorities, or who is beyond the
control of such person, ¢or any person who is

a habitual truant from school within the meaning
of any law of this state, or who from any cause
is in danger of leading an idle, dissolute,
lewd, or immoral life, is within the jurisdic-
tion of the juvenile court which 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 "6061" designation for
habitual truancy and misbehavior in school have been changed
as a result of SB 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 were 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 SARB'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 of the superior
court in every county and provided for the crentlon of probation
officers and assistant probation officers. A superior court judge

3 Report of the State Attorney General's Task Force on Juvenile
Justice, January, 1975, p. Z.

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

A Tk b b b s 21 RA PR L S TR Apatb T e - Ly e KR gk aeh %o e g R ek S A et i " “ﬁi i“ﬁ"i!&‘?"ﬁ
éille . # RS



72

pre«ides over juvenile court and appoints the chief 'probation
officers. Some counties, e.g., San Diego, have a single probation
department that receives both adult and juvenile referrals; other
counties, e.g., San Francisco and Santa Clara, have separate

adult and juvenile prolation 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 supervisocry 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
rehabilitation of juvenile offenders.

Countv Juvenile Court/Probation Procedures

The first course of action for a child in troubhle is to try to
keep him out of the juvenile justice system through referral to
youth service agencies outside of the system. If this 1is 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 Througnh
the Juvenile Court Process.')

Detention of a minor in juvenile hall is limited to 48 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 child's
parents. Such a child remains at home under the supervisicn
and counseling of the county probation department. The county
probation officer reserves the right to file a yvetition with
the court at any time he feels the child is not benefiting
from informal probation.

I1f, as a result of a detention hearing, a child is sent back

to the custodv of the juvenile hall, there must he another juve-
nile court hearing within fifteen davys to determine 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
before the court must prove beyond rcasonable doubt supported
by evidence, e.g., cririnal court, that the child has violated
a law (6062) or has misbehaved beyond control (601) requiring
court canctions,

The juvenile court judge may exercise a variety of options in
disposing a petition from complete dismissal to long-term commit-
ment of 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 bhenefit under
the provisions of the juvenile court.

The Juvenile Court Procedure
for Dependent Children

The third major programmatic area of the juvenile justice system
involves the judicial process for abused and neglected children
who may be subsequently declared dependent children of the court.
Section #00 of the California Welfare and Institutions Code
describes the dependent child category.

Section 600: Persons within jurisdiction of court.
Any person under the age of 18 years who comes within
any of the following descriptions is within juris-
diction of the juvenile court which may adjudge such
person to be a dependent child of the court.

a) Who is in need of proper and effective parental
care or coatrol and has no parent or guardian, or
has no parent or guardian willing to exercise or
capable of exercising such care or control.

b) Who is destitute, or who is not provided with the
necessitics of life, or who i5 not provided with »n
home or suitable place of ahode.

c) Who is physically dangerous to the putlic because
of a menual or physical deficiency, disorder or abnor-
mality.

d) Whose hoeme is an unfit place for him by reason of
neglect, cruelty, depravity, or physical abuse of
cither of his parents, or of his guardian or other
person in whose custody or care he is.
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Investigation and Intake:

Any person may report a suspected case of child abuse or neg-
lece to the county health and welfare department or to the local
law enforcement officials and remain immune from criminal or
civil liability (California Statute Chapter 1151/73). Cases

of child abuse and neglect are often reported to the child pro-
tective services unit within the county welfare department. A
child protection service worker can inmvestigate certain com-
plaints; however, veports of alleged physical injury to a c¢hild
or molestation may not be investicated by a social worker in
protective services, but must be investigated by a police officer
and/or staff from the dependent children intake unit depending
on the county. If a police officer finds the child in danger,
he is required to remove the child from the home and to acti-
vate a "600" petition. Some parents will allow a child protec-
tive worker to remuve a child threatened by abure or neglect
from his home and to place the child in a county shelter faci-
lity or emergency foster home. This voluntary procedure is
often conducted witaout any invelvemsnt of law enforcement
personei. The case, however, must be reported to and recorded
in a central reecistry for child atuse and neglect cases which
the California Nepartment of Justice maintains.

Incidents arise, however, when a parent does not permit child
protective workers t« take an abused or neglected child into
their care., In such instances only a probation officer,
dependency staf{f member or a police officer is permitted to
remove a child from his home without parental consent. Child-
ren who are forcibly removed are sent to cither a county welfare
or a county probaticr shelter facility. A wide varicty cxists
from county to county regarding which county department is
responsible fer investigation and intale of abused or neglected
children). As in the casc of a vouth arrested and detained

for delinquency, an abused or neglected child cannot remain in
a county shelter facility apainst the will of his parents for
more than forty-eight hours (non-judicial davs cxcluded) unl>»ss
a petition is filed to make the child a dependent of the court.

Informal Supervisions

As we mentioned earlier under juvenile delinouency, Scetion 654
of tae California VWelfare and Institutions Ocde allows the
county prohation of ficer to handle and supervise a cnse infor-
mally in lieu of filing & petition with the court, With the
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consent of the parents and the juvenile court, an abused or
neglected child may he placed by the probation officer in
subsidized out-of-<kome care for up to seven days hefore a "600"
petition is required. The officer may also supervise the

child under his parents' care at home,

Detention learing

When a petition is filed with the juvenile court, there must
be an initial hearing by the juvenile court judge to deter-
nine the need, if anv, to detain a child pending adjudication
(trial). The court must find an "urgent and inmediate” neces-
sity for detentioni otherwise, the child must be relcascd to
his parents. If the court finds that there exists a need for
detention, the child cannot remain more than 15 judicial days
within a county shelter, during which time the trial phase
"of the case must proceed.’

Jurisdiction

During the jurisdictional phase, the petitioner must prove
beyvond reasonable doubt, that the child has indeed heen so
abused or neglected by parents that the court should place the
child under its custody and/or care.

Disposition Hearing

If the juvenile court judge declares a child a dependent
of the court, a third hearing must result to determine how the

-

! Chapter ¥, Califorria Children: Vho Cares?, a progress
report on the Calitornia Symposiun on Services to Children
and Youth, Assemhly Office of Resenrch, California lLegislatuie,
Sacramento, March, 1874,
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¢case is to be disposed. At this hearing, the judge may decide
to allow the child to be kept at home with his parents under
court supervision or he may order an out-of-house placement

of the child within an institution or foster home.

Placement and Supervision

»

Depending on the county, either the county welfare department
or the county probation department enerates a placement and
supervision unit for dependent children. The trend within
California has been to transfer the recponsibility 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 AFDNC Roarding and Institutions aid and
Title IV-A social services for judicially placed children.

Issues

Under the heading of (Child Justice we have sought to identify
current issues facing the juvenile court as they relate to
services provided by the county probation department, welfare
department, mental health facilities, and school system. Juve-
nile delinquents are included under this heading, as well as
children with behavioral problems and children who have bheen
abused, neglected or ubandoned (dependent children).

General Tssues

The legal categorization and definition of children f.)1ling
within the lepal jurisdiction ot the juvenile court svstem
15 so broad and overlapping that 1t creates the petential
for violating a child’'s consritutional right to due rrocess
under law, The lepal categories for children processed

hy the juvenile court and its officers are found in
California's Welfare and Institutions Code, fections 600-0602.
They are so broad, vague and overlapping that their meaning
is left up to the subjecctive irterpretations of the juvenil.
court and the court's agency person=el., There exists no
legally hound system for citing and sanctioning c¢hildren
for specific violations they may have committed, In licu
of such a system, children are labeled according to the
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code section that appears to apply to their situation
(e.g., a "601" child or a "602" child).

Generallv a child who violates any city, county, state,

or Federal statutce for which he would he prosecuted if

he were an adult is classified as a "602" delinquent.

A child who may not have violated any law but is considered
unmanageable by parents, school officials, or law enforce-
ment officers is classified as a "601" status offender,

If a child is found abused, neglected, abandoned, deprived,
or destitute or if he is "physically dangerous to the public
or lives in an unfit home, he may be placed under the carc
and custody of the juvenile court as a "600" dependent

child,

The distinctions between these classifications are suffi-
ciently vague that a "600" physically abused child with
ymotional problems, for example, might later be considered
so unmanageable as to be reclassified 6013 if he repeats
his unmanageahle acts, he may be reclassified to 602"
delinquency and be sent to a youth detention facility.
Judgments based on these unbounded definitions of delin-
quency may violate a child"s rights to the presumption

of innocence and to equitable treatment under law.

County juvenile justice staff feel that the juvenile court
system 1s inappropriate for the adequate rehabilitation ot
601" children whose actions ard hevond the control of his
parents or school ofticials. 'The majority of county cificials
we interviewed felt that the juvenile court system seldon
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 system, - Sonme
county employees advocated the elimination of the 601"
catezory altogether, while others felt it should be redefined
more specifically with certain stipulated services to both
the ¢hild and his parents. The recently enacted Juvenile
Justice and DNelinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (PL 93-415)
requires that states develop an alternative system of ser-
vices to status offenders outside of the juvenile justice
system by September 7, 1976,
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There exists a need for development of an appropriate state
system to scparate 601" children in detention from the
602" delinquent children. Ma'.y experts told us they fTeel
juvenile hall becomes a train, ag school in crime for 601"
children who have committed no crime but are placed in
detention with "602" long-term juvenile delinquents. Ade-
quate funding for totally separate facilities for 601, 602
children, however, presents a problem.

Some countv vouth services staff feel that the resources
for juvenile justice are misdirected toward the detention
and rehabilitation of vouth offenders, rather than toward
rograms $Or the preventlion and divers1ion of youth away

¥?Bm criminal activity, This philoscephical ditference re-
quires further controlled, carefully cvaluated demonstra-
tions to determine if prevention program expenditures re-
duce detention populations and costs commensurately.

The juvenile justice svstem is presently detached from local
youth services p.ogravs and also needs 10 be better inte-
grated with the community. Juvenile justice staft and
community representatives both expressed the opinion that
many youth offenders should be housed and receive rehabil-
itation services within their own communities. Rehabilita-
tion is more likely to occur if the vouth is able to main-
tain ties with his family and community. Traditionally,
juvenile justice officials have maintained a low profile
with the community. A need exists for more community
involvement in assisting delinquent youth,

There exists a need for coordinated planning hetween the
juvenlile JuUsSTICe Svstem and the many state Agencies ferv-
lng youth. We found, in the course of our broadbased Inves-
tigations, that staffs in virtually all youth programs
(including justice) agrced that failures in individual
service programs very nften lead youth to encounter the
justice system, Thus, if services to vouth -- particularly
pre-adolescents and teenagers -- were betrer coordinated,

a greater preventive cffect might be gained at no increased
funding. Presently, each state youth prograem develops

an individual operating plan with no requircment to iden-
tify how it will interface with or receive from or nive
support to other agencies serving the same client. There
exists no central point for obtaining information about

all vouth services agencies, nor are they coordinated ta
share common information and da*ta needs. Further, no
similar process exists at the county level.
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There exists a need for interagency training protrams

at the county level for public and private vouth services
agency statf. The coordination 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 available, from whom, and
how each program functions.

. Law enforcement staffs necd to receive training on how to

divert juvenile cases. Occupying a critically important
point in delinquency prevention and control, the pulice

are usually the first point of contact bhetween juveniles
and the system. The police officer has discretion in the
handling of every case. He can reprimand.and release, take
the youth hecme, refer to a diversionary propram, cite, or
take him to juvenile hall. VYouth who might be referred to
a diversion program or recleca:ed home are cited or detained
because the officer has not heew given sufficient krowledge
of available resources and ar understanding of the alter-
natives at his disposal.

Sentencing Alternatives

There is a general lack of dispositional alterrmatives

and resources availahble to the court. TLach of theé counties
studied expressez a need for real alternatives to incar-
ceration for {irst offenders "6N2's'" and "601's.'" Also,
more foster homes, etc., are needed 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.

There is a need for more extensive neiphhorhood-hased
rehabililtative services tor celinquent and misi chaving vodth,
County vyouth workers telt that juvenile hall and othar types
of detention facilities have little or no therapeutic value
in rehabilitating delinquent youth, Rather, they mav nro-
vide training grounds for further and deeper kinds of crim-
inal behavior. VYeer pressure increasces as youth are crowded
in juvenile detention facilities, lessening the chances

that young offenders can be reached by the efforts of rehabhll-
itative staff. There exists a need for small grrun ant indi-
vidual therapeutic arrangements within neir~hborheoad-tarel
centers and half-way houses, Some vouth workers felt rhut
the staff of such centers should not he emplovees of the
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county or state juvenile justice system because youth
offenders felt threatened and alienated by the systen.

In the area of drug abuse, it was felt that youth with
drug-related offenses should he treated and housed sep-
arately from other "601'" and "602" youth. Job finding
services and counseling from community volunteers was also
an expressecd nced.

Dependent Children

There isa a need to divert children from being declared

TeN0™ casces by providing more resources for their volun-

tarv placement and care outside of the juvenile court svsten,
Children who arce placed in foster care with the voluntary
consent of their natural parents are maintained in foster
care through state, county and/or parent funds. Federal
funding for foster carc is not availahle for voluntary
placements, but rather for children who the juvenile court
orders to he placed in foster care. This restricted

use of Federal subsidies tends to influence an increase

in court-ordered placements to take advantage of Federal
funding. County social workers argue that they rather

than the courts should be allowed to authorize the use of
Federally subsidized foster carc when appropriate. If
Federal suhsidies were available for the voluntary foster
care of ahused and neglected children, then it would lessen
the burden placed upon the juvenile court and would increase
the likelihood that the child would not hecome entargled

in the juvenile justice system. (For a further discussion
of this issue, sce #2 of the Child Welfare Services section.)

There is no clear directive from the state as to the county
welfare departnent s role in the care of dependent childien
of the court. TProblems of coordination hkave arisen ir
those countics where the responsihility for 600" children
is divided between prohation and welfare., Recanse of the
financial considerations, some countics have shifted the
entire responsibility for "600" children to welfare, hut
some, such as San Diepo, pive welfare the responsihility
for placement and carve of "600" children, while probation
retains the responsibility for investigation and intalke,
The latter function is often duplicated bv, and is in con-
flict with the actions of the child protective service staff
within welfare.
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Mental Health, Fducation

and Social Services

There are very fow services available te delinquent yvouth
with mental or emotional prohlems., Aside from the problem
of overburdened local mental health services 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 likelv facility
would appear to be the Community Mental Health Centers
(CMHC) created hy the Short-DNoyle program; however, Short-
Doyle funds may only be used for families who volunteer
for such services. As wards of the court, delinguents do
not qualify as volunteers.

There is a lack of coordination between the goals of the
school svystem and those of the juvenile justice svsten,
Truancy, faillure in school work, mishehaving in school
are a major causc of youth entry to the juvenile justice
system. School systems are the "sorting house" for youth
and children.

Even though the behavior problems that appear 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 utilizing
the juvenile justice system. Creative responses, however,
require special resources that the school system cannot
afford within the constraints of its budget. A more coor-
dinated effort with existing outside resources =-- e.g.,
probation, mental health, ctc. might provide schools with
the flexibility nceded to respond to student misbebavior.

A positive step toward resolving the prohlem of student
misbehavior and truancy was the cnactment of SB 1742/74,
This Act autlhorizes the development of interagency Student
Attendance Rceview Boards (SARR) for the county and local
areas. The development of SARRBR's is supervised by the
county superintendent of schools. Local SARR's may cover
an area gizater than, equal to or less than a local school
district jurisdiction depending upon the needs of the schools
involved. Each SARRB develops its own action plan and coor-
dinative mechanisms.
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There exists a statewide need for the recruitrent, reten-
tion and upprading of wingrity personnel within the {uvenile
justice svstem. (ounty prohation departnents l1ack sutfi-
cient numbers of minority employces to work with and under-
stand the problems of minority delinguents. A 1971 survey
conducted hy the San Niego Corrections Commission of twenty-
four crininal justjce acencies in the county showed that
only 6% of the systen's omployees were minority personnel,
Many potential minority applicants are not motivated to
pursue carcers in the juvenile justice ficld sinmply due

to the lack of awarcness that opportunities exist, or peer
fgroup or community resentment against the svster. Others
arc employed and "passed over" or not treated well within
the svstem and, therefore, lecave for other fields.
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VI. THE NEXT STEPS

The purposc of this report is %o provide a documentation of is-
sues for collaborative discussion and action by the governments,
agencies, and clicnt organizations concerned. The report is in-
tended to present an overview of a very intricate, complex, and
interrelated sct of child services delivery systems and programs.

The rcader will note that no rccommendations arc offered as to

how these issues should be resolved. This exclusion was inten-
tional and was requested by the funding agency (HEW). Our experi-
ence and theirs regarding the dynamics of intergovernmental rcla-
tions has shown that rcal and lasting solutions to intergovern-
mental problems are best developed by the direct action of the
agencies involved.

On the following pages we offer a series of charts for ecach func-
tional arca that classify the issues in this document and iden-
tify the levels of government involved. Each issue described in
the report is listed in abbreviated form here, with the page on
which it appears in detail. For cach issue we have shown its
classification based upon the consensus of persons intervicwed
during the study. The term "intergovernmental' used here refers

to issues that invelve two or more levels of gouvernment. The

term "interapency'" refers to issues involving two or more orguan-

{ ational units at the same level of government. Also classified
under this heading are intra-agency issues, that is, problems mani-
fested between units within a single agency, e. g., the State De-
partment of Health or a county welfarc departwent. In some cases
an issue arises that is both vertical and horizontal in nature,

and thercfore has been classified both as *'intergovernmental”

and "interagency". "hudgetary" issucs arc self-explaining in

that a constraint of funding is cited as the principal cause of

the issue. We have attempted to usc this classificcation sparingly
so it does not overshadow the real issue by implying a simplistic
solution, c. g., "it we only had enough money and staff we wouldn't
have this vonflict umong our agencies",

"Philosophical® issues are those where there is genuine disagree-
ment among governments or apgencics over what fecus a particular
scrvice should take, \s one traces categorical funding from its
legisiative conception to its service provision, a number of cross-
cutting philosophisg often .rrervenc as funds pass {rom onc gov-
ernment to anothes. Such iaterpovernmental conf{licts we have
classified as "philosophical®,
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The charts further suggest what level and/or which branch of gov-
ernment would be the most appropriate to resolve the issue.

This is not to imply that an intergovernmential issuc can be re-
solved solely by one branch or level of government but that a puar-
ticular government entity, ¢. g., the state legislature or county
administrative officer, should likely take the lead role in ini-
tiating intergovernmental action to resolve the issuc described.

The charts on the following pages should only be used as a rough
guide toward determining which issucs are most appropriately ad-
dressed at what level of government. No attempt has been made

to prioritize the issues listed., The task of sctting priorities
rests with the intergovernmental groups that are neceded to dis-
cuss and resolve the issues. Through such intergovernmental
discussion and deliberation a more profound articulation of these
issues will arise. The steps involved in convening intergovern-
mental groups is fairly straightforward:

- First: There should be a convenor who can take
the lecad in bringing the most appropriate
parties together to discuss the issuc or
issucs raised.

- Second: The issues should be prioritized accord-
ing to those in nced of immediate re-
solution and according to the ability
of the group to resolve them.

Third: There should be a thorough review of
resource materials that have previously
addressed the issucs under discussina,
As an appendix to this report we have
included a hibliography of such rele-
vant and current rescarch reports on
children's services in California.

- Fourth: When rhe issue has beron thoroughly Je-
fined to the satisfactrion of all par-
ties and a consensus of opinion arrived
at, there will exist a need to propo:e
detailed, specific solutions, strategics
for carrying them out, and actions neces-
sary,
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Unless there exists a vital need for its con-
tinuation, the intergevernmental group ot
task force should dishand, allowing the in-
dividual participants to take the agreed-
upon actions. The group's only purpose in
continuing would be to review the progress
of thesc intergovernmental activitics or to
resolve implementation difficulties as they
arise.
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CLASSIFICATION OF 1

(M)
O

T

= o o N . oy e .
CHLLD WELEARE: o LEGISLATIVE ADMINTSTRATIVE
o
3| g
(¥ (= >
ol $t - U -t
B 2 2 o >l 8 Sl e | 28
: - 4 -
1SSUE e} ) 3] o 5 ) o b = 2
0 En ] o 3 o =1 o 3 o
o} ~ Q 44 (o} b4 ) 4 O (4]
= I3 t " O 8 t th O S
No Descriprion £ = s 2
STATE/COUNTY RELATIONS
I | State supervision and
program assistance to * * * * *o *
countics (p. 1)
2 | Funding of adult homemaker * « ‘o " " * * X
chore services (p. 10)
COUNTY INTERAGESCY 155ULS
Child Abuse & Neplect
1 | Misdivection of current
child abuse reporting * * *0 * * *
law  (p. 17}
2 | Services for the protec-
tion of uabuscd/neglected N . . . * " %o *
chitdren & for rehabili-
tating parents (p. 18)
Foster Care
1 Fragmented agencey respon-
sibility for out-of-home * * *0 * * * *0 * *
placements (p. 19)
2§ Lack of agency intervention
& planning for long-term * o * Rl ¢) *
foster children (p. 20)
A 1 Continuity of servives to . " * * Yo
foster parents § children
{(p. 20)
4 Rocruxrqut & oretention of . N - . " o
Licensed foster homes
tp. 21) .
5 } Intercounty placement of . . ‘o ‘o . . N
foster children (p, 21)

Key: Type of issue/level of

snualvampnt = *
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CLASSIFICATION OF I1SSUES

158UE

No

Deseription

Philosophical

Intergovernmental

LEGISLATIVE

ADMINISTRATIVE

Federal
State
County
Interagency
Federal

State

County

udgetary

pat

)

|38

o

“Fragmented service deliv-

Relationship of foster
care § adoption services
(p. 22)

Adoptions

LExtension of state sub-
sidy to adoptive parents
(p. 22)

Statewide ruling regarding
notifying unmarried
fathers of adoption pro-
ceedings (p. 22

COUNTY/COMMUNT'TY RELATIONS

Accessibility of county
personnel to clients
(p. 23)

ery (p. 23)

Coordination of county
welfare services and pri-
vate scctor (p.24)

Community & client in-
volvement in planning
{p. 24)

thnic makeup of county
staff (p. 25)

*

courtf *o

#*

o
*
*

*o

court

*o *

*o

*a

*0

*o

*o

Key: Type of issuc/level of

involvement = *
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CLASSTFICATION OF ISSLES

CHILD CARE/PRESCHOOL e LEGISLATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE
EDUCATION b
£l B | g | =
- Sl Sl Rl ol ElElel2ln
At © o [3) I = no 33 4 =3 3
3 ol B ] 8 R BT 3 | ©
:3 g 1 t O g e, n ¥ &
No Description S A 5 a
FEDERAL/STATE ISSULS
1 | Duplicative state agency
administration for child * *o *0 * * *
care (p. 40)
2 {Economic segregation of * *o * * * *
children (p. 41)
3 | Uniform reporting proce-
dures for SDE/OCD joint * * * *o *0
funded programs (p. 41)
STATE INTERAGENCY ISSUES
1 | Consolidated funding and
management of child care * * *o * * * *
(l). 13,)
2 | Licensing fees (p. 42) *0 * *0 *
3 jUniform determination of
client eligikility (p. 42) * * * * * *o *
4 1 Multiple reinmbursement
procedures (p. 43) * * * * *0 * *
STATE/COUNTY /COMMUNI TT
TSSUES
1 | Need for a defined county
role in child care (p. 3} * * * *0 * d * *
2 {State child care manage-
ment information system * * *o * * *0 *
for child care (p. 41}
3 | Comprehensive statewide
plan for delivery of child | * * * * * * Yo *
care services (p. 56}

Key: Type of issuc/lovel of

involvoment = *

Point of Resolution = o
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CLASSITICATION OF 1SSUES
CHTLD CARE/ZPRESTCHOOL = LEGISLATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE
ERHCNTTON (eont'd. 2 :
S &
it £ >
et [ -t 9 -~
o£2 o] [v] > £ ] >y >
18508 2, P = o - o b4 o ) 9
’ o] c €} - £ 7] 53 - [~ 3
i uy < ] =3 ] e o] =3 [
o 4 3] 4 (=3 4 < + O 3]
—t [3] L 9] w 3] 39 (72} L Ly
N ipti = E g H
No Description = = = &
T Ctonflicting child care
focility reaulations and
standards (p. i3) * ko ro 0 * *0 g
city
5| State compensation for
county wellare licensing
of family diy eare homes
(p. A6} * % *0 * * * * *
6} Leonomic of fects of infla-
tion (p, o) * *a *o * * * * * *
4 back of service continuity
due to fragmentation of
puhlie and private
resourcas {p. 47) * * * * ¥ * * *o o fpriv,
STATE/PROVIDER 1SSUES
1 Lack of funding for pro-
gram start-uy, cost and
facilities (p. 17) 4] ‘0 * * * * *
2 wmrent oo schedule for
chibd care (p. 47) ' * 4 * *0 *
3 1 State veimbursoment and
record heeping require-
m(‘nt - (P’ "H] +* k *() * * 4 *
.

Feys Type of issue/level of

involvernt = ¥
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CLASSIFICATION OF

ISSUES

15508

Description

Philosophical

Intergovernmental

LEGISLATIVE

Federal
State

County

Interagency

ADMINISTRATIVE

Federal

State

County

Budgetary

la.

1b,

lc.

GENERAL ISSUES

Absence of clear responsi-
bility for delivery of
health services to childrer
(p. ©0)

Uniform, coordinated eli-
gibility requirements non-
existent (p. 61)

Competitive reimbursement
rates for institutional
care (p. 01)

Shortage of community-
based institutional care
(p. 61)

Federal discretionary
grants not coordinated
with local agencies

(p. 61)

County departments not in-
cluded in revenue-sharing
process (p. 02)

DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED

Lack of clear definition
nf roles and responsibili-
tins (p. 62)

Federal DD prants not
coordinated with Area
Boards (p. 62)

*o

*0

*o

*o

*o

*0

*0

*o

*0

Key: Type of issuc/level of

involvement = *
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CLASSIFICATTON OF ISSUES

ISSUE

Description

Philosophical

Intergovernmental

LEGISLATIVE

ADMYNISTRATIVE

Sederal
State
County
Interagency
Federal

State

County

Budgetary

ta

t2

HEALTH SCREENING

CHDP, Mediscreen program
mandated without funds
for treatment costs

(p. 63)

CHDP allows little flexi-
bility in county demon-
stration (p. 03)

CRIPPLED CHILDREN'S
SERVICES

Absence of working rela-
tionships between CCS §
other c¢hild health pro-
grams (p. 63)

Conflict over adminis-
trative reimbursements
(p. 64)

MENTAL,_HEAL{H

Necermination of prior-
ities conflict hetween
State/county (p. 04)

Stute-supervision con-
trary to Short-Doyle in-
tent, creating delays in
program (p. 05

*o *0 *

*0

*o *

*0

%0

*g

Key: Type of issue/level of

involvement = ¥
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CLASSTFICATION OF ISSUES

CHILD JUSTICE

ISSUE

Description

Philesophical

Intergovernmental

LUGTSLATIVE

ADMINISTRATIVE

Federal
State
County
Intcragency
Federal

State

County

Budgetary

3

GENERAL ISSUER

Legal categorization of
children (p. 77)

Rehabilitation procedures
for "601" children {p. 78)

Separate facilities for
601" & V602" children
(p. 7N

Redirecting juvenile jus-

tice resources toward pre-
vention and diversion pro-
grams {(p. 79)

Juvenile justice systems'
lack of involvement with
youth services programs
(p. 79)

Coordinated planning of
state agencies with ju-
venile justice system
tp. 79)

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

Law cnforcemeqt staff
training (p. S0

SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES

Lack of dispositional al-
ternatives and resources

for the juvenile court
tp. S0y

*0 * *

*o * *

*o

*G

*0

.*o

Key: Typé of issuc/level of

involvement = *

Deavint Al Dreadntian =
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CLASSIFICATION OF ISSUES
» ) - »
. LEGISLATIVE ADM TRA
CHILD JUSTICE (cont'd) 3  ADMINISTRATIVE
—~ S
«d £
3] e >
£ 3 o > = e s, | s
ISSUE & 3 3 8 = £ 3 a g =t
g ’50 "8 g 8 2] o 5] =} 43
L - 3] 32 (=] [
A 3 . v O 3 I 0 O 0
No Description L 5 5 2
2 | Lack of neighhorhood youth
services (p. §0) * * * * * * *0 *
DEPENDENT CHILDREN
1 | When to utilize more vol-
untary placement resources
(p. 81) * *0 *0 *
2 | New state directive on co.
welfare's role for care of
dependent children (p. 81) * *0 * *0 *
MENTAL HEALTH, EDUCATION
AND SOCIAL SERVICES:
1 Mentul health services for
delinquent youth (p. 81) * *0 *0 * * *
2 | Juvenile justice/school
coordination (p. 81) * * * * * *0
OTHER
1 | Hiring and retention of
minority personncl (p. 83) * * * * * *0

Key: Type of issue/level of

involvenent = *
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APPENDIX A

CONTACT LIST

HEW Regional Office

Child Welfare

Monsorrate Brady

Social and Rchabilitation Service/

Community Services Administration

Lillian Dinniman

Social and Rehabilitation Service/

Community Services Administration

Lucy Ellison Social and Rehabilitation Service

Rebekah Shuey, Ph.ED.

Office of Child Development/

Children's Burcau

Child Care 7/ Preschool Education

Barlow Farrar 0ffice
Office
Samuel Kermoian Office
Michelle Michael-Noce Office
Office
Samuel E. Miller Of fice
Office
Jane Rotwein Office
Office

of
of

of

of
of

of
of

of
of

Human Development/*
Child Development

Education

Human Development/
Child Dbevelopment

Human Development/
Child Development

Human Development/
Child Development

(Head Start)

* Received draft of this report.

#% Received diaft and submitted comments/corrections to UMC.
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¥ o Child Health

#% Hubert Rarnes, M.D.

Charlotte Harrington

Martha Hislop

**% Joseph Hoffman

James Kee

Doris Lauber

*% Dorine Loso

*% Mary Ann Urban

*% Rebecca Welch

Child Justice

Elizabeth Gorlich

Public Health Serviuce/
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 Mental He=z1lth
Administration

Social and Rehabilitation Sexvic./
Medical Services Administration

Public Health Service

Public llealth Service/

Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health
Administration

Social and Rehabilitation Service/
Medical Services Administration

Public llealth Service

O0ffice of Human Development/
Office of Youth Deveclopment
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State of California

Child Welfare

Doris Cole Adoptions
Department of Health
Charles Devereaux Social Services
Department of Health
Lucille Hood Family and Children's Services
Department of lleaith
Randy Jamison Sccial Services
Department of Health
Joe Lain Social Services
Department of Health
Ray Lieber Adoptions
Department of Health
Mae Sakamoto Social Services
Depattment of Health
Department of Renefit Payments

Mary Lee Schuster

Albert Seltzer ' Social Services
Department of Health

Mary Sullivan Adoptions
Department of Health

Child Care / Preschool Education

Diane Carey Child Development
‘ ‘ Departnent of Education

Nerris Class Consultant to
Assembly Office of Research

David Gordon Child Development
: Department of Education

John McCoy Child Development
Department of Education

A ;
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Child Carc / Preschool liducation (continued)

% |lollis Moorc, Ph.D.

Fran Walker

¥ Ldwin Warren

®% William Whiteneck

(hild licalth

Boup Arnold

*% Rob Baldo

Jay Gould

Bill lLong

* Ldward Melia, M.D.

k% Ken Slavney

*#% lsmond Smith, M.D.

Vera Stevens

Donald Stockman

William Wadman

Office of Lducational Liaison
tiealth and Welfare Agency

Child bhevelopment
Department of llealth

Office of Bducational Liaison
ltealth and Welfare Agency

Child Development )
Department of Education

Mental Disabilities
Department of llealth

Developmentally Disabled Program,
Department of llealth

Provider Benefit Scrvices
Department of Health

Developmentally Disabled Progranm,
Department of Health

Preventive Medical Services
Department of lecalth

Mental Disabilities
Department of Health

Crippled Children's Services
Nepartaent of llecalth

Developmentally Disabled Program,
Nepartment of llecalth

Regionnl Centers Operations
NDepartment of licalth

Department of Health
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Child Health (continued)

Ken Wagstaflf

Ralph Wallerstein, M.D.

Bill Wilder

Alice Yeaple

Samucl D. Yockey

Child Justice

Lawrence Bolton
Allen Breed

Rene Goldstein
Pobert Henry

Jonas Minton

Stan Nielsen
Antheny L. Palumbo

Roberst Smith

Palmer Stinson

R.C. Walker

99

Oifice of Asscemblyman Wagstaff
Consultant, Assembly Hecalth Committec

Preventive Medical Services Program

Department of llealth

Office of Narcotics and Drug Abuse,

llealth and Welfare Agency

Crippled Children Services
Department of Health

Department of Health

Office of Criminal Justice
California Youth Authority
California Youth Authority
Department of Justice
Office of Criminal Justice
Department of Corrections
Office of Criminal Justice

Prevention Services,
California Youth Authority

Office of Criminal Justice
Juvenile Nelinquency

Oflfice of Criminal Justice

Planning

Planning

Planning

Planning

Planning
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Goneral

Ruby Anderson

Willic Brown
Dotothy (ox
Maurcen Vitzgerald

Rita Gordon

Paul Holmes

Jim Hurst
Bob Reosenburyg

Ms. J.T. Wade

160

Senator Dymally's office
(Lt. Governor)

Assemblyman

Senator Moscone's office

Office of Legislative Analyst
Senate Office of Research, Scenate
Sclect Committec on Children and
Youth

Consultant to the Assembly Committec
on Education

Assembly Office of Research
Assembly Office of Research

Senator Marks' office

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS



ot

k%

*%k

*%k

© 101

Fresno County

Child Care / Preschool Education

Ernest A, Poore Administration / Office
of Education

Child Health

Terry Brennan Substance Abuse
Department of Health

Kyle Coleman, M.D. Children's Mental Health Services
(Inpatient) Department of Health

Jay Gaillard Central California Regional Center

Trevor D. Glenn, M.D. Administration / Department of Health

Paul Gookins Budget - Department of Health

Pat Henderson, M.D. Maternal and Child Health
Department of Health

Mary Lou Hickman, M.D. Central Valley Regional Center

Charles Maas, M.D. Youth Services and Community Care
Department of Health

Ed Mayo United Cerebral Palsy Association
of Central California

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

Patti Thompson Finance —Department of Health

Jane Treana Crippled Children's Services

Department of Health

URBAN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS




PU

k&

* &

k&

Child Justice

Merril Clacher
Virginia Cornell
Steve Crosbvy

Don ludson

Leroy Johnscn
Len LeWala

Roger Palonimo

James Roland

Ernest R. Vian

Child Welfare

Thomas Addison

Christopher Christensen

Reed K. Clegg

Verna Growdon

Josephine Long

Blanche Mesple

Katherine Nugent

102

Probation Department
Probation Department
Probation Department
Probation Departmenc
Probation Department
Probation Department
Probation Department

Chief Probation Officer
Probation Department

Probation Department

Qut-of-Home Care Coordinator
Departnent of Health

After-Care Services
Department of Health

Welfare Director
Welfare Department

Comprehensive Youth Services

Foster Care Services
Welfare Department

Social Services
Welfare Department

Child Welfare Services
Welfarce Department
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Orange Coun
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Child Care / Preschool Education

Carole Biclefeld

Joan Cohen

Betty Tnman

Bettye Lewis

Harold Mason

Ferne Young

Child Health / General

John Dedischew

Ron DiLuigi

Carolyn Illarris

Glenn liont:z

Bob Love

Elayne Malone

Department of Education

Lducational Liaison
Welfare Department

Orange Coast College
Costa Mesa

Rancho Santiago Community College
District

Fiscal Services
Department of Iducatiorn

Department of Education

Administration / County
Administrative O0{fice

Program Planning Division
County Administrative Office
Santa Ana

Program Planning Division (Health)
County Administrative Office

Human Services / City of Garden Grove
Program Coordination Division

{(Mental Health)

County Administrative Office

Program Planning Division
County Administrative Office
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Child Welfare (continued)

Alan Peters

Melvin A. Willmirth

Gieneral
James B, Aldredge

Kol Buttler
Non Rowe

Jae Williams

Melvrvn G, Wingett
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Child Protective Scrvices

Jresno County Foster Parents
Association

Administration, City of Fresno

Human Services,County Administrative
Office

Human Services, County Administrative
Office

Lconomic Opportunity Commission

County Administrative Officer
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. Child Welfare
* Dolores E. Churchill Social Services
Department of Social Welfare
*% Margarect P, Hicks Family and Children's Services
Department of Social Welfare
Donald Simao Child Welfare Services
Department of Social Welfare
|
* Jacqueline Thomas Adoptions and Licensing K

Department of Social Welfare

-

P
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San Diego County

Child Care / Preschool Education

H. Datvid Fish Special Programs, San Niego
City Schools

Gil Norton Department of Public Welfare

Kathleen Novet North County Child Car~ Council
Escondido, California

Grace W. Perkins Early Childhood Education
San Diego City Schools

M. Jane Phillips Children's Centers, San Diego
City Schools

Glen N. Pierson Child Care Programs
Office of Education

Avis Rana Program Development

Department of Public Welfare

Child Health

Perry Bach, M.D. Adolescent Services
Department of Medical Institutions

John Brink, M.D. Administrative Services
San Diego Regional Center

Bill Burfitt Budget Staff
County Health Care Agency
Don Cogburn Area Supervisor Community Services
California State Department of Health
Will Comer County Health Care Agency
Carolyn Gill Health Care 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 Lewis
Dennis P. Polley

Hon. Richard L. Vaughn

John Wedemeyer
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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 Cereb . al Palsy Association
of San Diego

Medical Services Division
Department of Public Health

Maternal and Child Health
Department of Public Health

Probation Department

County Law and Justice Agency
Criminal Justice Planner
Probation Department

Judge of the Juvenile Court
San Diego Ccunty

Executive Director
San Diego Youth Services, In:.
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Dick Bourke
Isther Cardall
Homer E. Detrich
Emily Gray

Fula Hamman

Arn Luciocus
Bim Plumb
Avis Rana
Miriam Rappe
Jane Redwine

Joe Wilcox

General
Ruben Domingue:z
Debbie Elliott

\'ern Horne
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NDependent Children
Department of Public Welfare

Social Services
Department of Public Welfare

Administration / Department
of Public Welfare

Foster Parents Association
San Diego

Honemakeyr Service of San Diego

Children's Home Societ%y
San Diego

Foster Home Licensing
Department of Public Welfare

Program Planning
Department of Public Welfare

Children's Home Society
San Diego

Adoptions
Department of Public Welfare

Director, Human Development Department

YMCA  (Child Abuse)
San Diego

County Human Resource Agency
United Way of San Diego

Senate Office of Resecarch
State of California
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General (continued)

* John L. Jacob

%% (Clarence M. Pendleton

* Claude A. Townsend

109

Executive Director Urban League
San Diecgo

Director, San Diego Model Cities

United Way of San Diego
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Santa Clara County

Child Care / Preschool Lducation

Carole Conner
Ernestine Jernigan
Bettie Long

Viola M. Owens

Siubhan Stevens

Fred Villasenor

Child Health

Harold Baker

Ernie ‘Bertolotti

Rich Cantwell

Jerry Doy le

Frank Egleston

Bernice Giansirancusa

Contract Coordinator
Department of Social Services

Head Start
Offiece of Education

Pre-school Consultant
Mt, View

Office of Lducation

Family Day Care Home Provider
San Jose

Santa Clara County 4-C Council
San Jose

San Jose Community Services Section
California State Department of Health

Program Planning
Department of Health

Child Abuse
Department of lealth

Eastfield Children's Center
Campbell

Director, The Bridge Children
Morgan Hill

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

Crissola Knudsen

Jean Phillips

Thelma Quinn, M.D.

Mary Robinette

Marcie Rodgers

Rudy Warner

Child Justice

Richard Bothman

~ Alan R. Coffey
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Robert Eastman

Peter Silva
Child Welfare
Glorfé Ambrosine
Miriam P. Bowman
Roger Cackler

Mary Charlés
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Loma Prieta Regionzl Center
San Jose

Fiscal Officer
Department of Health

Crippled Children's Service
Department of Health

Mediscreen
Department of Social Services

Children Mental Health Services
Department of Health

Child Health Screening Provider
Warner Laberatories, Campbell

Probation Department
Probation Department
Juvenile Hall

Probation Department

Foster Care
Department of Social Secrvices

Adoptions , ;
Department of Sccial Services

Child Welfare -
Department of Social Services

Community Planning ‘
Department of Social Services
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Child Welfare (continued)

Ernie Hirose

Dick O'Neil

Ed Shofler

General

Howard Cumpen
Rovert F. Fenley
John Giambruno
Sam Sanchez

Paul Yarborough
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Department of Social Services

Fiscal Specialist
Department of Social Services

Adoptions
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 Castro

Alice Cunningham
Louis Garcia
Ruth Massinga
Grady Means

Bill Newton

Vicky Strang

Dave Thompson

Bob Van Horn
Dale Wagerman
Steve Waldhorn

Richard W. White
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Other Contacts

California Children's Lobby
Sacramento

U.C. Berkeley Child Care Dircctor
Berkeley

Association of Bay Arca Governments.
Berkeley

Leapgue of California Cities
Berkeley

Office of Community Child Care
Berkeley

Veneman and Associates
San Francisco

Association of Bay Areca Governments
Berkeley

Coordinator
San Francisco Children's Council
San Francisco

Western Regional
Citizen Participation League
San Francisco

County Supervisors Association
of California, Sacramento

County Supervisors Association
of California, Sacramento

Stanford Research Institute
Menlo Park

Office of Economic Opportunity
Region &, San Francisco
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