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American Enterprise Institute for Public -Policy Research 

c. r<'C.C!G.k:A-b~.~; 
f;'!"I' . 

Abt Associates Inc. 

Day Care and Early' Childhood 

Programs. under We.lfare iReform 


March 24-25, 1997 

Wohlstetter Conference C~nter, Twelfth Floor,iAEI 


This conference will examine the major choices facing day care and early intervention 
programs as welfare reform is implemented. Leading academics and policy makers 
will discuss the cost versus quality trade-off, the future of Head Start, the 'child care 
feeding program, and the linkages among early childhood intervention, child care and 
welfare reform.' , 

Monday, March 24 

9:00 a.m. 	 Registration and Coffee 

·9:30 	 Welcome, 

DOUGLAS J. BESHAROV, AEI 

WENDELL KNox. Abt Associates 


9:45 	 Keynote Address , 
HON. FRANK RIGGS, U.S. House of Representatives, Chairman of the 

Subcommittee on Early Childhood,:Youth, and Families 

I 

10:15 	 The End of Child Care As We Know It?' 
DOUGLAS 1. BESHARov, AEI 

11:00 	 Break 

11:15 	 Panel 1: Child Care Issues Generated by TANF 

Panelists: . HELEN BLANK, Children's Defense Fund 


JOHN WElCHER, Hudson Institute 
MARVA HAMMONS, Michigan Family Independence Agency 

12:30 p.m. ' Luncheon (over) 

1150 Seventeenth Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20036-4670 202.862.5800 Fax 202.862.7178 
I 

= 
.9 

td 


J 
.~ 


/ 



- 2 ­

2:00 Panel 2: 
Panelists: 

The Cost vs. Quality Trade-off 
BRU8E HERSCHFlELD, Child Welfare League ofAmerica 
RON HASKINS, House Ways and Means Committee 
MARK APPELBAUM, University of California at San Diego 

3:15 Panel 3: The Future of Head Start 
,Panelists: LYNN KAGAN, Yale University, 

SALLY VOGLER, Policy Office of Governor Romer, Colorado 
EDWARD ZIGLER, Yale Univ~rsity i 

4:30 Break 

4:45 Panel 4: 
Panelists: 

The Future of Child Care'~eeding Programs 
ROBERT GREENSTEIN, Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 
HELEN BLANK, Children's Defense Fund 

6:00 Reception 
Full bar and hors d'oeuvres 

Tuesday, March 25 

8:30 a.m. 	 Breakfast 

9:00 	 ,introduction 
DOUGLAS 1. BESHAROV ' 

9:05 	 Keynote Address " 
THE HONORABLE Roy ROMER"Governor of Colorado, 

9:45 	 Can Early Childhood Intervention Programs Be More Effecti,ve? 
JEAN LAYZER and ROBERT ST.PIERRE, Abt:Associates 

10:30 	 Break 

10:45 	 Panelists: JUDY HOWARD, University of California Los Angeles 
EDWARD ZIGLER, Yale Unive~ity 
RON HASKINS, House Ways and Means Committee 
BILL HARRIs, Children's Research and Education Institute 

12:15 p.m. 	 Luncheon 

2:00 	 Where Do We Go from Here? A Roundtable Discussion ' 

Panelists: 	 SANDRA SCARR, University of Virginia 
EDWARD BRANN, Centers for Disease Control 
MARIE MCCoRMICK, Harvard School of Public Health 
CLARICE WALKER, Howard University School of Social Work 
MARK APPELBAUM, University of California San Diego 

3:45 	 Closing Remarks 
. , 

This conference is funded with the generous support 0/ th'e Founiiation for Child 
Development and the Ford Foundation. 
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REGISTRATION FORM' ,..' ,c',';; ..'..... ' 
.' . 

preregistr~do.nF:'ee:~30.00 . . On-site Registrati?nFee: '<P,.'TU.'-IV 

. Please iri~<:aiewhich.sessions you .will attend. . 
Marth·24·/';:t;: :. :'. ..•', 

g.• ··~~i~~titi:' .• ~:.~~ ~h~~I~a~~'::~!:';::bY]"ANF.
0:'; 12:30p~m. ". tuncheon .. < .. ": 
o ·'2:OO'f)aneI2: The Cost vs.Quality Trade-off,. 
03:15'. '.' . Pariel.3: The Future of Head Start >;c '.. ......;'.... ..... . 
o · . 4:45 Panel4: The Future of Child C~re'Feeding Fa.rograms . 
M~rch25 
09:45 ani. 
o . 12.:15p.m. 
0 •.·..·.2:00·· 

Can Early Childhood Intervention,progra~S;~eMOre 1OO"':u"ti111."" 

L.u~cheon _ . ' .. ' .......::. "..... 
.·,WhereDo We Go from Here? A ~o.undtatlle·::u115.GU~jl.D.n

;" .:"." . . ,', .,' " .:.J .:'.' .... " 

·+t~~~!9~ ..~...,;;.;.:_:.;...:..;..:._·-,.·.paYable to the American Ent~rprise 1'1~titutl~.,iS\~~icI9:se~~?ih:~~jrd~i,. 
Chargemy';:/!ii.i'MISA . . ...... ___Master Card '. . ..~ , ,,' 

ACct."· "<:.~;;i::'J' .~ : E~pires_····'_'-.,.--___.'~.. ~ 
, ':. .,' . ~ ,,' 

} Signature (r~quiredf()ra!1 credit card orders) 
'. , :" 

.Name·· . 

. TItle' 

Affiliati~ri' . 

Address 

City/State/Zip 

Telephone FAX " 

E-mail 

'" 

Send this form to: . Seminars and Conferences, AmeriCan' Enterprise Institute 
.. 1150 17th Street, N.W., Washington, O.C. 20036 . 

Or FAX to Seminars and Conferences at 202.862.7171. 

Contact: Nazanin Samari. 202.862.7161. ' 

1150 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Washington. D.C. 20036-4670 202.862.5800 Fax 20~.862.7178 



Edited by Douglas J. Besharov 
Co-published by American Enterprise lnstihlte for Public Research 
Co"-sp0ltsored by National-Association for the-Education of Yo~ngChildren 

T his series of essays by child care experts and administrators 
explores the issue of funding stream fragmentation and the 
opportunities and challenges that block grant proposals 

present. The authors suggest ways to integrate child car~ services 
a~ the fed_era I, stat~lanq local Jeyels;. i9:entjfy g~ps in child care 
,funding; present a state case study on how to develop early child­
hood program infrastructure-and how to achieve seamless ad­
ministration; offer examples of model programs that incorporate 
"two generation" programming to address the needs of parents 
and children; describe how to coordinate Head Start with welfare 
reform programs; and identify the key policy questions that 
should be asked about any block grant proposal. 

1996/0-87868-605-:3/Stock #6053 ............ : ....................... $22.95 


Enhancing 
Early 
Childhood 
Programs. 
BURDENS & OPPORTUNITIES 

To order 
CWLAc/o CSSC 
p.o. Box 7816 
300 Raritan Center Parkway 
Edison, NJ 08818-7816 

Or call 
800/407-6273 
908/225-1900 
Fax 908/417-0482 

Please specify stock #6053, CWLA pays shipping and handling for prepaid U.S. orders, 
Bulk discount policy (not for resale): 10-49 copies, 15%; 50 or more, 20%, Canadian and 
foreign orders must be prepaid in U.S. funds. VISA/MasterCard accepted. 
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CHILD CARE LEGISLATION - 105th CONGRESS 

Child Care continues to be an issue of great concern to families and policy-makers and numerous 
child care bills have been introduced in the l05th Congress. Bills have been sponsored by 
Republicans and Democrats and take a variety of approaches to federal support for child care 
services. 

I. Direct Funding 

Several bills propose to increase federal funding to help low mcome families pay for child care 
services or to improve the quality and availability of such services. These bills generally build 
upon the consolidated child care program and enhanced funding enacted under the new welfare 
reform legislation. 

Working Families Child Care Act of 1997 (S.19) - Senator Dodd (D-CT) 
Increases the authorization level for the discretionary Child Care and Development Block Grant 
program from $1 billion to $2 billion a year in order to help niore welfare families and low 
income working families pay for child care services. Authorites an additional $1.4 billion a year 
to provide child care services for non-welfare low income working families. Also' authorizes 
additional funds to increase the supply ofchild care services, including infant care, before- and 
after-school care programs, resource and referral programs, non-traditional work hours child care 
programs, and programs to extend the hours of prekindergarten. 

Working Families Child Care Act of 1997 (H.R. 899) - Representative Woolsey (D-CA) 
Authorizes an additional $1.4 billion a year to help non-welfare low income working families 
pay for child care services. Also authorizes funds to increase the availability of child care 
services in particularly short supply. (Similar to Dodd bill) 

Increased Child Care Funding (S. 93) - Senator Kerry (D,..MA) -:- w;,1 ;()~ .e~~ 
Increases funding for mandatory spending under the Child Care and Development Block Grant . 
by an additional $1 billion each year. 

Child Care Expansion Act (S. 548) - Senator Roberts (R-,KS) ~ 

Provides funding to States to award grants to small businesses to provide child care. The grants 
can be used for start-up costs, training of providers, scholarships and sick care. 

Early Learning and Opportunity Act (H.R. 1373) - Representative DeLauro (D-CT) 
Authorizes funds for a competitive grant program to improve the quality and availability of care 
for children under the age of three; to improve quality and availability of family support services 
for the parents of such children; and to improve coordination ofexisting programs and services. 

II. Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit. 

A number ofproposals would expand the current Child and Dependent Care TaX Credit (DCTC) 



either by (1) making the credit refundable so that low income working families also would 

benefit from this largest single source of federal child care assistance; (2) increasing the amount 

of the credit available for moderate income working families; or (3) some combination of the 

above. Several of the proposals also would eliminate DCTC eligibility for upper income families. 

It is notable that most of the following DCTC proposals are sponsored by Republican members. 


Refundable Tax Credit (S. 654) - Senator Snowe (R-ME) : ~(r1J/\Il/An._ pJarmifU)/,r;~ 

Makes the Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable to ensure that assist~g~ ';s'~;de avaihlbfe for A,tI~ , 

low income working families with child or dependent care expenses. It also allows credit for 

respite care services. 


Working Families Child Care Tax Relief Act (S. 490) - Senator Akaka (D-HI) 

Adds an inflation adjustment to the allowable expenses and the credit amount. 


Child Care Tax Credit Reform Act of 1997 (H.R. 315) - Representative Solomon (R-NY) 

Increases the amount of the DCTC for moderate income working families and limits eligibility 

for the credit to families with incomes up to $50,000. ' 


Child Care Quality Improvement Proposal (to be introduced) - Senator Jeffords (R-VT) 

Makes the Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable to ensure that assistance is made available for 

low income working families with child or dependent care expenses. Also encourages use of 

quality child care by increasing DCTC for child care provided in accredited facilities or by 

credentialed professionals. This will be comprehensive legislation that will include other types 

of child care assistance. 


III. Employer Tax Credits 

These proposals would provide tax incentives for businesses for certain child care expenses or 

activities. In general, the credits would reimburse employers for start-up, construction, and 

operating costs of such a facility. 


Child Care Infrastructure Act of 1997 (S. 82) - Senator Kohl (D-WI) 

Provides employers with a federal tax credit equal to 50 percent of the employer's child care 

expenditures. Child care expenditures could include expenses to acquire, construct, rehabilitate 

or expand a facility of the employer; for operating costs of the employer's child care facility; to 

pay a child care facility to provide child care services to employees; or to provide employees 

with a child care resource or referral service. The total employer credit could not exceed 

$150,000. ' 


Child Care Availability Incentive Act (H.R. 988) - Representative Pryce (R-OH) 

Provides employers with a federal tax credit equal to 50 percent of the employer's expenditures· 

for child care services provided on-site or adjacent to the business premises and operated for the 

employees children. No limit to the credit is specified. 
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The Honorable Ben Nighthorsc Campbell 

Chairman 

Subcommittee on 'frclisury, 


General Govemmcnt and Civil Service 

Committee on Appropriations 

United States Senate 

Wa~hington, D.C. 205) 5-6038 


Deal'Mr. Chaimlan: 

The H(>u~tI Treasury, Postal ServJce, and General G~vermnel1t Appropriations 
Subcommittee Report on the 1997 Appropriations Act directed the Onlce ofMU1lagcmcIlt and. 
Budget to "coordinate a government-wide review of federal child care centers to evaluate their 
effectjvellC.~ss wld determine how they may he improved to provide greater flexibility, access, and 
availabililY to aU federal employees." 

Nearly eighty percen.t (80%) of federal chiJd care cenler:; ure operated by the Depal'tment 
ufDefense (DoD); over 800 child care centers as eompQl'ed to the approximalely ·225 centers 
~perated by civilian agencies. However, the Subcommittee is 1nainly interested in looking at the. 
afTordability ofohild care, particularly for lower income employees. Because DoD has specia1 
authority to subsidize its child care program, affordabilityis only an issue for the civilian 

. agencies' child care pf(lgrams. GSA operates the largest number ofchild care Ctlnters among the 
civilian agencies and is recognized f~r its expertise in this arCH. Therefore. we requested GSA to 
lead this review and tIley, in turn, contracted with the National Academy of Public 
Administn\l\un to survey both public and private sector child care providers and reporl its 
findings and recommendations. 

In order that the review provide a comp~chcnsiye picture offedcral child care, GSA asked 
ODD 1.0 provide 8 separate report 011 its child care program. The Deparlment's Military Child 

. Development Program has attained a nationwide reputation for commitment to quality child care. 
Fur this reason. the President recently directed the Scctetary ofDefense, in consultation with the 
Genera' Services Adiilinistmtion (GSA) and the DepartrncntofHeaJlh and Human Services 
(DHHS). to share DoD's expertise with the government and private:: entities thuL provide child 
caw, The Office ofFamUy Policy~ under the Assislnnt Secretary ofDefense for Force 
Managcment Policy, is responsible for setting standards, issuing guidance, Ilnd maintaining 
statistics for the Military Child Development Program. The Office of!'amily PoliCy provided a 
report on the DoD child care program. u copy of which is included in the Academy report. 

In March, the l'resident aMoUnoed his Wcl1are to Work initiative Q~ld directed GSA to 

consult with federal agencies ond prepare a plan \0 assist low-income federal employees in 

finding uffordabJe c]li1d care. GSA was able to use some ofthe Academy'S findings in 


, 
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developing its plan. The plan was presented to the President ond Cabillct 011 April 10 and 
. proposed a number of steps. Wllich GSA could take within lis current (Luthoritics. to address the 
needs of Iow- income 1cderal employees. 

GSA bm; recently completed the review we requested. In his response to us. the 
Administrator reported on several steps that GSA has tllken to address affordability within the 
GSA-run child ca.re c~nttmi. He :otated that these steps are not sufficient to solve the affordability 
problem for low-;ncome empJoyees and shared lour eonc)\llli(ms about what else needs to be 
done. His views build on the plan presented to the Cabinet in April as well 6." the Academy 
report, both ofwhich are enclosed with the Administrator's letter. 

Child care is an issue of great concern to nlMY federal employees. The Administrator's 
letter recolllmends a number of useful steps which con lead to agencies being able to make high 
quality child care affordable to those employees who desire it. J endorse thcAdministrator's 
recommendations and urgc him (0 begin implementing his proposals as soon as possihle. 

Sincerely. 

Franklin D. Raines 
Director 

Enclosures 

Jdentical Letters Sent to The Honorable Jim .Kolbe. The Honorable Ted Stev~l1s, 

Tho Honorable Bob Livingston, The HOllorab]o Fred Thompson and ThD Honorable Dall Burton 


The H~morable David. Obey. The Honorable Robert C; Bryd. The HonurabJe John Glenn and The 

Honorable Henry A. Waxman 




\. 
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Mr, Franklin D. Raines 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Raines: 

The General Services Administration is pleased to stlbmitour response to your 
request that we study the affordability of child care for Federal employees. 

Child care has been a high priority of the General Services Administration for 
more than the past ten years. In that time we have earned a reputation for 
quality programs and concern for the safety and security of the more than 7,000 
children who spend their days in our buildings. We have also gained a great 
deal of experience and expertise as the sponsor of 108 child care centers in 68 
cities, 31 states and here in th~ District. 

Because of that experience, OMB came to us when. your agency was directed 
by the House Appropriations Treasury, Postal Service and General Government 
subcommittee to report to Congress on the subject of child care affordability in 
Federal agencies. Similarly, the President recently directed GSA to help 
Federal agencies better respond to the needs of lower income employ~es for. 
safe, affordable child care, a challenge which assumed new urgency in the light 
of his welfare-to-work initiative. \ 

With all that the Administration is presently doing to underscore the importance 
of high quality, affordable child care for American families and children across 
the economic spectrum, it is critical that we define new ways to assure.that 
Federal· child care centers are both high quality and accessible to more Federal 
employees. Not only did the recent White House Conference on Early'Learning 
spotlight the importance of high quality care, but the conference on child care 
that will beheld this Fall will continue to focus public awareness on 
Administration initiatives in'this area. . 

At GSA, we have been concerned for some time thatour centers were'becoming 
out of reach for lower graded employees, creating inequitable access to on-site 
child care. As a result, we have taken a number of steps to try to help. 

Two years ago, in fact, we devoted substantial time at our annual training 
conference to this subject, to tap the ideas and experience of the GSAchild care 
community and elicit new insights into the affordability problem. We have also 
stepped up the training provided to our regional child care coordinators and to 
center Boards of Directors to help them do a more effective job at local fund 
raising. Last year, more-than one million dollars was raised by GSA c~nters. In 



the past, GSA also directed the full proceeds of its governmentwide recycling 

operations to the support ofchild care tuition assistalilce programs but other 

priorities now compete for these resources. ' 


These steps, while helpful, have not been sufficient. 'GSA centers have not been' 
able to meet the need for tuition assistance to help sjgni'ficant numbers of 
parents who could not otherwise afford to use high quality, center-based care at 
the worksite. This letter, along with its two attachments, represents the' 
agency's current thinking on the affordability challenge our child care centers 
face. It also outlines those steps we plan to take in the next several months. 
We recognize that we will need to continue to study this issue, and to refine 
our plan as we test and incorporate new approaches. 

The first enclosure is a document which presents steps we have identified and 
agreed to take to address the needs of lower income Federal families. I 
discussed these with the President and the Cabinet on April 10 and told them we 
were prepared to move ahead to implement these ideas. We've also attached 
a research report we commissioned from the National Academy of Public 
Administration (the Academy) to help us respond to your request. Based on 
these two efforts, we've reached some conclusions that I would like to share 
with OMB and with our colleagues in the Congress who share our interest in this 
topic. These conclusions apply only to the more than 200 Federal centers that 
operate outside the Department of Defense child car~ system. 

First, the Federal child care syst~m needs more adequate funding. 
The affordability problem can only be solved by an infusion of new money. 
Otherwise,the only source of funds t<;> cover the operating costs of child care 
providers are the fees collected from parents and they are already too high for 
many Federal employees to afford. This, by the way, is not a problem unique to 

, Federal centers but is experienced by child care programs everywhere in the 
country. It's why the Administration took such a strong stance on adding $4 
billion for child care into the welfare reform legislation. 

Child care requires funding in three ways: program support to keep wages paid 
to child care workers at an appropriate level, while ke'eping'fees reasonable for 
parents; tuition support for parents who can't afford to pay the full fee; and 
money to enhance center quality, staff training, security and facilities. In our' 
GSA centers, I am confident that we have dorie an excellent job of providing 
these last enhancements, but now we must find new ways to support program 
operations and help parents with tuition. 

Some have argued that GSA should simply seek additional appropriations for 
center operating costs. Before I would propose that to you, however, I believe 
we should explore all external sources of non-appropriated funds. As you will 



see, NAPA has identified some approaches and we at GSA have thought of . 
others. However, it's clear that we will have to take on a new fund raising and 
enterprise development role at GSA to help Federal centers be more affordable 
to a broader range of parents. 

Second, Federal child care needs better information and more co~esion.· 
In truth, for civilian agencies, there really is no child care system at all. Instead, 
there is a collection of more than 200 . individual centers dispersed throughout 
the nation, with little if any regular communication among them. GSA oversees 
about half these centers and brings them together once a year for an annual 
summer training conference. But what's' needed is a more systematic means to 
share initiatives and experience among the centers of all agencies; to ~, 
communicate with greater clarity what agencies can and can't do under existing 
legislative authority; and to achieve a collective adherence to best practices. 

. . 
In contrast, the Department of Defense child care system is just that--a . true 
system, well integrated, comprehensive and high quality with strong oversight, 
in which the component parts comprise a workable whole. While the non-DOD 
centers necessarily operate. on a very different basis (the child care providers 
are not government employees as they are in the. DOD system) we believe 
these centers would benefit from more consistent leadership and standards, as 
well as effective communications. 

This means that GSA needs to increase its ability to ,be a convenor and 
communicator, as well as a facilitator of improved government oversight for all 
non-DOD centers. Through this expanded leadership role we can share ideas . 
.and expertise,so that the collection of Federal worksite centers evolves into a 
more collaborative system in which centers can learn from each other:. . 

Third, agencies may need more flexibility to pursue new funding and 
partnering initiatives. The Academy study and other sources of information 
have suggested possible ways in which permitting agencies greater flexibility 
could help. Such flexibility could, for example, raise center enrollment,!' ; 
encourage a broader array of external partnerships and stimulate pilot programs . 
of new kinds of child care, all of which have the potential to improve affordability 
To accomplish this, legislative action might be necessary. While GSA ,is not 
prepared to make recommendations at this time for changes in the Trible 
Amendment (40 U.S.C. 490b) it is our intent to gather other major child-care­
sponsoring agencies together quickly to explore options and develop legi~lative 
proposals, where needed. . .' . 



Finally, there is no "silver bullet" that will solve the affordability problem. 
No. single program ar initiative by itself can accamplish this. What is required is 
a cambinatian af many strategies, each af which can cantribute in same way to. 
reducing casts, increasing revenue and enhancing the availabilityaf schalarships 
to. help families with limited means to. pay far care. 

. i 

All af this means that GSA needs to. step up to. a larger rale in child care than it 
has undertaken in the past. In that regarc;J, we have been warking with.yaurstaff 
antheir prapasal that we establish a warkplace initiatives group within GSA's 
Office af Gavernmentwide Palicy, adding gavernmentwide child care palicy 
respansibilities to. aur present aversight af centers in GSA buildings. As you may 
knaw, funding far this new staff is in aur FY 1998 budget request. As we 
cansider the implicatians af this repart, hawever, we believe we may have to. 
initiat!3 activities saaner than Octaber I. We are willing and prepared to.' do. that. 

We have also. respanded to. the staff af Senatar Daschle and the Senate Labar 
Cammittee cancerning their interest in establishing gavernmentwide quality 
standards and aversight far all Federal child carecehters. If GSA were assigned 
this role, it tao., wauld place new demands an aur GSA child care .staff and 
pragram~ With all these changes an the harizan,' we hape to. have a new 
arganizatian in place to. suppart the child care pragram by the end af June. 

As we mave ahead, GSA will wark clasely with athers in the Administratian to. 
implement the ideas cantained in the twa attachments to. this letter. We also. plan 
to. learn all that we can from the madel system aperated by the Depart:m~nt af 
Defense to. imprave aur awn centers, just as the President envisianed in his 
recent directive asking DOD to. share its expertise with ather systems af child 
care. 

We believe it is apprapriate to. set a fund raising target af between $8 and 10 
millian per year. This cauld pravide significant tuitian suppart for law incame 
families in all Federal child care autside the DOD system. This amaunt af maney 
cauld,far example, reduce the cast af care by abaut a third far between 5~000 
and 6,000 children. Also., same af tlie new maney cauld be used to. he,lp fill the 
mare than ane thausand vacant slats in Federal child care centers with children 
af law incame families. (The average cast af a single slat is abaut $6,OOO/yr. ) 
Same af aur calleagues have urged us to. seek an apprapriatian in thisamaunt, 
but as we said earlier we believe the prudent caurse af actian is to. try aur 
financial develapment strategy first. It's a challenging gaal--but ane we're 
prepared to. pursue. ' 



We feel confident that we can make a significant difference in the quality, 
affordability and accessibility of child care for Federal employees and we are 
committed to doing that as promptly as possible. 

Sincerely, Dave Barram 



, 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

PLAN TO IMPROVE THE AFFORDABILITY OF CHILD CARE 

Executive Summary 

/ 
/ 

GSA will act aggressively to make Federal child care centers more , 
affordable to more employees. Currently, there are more than 1,000 available 
spaces in the more than 200 non-military centers that operate in Federal space, 
but fees for quality care charged by private operators are generally out of reach 
to lower graded employees. Sliding fee scales and other forms of scholar,ship 
assistance could'help match employees to available spaces, if costs c6uid be 
reduced and/or revenues increased. 

• 	 GSA will determine whether group pl:Jrchas~s,of supplies, insurance and 
other shared needs could help reduce costs for center operators. Any 
savings generated could be reinvested in tuition'help for families that need it. 

• 	 GSA will help centers make more enterprising use of their existing 'capacity 
to add special programs and services for children to bring in additional 
revenue. 

• 	 If adequate additional revenues are secured, GSA will require each center 
operating in Federal space to use a sliding fee scale for families who cannot: 
now afford qualitychild care. 

• 	 GSA will increase the capability of Federal child care centers to raise 
c 

, additional funds for tuition assistance scholarships. GSA will ' 
immediately retain expert financial development and fund raising counsel to 
define a national strategy to help support the financial needs of all Federal 
centers. ' This could include establishment of a private non-profit foundation 
which could seek and receive funds to support all centers on a larg~r scale 
than individual centers can accomplish on their own .. It is estimated that 
approximately $8-10 million per year will be need(3d to make Federal child 
care slots more affordable for more parents. 

• 	 GSA will seek opportunitie~ for centers to partner; with private organizations 
which need child care for their employees as a way to diversify funding 
sources. 

• 	 GSA will assure that each center applies for participation in the Combined 
Federal Campaign. It will also continue to encourage agencies to dedicate 
recycling proceeds to child care centers which operate in their buildings. 

• 	 GSA will tap and utilize the best experience of st~tes which have been 
exploring child care financing strategies to support welfare reform (i.e. 
Colorado, Indiana, Washington, Hawaii, Minnesota and others). 



. GSA will link Federal officials at the community:level with state and 
county child,care resource and referral networks .. These 600 specialist 
community-based organizations can provide information concerning financial 
subsidies for child care which are available at the local level (state and county) 
for some low income families. They can also counsel, support and assist 

. . 

lower income employees by linking them to a wide array of child care options 

beyond Federal on-site centers. 

BACKGROUND 

The Federal government has· long played a leadership role in the development 

of child care centers for its work force. Starting in 1985, the General Services 

Administration began to make space available for this purpose in the Federal 
I. 

buildings it manages. As a result of this effort, authorized by the Trible, 

Amendment, GSA currently has 108 child care centers operating in its buildings. 

These centers care for more than 7,000 children, in ~acilities in 68' cities, 31 

states and the District of Columbia. 

Other Federal agencies, operating under the same' legislative authority, also 

have created child care and development programs;in their facilities. Some 110 

or moreof these are now sponsored by 27 agencies in 36 states and the .District 

of Columbia. Nine Coast Guard centers operate under separate legislation. 

That means that today, a total of more than 225 worksite child care centers 

operate in non-military settings to serve the needs of Federal workers, ~nd more 

are planned. . 

The Department of Defense, the nation's largest sponsor of worksite child care 

programs, has been very active over the past 25 years in creating child· , 

development programs to meet the needs ofmilitary service members anq 

civilian employees. Today, it has a sophisticated system of varied child 

development options which support military readiness and retention. 

Operating under the authority of the Military Child Care Act of 1989, DQD now 

operates more than 800 centers at over 300 locations, providing care for 

200,000 children daily, from six weeks to 12 years of age. In addition, mor~ than 

9,000 licensed and trained family day care program~ operate in government 
, ," 



owned or leased housing to provide night, weekend and unusual hours care to 
. " ' I . .' " '. . 

meet the specific needs of military training and deployment schedules: ~.. : 
, 

. L 

The systems through which child tare is provided: are very different in civil!an 

agencies and military installations .. Centers in civilian agencies are set Jp as 
. I' I 

, local non-profit corporations which then hire private: providers--either ; 

. individuals, companies or communityagencies-- to actually provide ca~e to 
, , I 

children,' Agencies lease space to these ron-profits and provide furnitu~e and 

equipment, maintenance, security, utilities and certaip training costs, all' at1no 

cost to the center operator. Parent fees, paid directly to the non-profit i ' 

corporation, are the principal source of funding to cover ongoin'g opera,ting 
, ­

expenses; more than 80% of which are, related to the cost of caregiving staff. 

, , 

,Local fund raising by the center's Board of Directors! can generate additional 

revenues to,offset the high cost bf care for lower incqme families through tuition 

, assistance prog~ams. (Last year, for example, in the ;centers in GSA bu:ildihg~, 
more than $1,000,000 was raised in this way.) Fe~s :to parents areestabli:shed 

by the business entity which operates the center. Th~se are generally b:ased on ' 
, , 

the age of the'child, with infant/toddler care costing parents considerably more 

than care for a pres'chool age child, because it requires more staff to care for 
, . I ' , 

, younger children. I, 

In the military .system, on the other hand, child development programs are run 
. " , 

by the military services themselves which employ care giving personnel di~ectly. 

Fees are established by, DoD"on a sliding .scale based on income--Iow..income 
, I • i 

parents pay less than high income families, regardless of the age of thE1' child . .In' 

addition to the sliding fee scale,' fees .to parents are :heavily subsidizE3dl by: the' 

military service.' This subsidy covers about half the cost of care and costs about 

$260 millibn per year to maintain. 

Because of these very different organizational and financial arrangemernts,; DoD 

and non-DoD employees pay quite different fees when they use Federal child 
. '. 1 'j. . 

care centers. Parents. using non-DoD centers can expect to pay fees for the 

care of their children which are comparable to the mflrket rate in the cdmmunity 

in which their child care center operates. In 1996, ~his averaged in the range of 

$180 per 'week (in,Washington, D.C.) for the care 6f~n infant, the highest tost 
• " . . - I 

/ 



form of care. Families eligible to use 000 centers, on the other hanq, canpay 

as little as $36 per week to $92, depending on income, for children of any age. 

This difference is directly attributable to the subsidy which is authorized under 
. . ( . 

the Military Child Care Act, but which is not authorized for other Federal centers. 
. , 

( . ; 

As a result, there are presently two different affordability issues related to child 

care in the Federal community. In most non-DOD centers, parents at t~e lower. 

end of the pay schedule cannot afford and therefore generally do not use the 

worksitecenters that are available. In the 000 system, while low income 

. parents can pay low fees and use the centers, there :is growing concern about 

the cost to the military service of maintaining both high quality programs and 

low fees for parents. The.Navy is currently pilot testing the outsourcing of its 

child care programs to private providers in several markets to see whether: this 

would reduce costs. 

Concern about affordability for parents prompted the Congress at the start of FY 

1997 to direct the Office of Management and Budgetto review" Federal child 

care centers to evaluate their effectiveness and determine how they may be 

improved to provide greater flexibility, access and availability to all Federal 

employees." OMB requested that GSA's Office of Governmentwide P,olicy 

conduct this study which is now complete. 

GSA'S PLAN FOR MORE AFFORDABLE CHILD CARE 

. The President's memorandum of March 10. directed GSAto consult with all 
, ' 

Federal agencies concerning agency-sponsored child care centers as :well as 

agency contracts with local child care resource and referral services. It also 

asked GSA to provide recommendations on any appropriate expansion ,of these 

arrangements to provide assistance to low-income Federal workers. 

What GSA has learned from other agencies I 



GSA rev.iewed information provided by all Federal agencies in response to the 

President's June 1996 memorandum on the family-friendly workplace. These 

responses described how agencies are currently supporting child care for ~heir 

employees and the extent to which they are utilizing resource and referral; 

programs to assist employees in finding affordable child care. In addition, a 

number of interviews, focus groups and questionnaires used with Federal 

agency personnel in the course of completing the Affordability Study for OMB 

have also provided input and 'understanding of agency programs. 

Many agencies point with pride to the quality worksite centers they sponsor 

either with GSA or on their own. However, recogni~ing that these provide care 

for a relatively small part of the Federal work force, s()me agencies have been 

active in providing other child care program options to supplement and: , 

complement worksite centers. Although helpful to employees, these do not 

focus on affordability. 

'j 

For example, many of them provide help to their employees in finding 

appropriate forms of care through resource and referral services. In the vast 

majority of cases, this is done through the agency's contract with its Employee 

Assistance Program (EAP) and not through the more than 600 communitY'7based 

agencies throughout the nation which specialize in resource and referral or 

some ,of the private sector providers of such services. Only the Internal 

Revenue Service, the Centers for Disease Control and the Department 'of Justice 

have indicated that they provide this service through aprivate'sector provider. 

Others use or distribute the OPM Child and Elder Care Handbook, which is a 

helpful guide to locating alternate forms of care. 

Manyagencies offer' on-site dependent care fairs, educational seminars and 

brown-bag lunch sessions to help educate employees about the care options 

available to them. Transportation, Labor, Education, Commerce, the National 

Science Foundation and the EPA are among those which have highly active 

programs of this kind. These are useful to employees in helping them 

understand the various forms of care available, how to select providers and how 

best to develop an effective working relationship with; the selected caregiver: 

I , 



Other agencies are testing unusual forms of child care. For example, c;me 

Department of Energy location has a Babies in the Workplace initiative, which 

allows employees to bring infants of 8 weeks to six months in age to work with 

them and care for them at their own work station. The Department of 19terior 

has opened a Family Support Room at its Washington headquarters where 

employees can work and supervise mildly ill children,at the same time, in special 

offic(3s that combine desks and beds. The Departm~nt of Justice has a contract 

with a private sector employer to provide emergency child care when the 

employee's regular arrangements break down. 

It is clear from our contacts with other agencies that they are both aware and 

very concerned about the affordability problem in Federal centers. In general 

they believe that resolving it will take authorization for agencies to spend 

additional appropriated funds to reduce operating costs and thereby requce'fees 

charged to parents .. In this plan, however,. GSA proposes a different strategy. It 

is a strategy that places its primary emphasis on taking new steps to generate 

additional revenue to support existing centers, as we;1I as linking to local 

resources in the communities where lower income fa;nilies need care. 

II What GSA has done so far 

In a briefing to Federal representatives on March 13, GSA promised that it:would 

take a number of steps to determine how best to help agencies with the c~ild 

care needs of low income workers. 

First,we said that we would inventory all non-military federal child care 

centers around the' country, and gather similar information from 000, to 

determine what spaces exist in the centers we have, ~in what age groups and at 

what price to parents. That inventory shows that approximately 1,000 m?re 

children could reasonably be accommodated in the existing system of GSA 

centers and as many as twice that number in the other non-DoD centers.' . 

Reasonable accommodation would not require physical expansion or ': ' . 

construction, but it would require the hiring of additional staff and possibly ~ome 

additional equipment. We will be in a position to provide more specific . 

information to agencies about where these spaces exist, for what age children 



and at what cost by the end of May. The Department of Defense has indicated 

that no spaces are available in its centers at this time. 

Second, recognizing that existing Federal worksite child care centers 

might be limited in their ability to accommodate enough children as well as not 

readily affordable to low income parents, GSA said it would link agencies ,in the 

field with local child care resource and referral organizations. These groups can 

, assist employees in finding appropriate care at the community leyel--family day 

care, local centers, school-based programs and others. Initially, we provided 

agencies with an existing national aOO number (800-:0424-2246) of a project 

called Child Care Aware which was designed to ensure that parents have access 

to good information about finding quality child care and resources in their 
, >, 

community. ,Use of that number will link local personnel officials in Federal 

agencies with the right resource and referral organization for their specific 

geographic area. Local resource and referral organizations are also the best 

source for current information on child care subsidies which may be available to 

low income working parents .. 

Third; we said that we would brief agencies to help them better, 

understand the opportunities, complexities and inadequacies of the system of 

child care and early education. That briefing will be held in conjunCtion with The 

Child Care Bureau of the Department of Health and ~uman Services, the 

National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies and the 

Internal Revenue Service. It will be scheduled later this spring. 

Fourth, GSA said it would contact national child care groups and private 

employers hiring welfare recipients to seek their ideas. This process is 
, , 

, underway and will be ongoing. Once hiring plans ar~ in plac,e, and we can be 

more specific about where needs for child care will develop, this effort can be 

more targeted. 
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III GSA's Next Steps and Recommendations 

A.. Efforts to Make Existing Centers More Affordable .' 

As its initial priority, GSA will take a number of steps to make existing Federal 

centers more affordable to more parents. It will do this principally by seeking 

additional funding sources and by improving the effectiveness and impact of 

local fund raising efforts to· generate funds to support expanded tuition: 

assistance scholarships. These will include: 

1. If the steps outlined below are successful in generating additional funding 

streams for Federal child care centers, GSA will require through its 

governme~twide real estate leases that every child care center operating in 

Federal space institute a sliding fee scale to assure that lower income parents 

. can more easily afford to use the centers. 	 Absent a new funding stream, putting 

a sliding fee scale in place would simply mean increasing fees to. higher income 

parents tei offset reduced fees for lower income parents. It is estimated that as 

much as $8-10 million in new funds would be needed to reduce tuition fees at the 

more than 200 non-DOD centers. 

2. To generate additional funds to make sliding fee scales a reality, GSA ~ill 

immediately retain expert fund raising and financial development counsel on a 

full time basis to develop a national fund raising strategy and implementation 

plan to support child care needs. This would supplement what individual cen~ers 
are doing and wquld develop materials to greatly increase the scope, 

sophistication and results of current efforts. One possibility we' will explore is 

the creation of a non-profit foundation to help generate a mix of private :and 

public funds to support all Federal centers. As part of this intensified fund raising 

effort, GSA will ensure that all centers apply for and become part of the 

Combined Federal Campaign. And it will help provide centers with 

comprehensive fund'raising training and effective materials to use in local fund 

raising efforts. 

3. GSA wiH convene a Fund Raising Advisory Group to bring together agency 

personnel, large child care providers, representatives of center boards of 

.. 
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directors and others to create a forum in which new approaches to fund raising 

can be explored. For example, in order to generate enough funds to truly 
. , 

support low income families with tuition assistance, centers need to move from 

the present context of traditional bake sales and silent auctions tolarg;er scale 

activities. These could include the enterprising use of their centers as I, sites for 

business activities that can produce ongoing revenu~--for example, parenting 

education or other forms of training. It could also include special curriculum 
. , 

enrichment activities for children at the centers for which parents now pay other 

institutions--musicor dance lessons, computer'courses, gymnastic~. These 

could be set up as profit making ventures for the chil,d care centers. 

4. A number of states have accomplished really creative work in explorin~ 

alternate funding and financing mechanisms for child care. GSA will draw , 
upon the best ideas from these efforts' which could be applied to child tare 
offered in the Federal sector. In Colorado, for example, Governor Romer 

appointed a commission of 25 business leaders to examine financing structures 

for child care and early education from a business point of view. In Washington 

state a group called Child Care Works for Washington, a coalition of many 

organizations involved with children's issues, set as its goal to establish funding 

and policy priorities for early childhood care and education in the advocacy 

community. 

5. GSA will seek opportunities to partner with private sector organizations to 

develop consortia for child care. GSA, for example; has already had initial 

conversations with the American Business. Collaborative for Dependent Care 

(ABC), a private sector effort that has put together $100 million from its member . , 
companies. GSA should work towards developing agreements with such. 

groups that would facilitate the investment of private sector dollars in existing 

. government centers in exchange for use of child care "slots." The goal would, 

be to diversify funding sources so that more non-appropriated funds, are 

available to support operations and tuition assistance programs .. There' are 

already two such consortium child care programs w,ithin the GSA system--one 

is a collaboration between the Federal Energy 'Regulatory Commission and the 
. , 

American Psychological Association whose combined center serves the needs of 

both groups. The other is a public-private partnership ih Atlanta that bri9gs. 

together four private sector employers with the Federal community. SUl:h 
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arrangements offer the promise of bringing non-appropriated funds into: the 

center to help defray costs and provide scholarships. 

B. Efforts to Develop Alternative~ to Work Site Child Care 

While every effort should be madetb make existing centers more affordable, 

GSA ~an also lead an effort to explore lower cost alternatives to worksite 
: ; 

centers. It can help its agency colleClgues with inten~ified information, t~chnical 

assistance and training, briefings of key groups and other relatedeffbrts. ~ome 

steps which could be taken include: 

1. GSA will provide information to existing centers and agency personnel on 

child care subsidies which are available to low income parents in states, . 

counties and cities. Additionally, agencies can be encouraged to work as 

advocates in behalf of existing low income working parents to be sure they have 

applied for child care subsidies which may be availaQle to them. 

2. Most agencies currently rely on their Employee Assistance Programs (EAP's) 

to provide child care resource and referral assistance to their employees. , . 
. , , • . I. '. 

Accordingly, GSA will work with aPM to maximize the degree towhich' existing 

contracts and activities of Employee Assistance Prog'rams provide this serVice at 
'. . I 

a .level that is effective and complete enough to meet the needs of low income 

families for affordable care. To do this, briefing sessions will be scheduled to 

bring EAP staff together with local resource and referral experts who can provide 

updates on the current child care situation and options in a specific community. 

In addition, GSAwill ,create a forum through which those ~gencies which have 

brought outside professional resource and referral services into their EAP 

programs, like the Internal Revenue Service and the Department of Justice, can 

share their experiences with other agencies. 

3. GSA will work with Federal centers to determine whether group purchases of 

supplies, insurance and other shared needs could help reduce operating costs 



.. 


for center operato'rs with the understanding that savings generated in this way 
, "' 

would be, dedicated to tuition assistance programs. iGSA can also negotiate 
, " j 

governmentwide contracts with large providers of resource and referratservices 

so that they can be more quickly and easily used by other agencies to:.meet the 
, , '" I 

special needs of low income em ployees. 
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': '1 ' .' 

if: 
.......... yo... " 
 child car,~ providers will need to be 

reso:Urce ana referral agencies or other 
chiuitable en~tty under the tax code; the 
minimal costs ~ut is a necessary element '. 

I 	 ' 

,- :., 
'; ~ i',' .' ~' ;'. • \~ • • . 

5. Expan,~:l~g~~Je~¢ral;dea#nghous~ aCliviLies rc:garditlg child care to: . disseminate 

"' . 	 ~QFj~rmf-(ion ~,~,st~~~, $hild care providers, and p~rents, initiati~g a public 
ilw~,reI?e~sca~:ra~8rt 's~c:ssing the importance of ~igh quality chiJd care andI 

h9~ t9i ~dentt ys~qho~i1d ~ar~, and providing Ch~ld ca.re accreditation and ' 
trl'.i~.er}ti:a1ing!r.t~t.:.ib t.:at ~ave been inexistence for 5 years or ~ess support and 
~~~~~ta:~¢e (it)., lud,il')g c?Il1peti~ive grants) to refintj and evaluate th~ir 
f~~t;ru~~nts/~r:oc~sses·il: I . 
. ~11'i i, i ;: I, j I) ;.: fj; I 

;':1 . . ;j 'II" . 
.1 

'1' . \ 
t:i:. /',' ; : ! 

j ':1: . \ , , 
,I; 

. ,I,. 

,I::. i. 
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I , Ii! I!' ,!i I :.' ii, ' '; : II. i 
! ,8. Provi~.! I~ '~Idea, ,i? llll:O .:, I c1r~i.~enters flld Pf0J.r.der~ for ~he <f~ts requi:-ed 
r ~.ll t?; I ,t1ffrac , 1~~lO ",ot rtcerv:~ profess:o~al cre~entlals. (m.dt~dmg reqUlred
! /11 i lin~: <i>~ ed! ,a?f ;'id tJle CP$~ !~f obwmng th9 accredltatlon or, 

r 	 cr"",n.~~~ng)1 I~ I! I ~i: : ,; :! ;, ' 
Can alr;~:, :~":'Y:'~'"~:•• d,e4 Ict 14 ~f~!~'nece~$a.rYbUSine,ss, exJ,'.e,nse if the prov',ider is a 
for prof~' lfn~~~y:~,: 0:' 'sSc ,duleC deduction for s~le proprieto::s such a5 

family 'Jl:d!Pij:I~ p•. ~,,~rs.,.lwe ~eed to get additi0I1:al information.to '.' 
determ,n,"" ::I,l~~ ~ea,'~f ,', 1 oflreducmgithe curr~nt;taxil£l.,oor for theicosts of childhW
care cre~ j,~t,~. ~rigjt ot~er':o make the tax deduction within the.reach of 
indivi1u' :~:~:~~oo~ 'iril~d ,~tionafeducation or t.Ta.i4ing leading to child care 

~edenti'i Jng~ i¥" II ,! I. " 

9; cr~lt ~ i~ ~~~""a i Wltr ttu,,re,' td fa~litate 'c,.,hild' carJ,' t1raining and pro,fessional 
.	4~,~ ~~o~:rften't: d~~n :~ardware needed to: build iJnteractive satellite network 

.•;:', II:a~ilf.ast, ec~itvin!~19ca.tions lneach,sta.t~.(n.~mber d~pendent upon. 

q:-, "nmg~ven , 'brR~d,t [0 er~~;systemj; liml~ed to 3 years fori development 
, a,R:,'~I!s~,;'pp cr 'th~~, ';: an,dii4.frastruc~,'ure.! I! ": 

t, ,I ", ", I Ii, ,I '" " " 
l Discre~ I::~i~un11 gj l~rOl1o~~ b~iit~ deve~o!,ed by! coalidonof dhild caret 
IE 	 . profes~\ ::.ia\~ ~lld', tO~f~' ~osts t4 ~e'~eterr~une~',I: ,.'; 

10:· In¥~i~~:~ht; usJ ~f ~hds~of the b~mmunity DevclJ~ment Block G.r~t to 
irqr~lIde. t\pg1"~ I ~ng lchilq. care facilities to meet' accreditation standar,ds. and for 

, !~,;~Il',r~:,¥i,~: ~~,:f~,;:-~~:~:':.care fadl!tleS,t as long as the fadlities 

, 'I' , ... ' II' .. ,I 	 . 
No ad~1~r~t\ ~~tl ~u~fi1FPanSion of the al1~wa*e lIses for CDBG funds. 

, ''I! i: .i i '!d'j , ' 1), : I , " .' ' 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I'N GTO N 

Apri115, 1997 

TO: BRUCE REED 

FROM: MARK MAZUR ~'-

SUBJECT: TAX OPTIONS TO PROMOTE CHILD CARE 

In the note ,Cynthia Rice sent you yesterday, she mentioned that 1would develop some 
information on tax subsidies for child care. What follows is a;short description of the existing 
dependent care tax credit (DCTC), three options to expand this credit~ two other options to 
promote the provision of child care, and the tax credit for FICA taxes that Cynthia d~scribed~ 
Note that all revenue estimates presented are just guesses ,and that Treasury would have to 
provide current estimates for any proposals that were developed. Please let me knOVl{ ifyou wish 
to discuss these further. . , 

Dependent Care Tax Credit•. A taxpayer may claim a non-refundable income tax credit for 
eligible employment-related expenses related to dependent care. 'Eligible expenses include those 
for the care ofa child under age 13 or a disabled dependent or spouse. Eligible expenses are 
limited to $2,406 for one dependent or $4,800 for two or more dependents. The credit rate "" . 

. depends on income, With a 30 percent credit rate for those with adjusted gross income below 
$10,000. The credit rate is reduced with income, so that those with incomes over $28,000 have a 

. 20 percent credit rate. " 

In 1996, about 6.2 million taxpayers are expected to' claim the credit at a :total cost of 
about $2.8 billion (average credit is $445). The 30 percent credit rate is not very meaningful, 
because those with incomes below $10,000 generally do not have sufficient tax liability to claim 
the non-refundable credit. But about 114 ofthe total numb~r of households clairping the credit 
have credit rates over 20 percent (and so have AGI below $28,000). 

Those chuming the benefits of the credit are skewed toward the higher end of the income 
distribution, because (1) higher income households have enough tax liability to benefit fully from 
the credit; and (2) higher income households tend to spend more on eligible dependent care 
expenses. About 13 percent of the total tax benefit goes tq taxpayers with AGI'below $20,000 
(about 45 percent oftaxpayers), about 46 percent to taxpayers with AGI between $20,000 and 
$50,000 (about 35 percent ofall taxpayers), and about 41 percent to taxpayers with AGlover 
$50,000 (about 20 percent ofall taxpayers). 



Possible Options to Promote Child Care .. '" 

(1) Make the existing Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) r~fundable -- The existing DCTC is 

non-refundable; meaning that t~payers whos~income tax liability is less thari the credit do not 

receive the full benefit. Makingthe DCTC refimd~ble would make it similar to the Earned 


. Income Tax Credit (EITC): taxpayers ,with low tax liabilities: would receive a check from the IRS 
for the amount by which the credit claimed exceeds their tax liability. This would increase the 
value of the DCTC to low-income families, which is why child care advocates invariably bring up 
this proposal. However, the proposal has tWo drawbackS associated with it. First, making the 
DCTC refundable would lead to comparisons with the EITe The comparisons would almost 
certainly focus on reported error rates, which are around 25-30 percent for the EITC. 
Congressional Republicans (including Senators Roth and Nickels) have been trying t<;> cut the 
EITC for years, and proposing a new refundable tax credit may lead to increased aWlcks on the 
EITC. Second, refundable tax credits (except the EITC, which is grandfathered tinder budget 
rules) generally require annual appropriations for the refun4able portion. Iftaxpayers have to wait 
until Congress appropriates sufficient funds to cover the refundable portion of a tax credit, the 
delay could interfere significantly with their planning. . 

Treasury estimates the revenue cost of this proposal at around $4 billion f6r 1998-2002. 
The Joint Committee 'on Taxation (JCT) estimated a much smalier.amountlast year 
(around 112 the size of the Treasury estimate), but it is likely that new JCT estimates 
would be much closer to Treasury's. . 

, . 

(2) Increase the maximum amount of eligible dependent care expenses to $3,600 for qne 
dependent and $5,400 for two or more dependents (Senator Roberts proposal). This would 
increase the tax credit that could be claimed by taxpayers who spend more than the current limit 
on eligible expenses ($2,400 for one dependent and $4,800 for two or more depende~ts). The 
proposal would disproportionately benefit those with higher incomes, since that is who spends 
more than the current law limit on dependent care expenses. : . . , 

. Treasury has not estimated the revenue cost for this proposal: However, al'most any 
revenue target within,the 1998-2002 budget Window could be met by choosing a different 
maximum and/or phasing it in over a number ofyears. ,For example, the. limits in the 
Roberts proposal could be achieved by increasing the maximum $300 per year for 4 years 
($150 per year for taxpayers with expenses for two or 'more dependents). " 

(3) Change the AGI range over which the 30 percent credit rate declines to 20 percenf. The 
phasedown range was set in 1981 and has not been adjusted for inflation. Overall price levels 
have increased by ~bout 70 percent since then, and a simple increase for inflation would 'change 
the credit rate phasedown range to $17,000-$45,000. This proposal would benefiuhqse with low 
and middle incomes by providing these families with a higher credit rate. (Taxpayers With AGI 
over $45,000 would continue to claim the same 20 percent credit rate as under current law.) 
Over half ofcurrent DCTC clrumants would benefilfrom this proposal. 

• 




,'" . 

Treasury estimates that this proposal would cost abOlit $2 billion over 199~-2002. This 
revenue cost could be reduced if the changes to'the phasedown range occurred in steps. 

, 
(4) Provide a non-refundable tax credit for firms that construct, expand, or renovate child care 

facilities. The credit rate and maximum I:!Plluarcreditcould be chosen to meet a reve~uetarget. 


Senator Kohl has a similar proposalthat would allow firms td claim a t'axcredit for up to 50 

percent of the cost of building, renov~ting, or operating child care centers, with a credit limit of 

$150,000 per year. Excluding operating costs,frolll expeilsesallowable for the creditkeeps the 


, revenue cost down and ensures that the credit is targeted ~oward capital costs that' may be difficu'tt ... 
• '0' • I 

for firms to finance. .' 

JCT has estimated the revenue cost of the Kohl proposal at $2.6 billion over 1998-2002 
(but note that th~Kohl proposal is Qot available, for years after 1999, reduCing its overall 

. revenue cost). Limiting the credit to cOilstruction; expansio~, and renovation 'expenditures 
should reduce the revenue cost to well below $1 billion for 1998-200:t 

(5) Pennit taxpayers to'exclude froinincom~ amo~ntsofloari forgive~ by certain entities. Under 

current law, ioan forgiveness is,generally ~o-unte.d as taxable income in the year that the loan is 

partially or wholly forgiven. This provision, in~luded in the Administration's FY ~ 998 Budget, 

would provide an income tax exclusion fodncome generated by forgiven lo'ans, ihhe' party 

forgiving the loan i~ agovernment or a charitable organization. The intent of this provision is to 


. provide a financi~d incentive to enter public service professions, by allowing-conditional 
forgivenes~ of loans Without adverse tax consequences. Child care providers appear to fit the 
broad cla~ses of employment that would' qualify for this special tax treatment. The main difficulty 
in making this proposal wQrk ,is to find charitable organizations, universities, or goverriments that 
are Willing to make loans to people who want to become child cafe providers and are also willing 
to forgive a portion ofthe loans as the borrowers enter the designated profession. ' 

. I • . 

The reven~e cost oHhis proposal would-be minimal (or even zero) because it 'appears that 
only a clarification of the proposal is needed to ensure that child care workers are eligible. 

-(6) Expand the Welfare-to-Work tax credit. The Administration's FY 1998' Budget proposed' a ' 

50 percent non-refundable income tax credit for employers who hire long;..term welfare recipients. 

Up to $10,000 in ~.ages would be eligible for the credit, with.wages defined broadly to inClude 

health insurance, child care, and training expenses. This proposal.would proVide an additional tax, 

credit for the employer share ~fFICA tax~s'that would be paid to long-term welfare recipients. 

This proposal appears to be duplicative ofihe tax cr~dit already proposed by the Administration 

and could easily distract attention from the 'larger ~!lfare-to-work tax credit. If there is a chance 

that the Administration will be successful in havi.ng its proposed welfare-to-work tax credit 

enacted, this add-on credit probably should not be pursued. " 


cc: CRice, EKagan, PAbemathy, PWeinstein 

., 
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CHILD CARE INFRASTRUCTURE ACT 


ur. KOHL. Mr.' Pres.1d.ent. CQd.a.y I 
.,8e to introduce the OhUd Oue IDlm­
.tructu.re Act. '1'11lB lertala~oll iii doe­
II1ft1od r..o rive moantivee to private 
compa.n.le6 to get involved in the zn-ovi­
mOD of Qu.aJJt,y ohild. oa:ra_ I lntrodu.eed 
the btU B.II S. 2D88 lata lut you. 8lld I 
intend to make ita pa.aaap W, year 
one otmy bJgheat priorities. ' 

My tdll rB'IpondB to' the 1:IbaJ.lcojfOI!I 
presented by the La.nd.ma.rk weltare 10r­
LIlatJoll el:).&Oted l&at aonareu. ADd it 
reDilQpdA toO the f\2 n riuZl8ntal ~81J 
IJs the A.meriC&D ecolloD\f tlIat have led 
to, pa.rent.e 8ater1.Jlr tbe work force tn 
record nwnbe1'll:--" - - . 
( The mule! ca..re IDn'u~tQre Ao!;', 
onatelJ a. t.a.::l credit ,tor employers who.,
pt involved In illcraaainr the lI\lpply or 
Q.~1t7 c1;!JJd. care. The eredit Is Urnlted ' 
to 60 percent 01 naI,OQ') per company 
Per Yau. Th:e~ared1t 1irW -au.ti:l8t·att~J ~ 
jea.rs. The ~,d1t_ro88._to_e~ployera 
who e~-'-iD actlvtUCa'Uke;-DtLUd1nr_, 

;-Uicl sublid1z1n1f an OlI.t1re child can, 
; .. CIIlt.er on the &ite or a. company or Dear ;_ 
-It; ~iolp.e.r.1ns'. aJoq with other bnai­

!US88S. 1.c sett.1n,i up a.nd rwuUnB' a .; 
'''; chUd. ca:re celltel' jointly; 'oont.racting 

'llith a. ohild oa.ra..£acWtr to gravide a 
tet number of p.lacea tD emploS'ee&- 'J'" 

" t.bJ.IUP \'ile . ex1atla.r can tara- t.htHlteady . 
cuh tlQw thoy Deed ~ ~Vlt. or it 
QP.Il !Ova (l.lItAnUP oODtor the staa.dy ID­
oomo 1t' D.8edl to I'C' off t.l'!o llI'ound~ 
IiOZltn.o~ \11th a., resourco and nCer­
ml agency to prtlvic1e sarvic.es eaoh' as 
placement or thl) 4eelS1l ot a. Det;work 
or looaJ. cl1tld. ca.re prcvidens., 

,'l'!WI lel1&l&t101l ratoDda to a 'srea.t 

a.eed. a ina.t aballeace, &nd a i'!'e&t.op­

partWlib'. ~ Deed la t4 provide A aa!e 

&Dd at.lmula.t:I.:I:Qr J:)li.ce to:t our YOWlgest 


. ahUdren to spend tbeit time whUe their 

pa!'I!IllU, are at "ark. TJse GhaJ101lg'e is 


.. ~ D'.aak& the Am.erioaD :workpI~e mon 

)JI'Odl.lotive bJ' maidl" 1~ more reapen­

elva to the needs of tile Ar.Der1ca.n tam­

US'. -Aud tb.e oppommit)r- ta to take 


. wbat ft. are lea.milll' abO\lt the lmpor­
t'.I..Dce of earl,y ahll4l1Dod edDoat1oD'aDd. 
UA it to haiti OU cldl4reD become the 
beat educatoeda.dlllta of the 21st oen­
turs'.- - -_........._--:- ...,...-. '.---' :. __..-._.' -, 
~, T.be.need for o.UAlltJ' clI1ld ca..nt 1a cer­

..~. appw:en" .u- real" w.:gea· -h&VA­

.taa'WiticlOftl"W ;lut deoad.e.:DW1Y' .. 
Ou:DiUea have a4aptecl bJ' havizUr two 
wage eanuml gel'tamll,y. A.1.&o. over the 
UlJle pe.r1od. tlut number .at 0lI11dnn 
U'l1lle in· mot.her-oDlF t&m1116& haa 1n­
CII'I!III.&ed-lD 1B6D. 6 s-ceDt ot all ohil ­
dnA' UYvd. 1i1 mo~Dl,. ~mi1lel: m_ 
l.99f-~tbat'Zlumber'''llIr2.:pU-ceJ).t.lD lnl" i119m State of..W1acozUd.n. (fIp.,rcenl:. of ~, 
womellwtth MildreD uder tlyeua 014 ;' 
are ill tJ:I.e work totce accordJ Jlf~to Chll- '. 
droD'S De!.eD.118 P'uDd. ADds.D Milwaukee' 
OOUD.t¥~ &.bout 56, petIlIU' of o.b1ldren 
UDQU QLe age oC 6 havo both ~Elt.s U1 

http:l.99f-~tbat'Zlumber'''llIr2.:pU-ceJ).t.lD
http:J:)li.ce
http:i'!'e&t.op
http:sarvic.es
http:CIIlt.er
http:La.nd.ma.rk
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the _work lorce. '1'ba.t traDalatel IDto ,~--ti)"udart8.ke &CUV1tt01S-,..;tJ:aa~ / 
a.bout BUr» olUlclren UDder ttJ.e 81'8 ot: 8: wcQJII .1.JIcreaaeCbo~PPlY at qaalltJ" 
-m that oounty who rirht now are aJ-,--cIlUldoare-._- "" , .' " -" -, '-.', ',', 
ready 111 need ot or in ch11d care. ',. ' ", , Tho ]~t10Jl a1vee' dex:ibtlttY to 

W1th the· pusace ot the welfare nt- l.JU.i1DeIIea tbat waDt to reG lDvolved ill 
torm 1a.w. ud the tmplem.eDtation of prci'rid1DS child -0&1'8 for their, ~plo,.·. 
W-2. Wlscoli&ta'5 welrare reform State eo'8 deswadeata. 'l'liauh the Iliol"tal'e. 
pla.n. the need for ahJ.ld care wUl be- of qu&utJ' abUd care I, deLtnital;y a Da­

. 'oome ovell sreater. A tecent teport tloaal problem. It ~O" have q,niQuel:v 
dou (or tb8 Community CoordiDa.ted. looalsDlutf.ona. Wbat sort at child QKS 
Child Ca.re ot Milwaukee found tlIat -th8 .lDtraatructute worD DeBt; 1.D a.. OGmmll., 
J,iaplementauon ot W-i will lead. to tile • Attv 11 rolq to dape.ad on tile SOn,of 
Doed (or over 8,000 new tull-time oh1ld· 'WOtktbat oomJDwt:r d08l-~hethel'. 
care aJota in.laWwau./(eo oounty alone. t.II.ot"e an ~.part.--t::1.alB. or add hOur 

W1soon.BiD. U! .not WLiqIJ8 In fac1J:I.c this ab.1tts. whether the local econom:v has a 
oV8rwh.elmil'l¥ .lhort.a.li'D o( child. C&t'8- tew vvr larie amploiera or a lot 0(, 
NOt/!. Acrou tAu Nation. 8tatall' a.zid am:&u em1)loyent. or aome :UL My leg­
oomrnu.D.1t1ea an (a.c1lli the am. laue. iIlation!DclDdea a. tax ~ent1"etJm.'. 
Wbere are our YOUl1&'ellli cl:L1Idi"ea i'OfDlr would allow.mADJ' cWfe:ent k1nda of 
to. spend the dAy while tAeJr parente 1n:uLlbeuaa t.lBa,p aclva.nt.B.ll'e o(1t.-&Zld 
an at work?' . " '. , ,'. ' - tIla,. Would IIllow f.&\em ~'be;... art!!-

ThlII 1a not the IOn or market ahort- .ttn u poulble. . _ " .- . -... ' 
&Be we caa or ahould a4dreBB haD- 'The 2lIt cu.tan'eeonoID.J'......w beoae 
~l" 'l'hue la aothJna.llllULat atAlca l!l _1Wlh more at,lIB an work1.Dc. aDd 
tb&D the welta.nl of oW' oh11d.re.D. Study . more or u. ,&I'e tr.riDC' to balanCe work 
&Iter study baa toLllld, the eDo,n:D.OUlim· &Dd. r&m1J.y. Row ".U". aiiJut to t!iat 
corta..noe ot e&r'~ .o.b.lldhood. ectucatlcm .Jemae w1Jl .deten:D.t.ae b.ow atreAl' .e 
a.DI1. ~ bJ' early edllC8.t1on. Gb8 are GIl aa euoQGrDT aDd .. a Nat:lJ:nl ot 

.uperta ~_tUed\lC&Uon.of_O.to _•.,J...inW.... i4r lfIi,d.i.ttcm 1a iI.D a'tt8tftpt 
_ 1J'J"'( __Olds~': One Ol11vera1ty or Ohlcaco to eDGO'III'II:8e 1nmiD0IMI to pJa.v UlaCI­
.~ . hu ~ that: btu1.. ,Itt'" rDllllil C'.h1.\S dHDlY lmporta.Dt tm;n-. 

\;UPIlCe appnn to davelop, aa much) IlittoD., .' .' • '" • . 
,during' !:.he "ani 0 to 4 &I it d,fea from JA the lNO'a. 1'cidanL1. 8t.&to; - local 
\the yea.nl 4 to lB~--:-:·:-·-~-· -'-. :.:..:::, ... ~ roVermD8ll.tA. OOIDIIlwliie&; aDd buai­
) U we are e1mpl,y ,..a:eho~ k1d1!1l1l_.lIIIIIMI8 laDdecl ~ to-build a high­

.tbt=e early,..,... IN an I01ZI8' to DDt ~.n.y IiJ'It;em that 11 tIu!I moU; lm;r:e:&­
'~on.l.y' b..ILmper their a.blUty to davelop .l1ve 1D the wwld. ftaIe.roa.4l allowed 
~.m!1}lIiL~_QJ~l'Oclll.odvo Uv;es. but-1ft / G\U' 8eDMl'iiy tD tloaz1aIl azu.t oar people 
ue hW'tLnr ounstlves-:-Weli.r8rea111'2S1!11r to move a.tB~ a.d qatold:r ,to work. lD 
oW'l!elvea to tr11aa' to .lDlve· edg·· 'tile 19lIO'.. 'iftt need tb8 IUIl.D aortof na­
ca.UonilJ a.nd· daveloz:u:n8nwlB'OblBu:'1a- UoDiLl. oom~"- .at:rort to ba.1ld 
&t gre&t UPIUl.1lo4t-!or the rest of UleN ate &D4 ~ a.b.Il4 CI&r'O for O\U' 
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news from, 

HOHL
, . 

United States Senator 
. Democrat' of Wisconsin. ' 

3}(t ,H art S6 nate Off fee Build i ng • ·Wash i ngto~. '0. ~. 20510 • 1{292} 224-5653 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: January 21. 1997 ; 
Contact: Brad Fitch or Lynn Becker Phone: . (202) '224-S653 

, , 

KOHL INTRODUCES '''CHILD CARE INFRASTRUCTURE ACT" 
ON FIRST DA Y OF 705th :CONGRESS: I. 

. '. ; "'-:;';;;;;--:--'~-'---!--~-~--~'"'"""'-----"""""-'-~" '. 

;..WASHI~QrON_-_•._U.S.Senator Herb_Kohl today_introdticedJhel Child Care Infrastructure Act'; 
_~ bUCto' increase J:l1.e_~uppJx oJ .quality'!hild car.e.in .theUnitedSi!lle§.__._ T~~ J~ilLy!(l1::lld pro'YlCIe~: 

( -- • --. -- .-- .- '-- • .... _. ••• ~ •• >' ••_---. -_.>. ,,- ....._- ..._.. --.~-.-- ... --_.-... - ... """ . --.::;-; ... _--. , 
! private~ompanies and institutions with tax credits to encourage them to build on- or near-siteday~-
·:£~~-~~lers-~o_o1~~tJb~-J!lpi~lygfO~Qg.~~~~~~~<.1.~5E~~-~~~e.~~·~pilC1~orRohi:-no~ed.~at·67%·of 
.women In WisconsIn .W1th chIldren. under SIX years old ~e m the workforce, yet there is only one 

. accredited child care center for every 2,800 of these kids.. Further, it is estima,ted that 70,000 
, : I 

children will need child .care as a result of the workreq'4irements created by Wisconsin's W-2 
· welfare reform plan. Senator Kohl spent the recent Congressional recess visiting child care centers 
· and meeting with business owners to seek input arid bUIld support for his bill. i :;.. '. . 

" " ~ , , , . 

"TIii~ legislation recognize's a great' need, a great .challenge:,and a great opportunity. The nc.cd. is 
.to provide a safe and stimulating place for our youngest children to spend th~irtirrie .~hi1e their 
parents are at work. The challenge is to make the American workplace more produ~tive by making 

· it more responsive tothe needs of the American family.. ~d the opportunity:' is ~o take what we 
are learning about the importance of early childhood edqcaiion and li~e it to help our children 
become the best educated adults of the 21st cenrury," Kohl Said. "1 intend to niake passage of this 
bill ohe of my highest priorities.'" , . 

. Iri Wisconsin, there are_alm9sU~,sP_Q_.cbilgren from 4,000 'families on waiting: lisr,s for child care. 
Senator Kohrs leglslation creates a tax credit- for~erriployers-whogetTnvoive(Ci~i in~;e~;i~gth; . 

'\ supply·of 'qUalitY child care by, for example, building and sUbsidi_zi'p:g.~ entire 5-~g~ _c~~..c~~!er:.or~- -'\ 
\ reserving slots for employees in _an e~isting C~~I.~.~!'I.!_y~~ter:./Thc oredit is designed so that any 
'-company:--sn'fall -or-large, has an incentive in providing, child care to its emplo'yees. Studies. show 
that organizations thal' provide child .care benefits to their employees tend toattrac't better qualified 
applicants, keep their employees longer, and experience, lo",er levelS of absent~eisPl. The credit is . 
Ihnited to 50% and capped at $150,000 per year.. Kohl said he would pay for: the incentive by 
dosing certain loopholes in the current tax system.: . 

·.senaU;-;K~hl'~·bill_~~~_l~tied"i~.thismonth:s i~su; ..~i.',~w.~J;k.!!\.g'M~~h~~:~~~~;'i~? Kohl~ai,d 
h;;-wiii'begin building bipartisan support. and recruiting ~enate cos.ponsors to: strengtlien the htU s 

prospects for beco.ming law. . ; . . i 

http:car.e.in
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" , 	 COMMIT 11:,£S:
HER6ERT KOHL 

,: WISc(lNSIN 
 APPROPHIA IION5 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: JUDICIAR'f 
330 HAOT,eEN ....TE O~FIC£ £Ill11 nlNG 


WASI1II11GTON. DC ~O!il0 
 r;PECIAl COMMITTEE 
(~02) 22<\-~ol53 ON AGING,tlnited ~tatfS ~fnatfT.D.O. 120'1224-4~~ , 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4903 

'BILL SUMMARY 


, . CHILD CAREINITIA TIVE 
PROPOSED BY SENATOR HERB KOHL (D-:WI) 

Senator K6hlintroduced a tax credit proposal desighed to pio,Videan ingentive to private, 
sector businesses willing to take actions that increase the supply of quality child'care, His bill 
will make the credit available for child care supply increasing activities such a,s: ' 

• 	 l;xpenses related to ,the acquisition, expansion, or repair ofan on- or near-site day care 
center, after hours care facility, or sick child fa:cility~ This credit would also be available 
for a consortium of businesses that joined together to create Il child care ce.pter 

• 	 Direct company subsidization of the operating costs of a child care facility' 

• 	 The costofa company's contract with a Child Car~Resource and Referral I service 

• 	 A company's reservation for their employees ofchild care slots in a licensed child care 
~~ . 	 , 

• 	 Company expenditures on [raining'and continuing education fot 'child care ~orker~ 

The cr~dil would be 50% for eligible activities and capped at SlSO,OOO:per year, 
Safeguards in the.iegislation ensure that the companiesrec'eive the tax credits for capital 
expenditures that go toward facHities that stay in operation for several years and that primarily 

, serve their employees, The credit' sunsets after three years. ' 

" The' 
, 

credit can be paid for by the elimination ~ftax loopholes that have 
, 

outlived their " 
usefulness. A cost estimate of the legislation is not yet available, however this proposal,will not 

, increase the budget deficit. ' , 

, ; 

'i , 

EA,\l c:v.,f<E orflcl;.: • APpLET()N OfFIC('.:
MADISON OFf-ICt:.; '121 wliST C:O~tECi~ I\VENue 

14 WEs.T MiffliN Sil\\l't:'T l>\JlTE 2.>1 
MI,-WAUKEe OFfIC~: 	 ..a. GRAI~""M A\lF,NUe 

310 WEST WISCONSIN iWENUE 	 ; $llfTI:.W
SuiTE 312 	 Af-P'L.tlON. WI ~~)'A

OIJI1IS 9;l; 	 EAU CL",\RE, WI 6"'01 
,...."'OIE.O~. W\1;."03 	 lO'4l'/:\R, ·ll'iAO\111;) ein·e,hU,M\LWlI.u':'E~, WI '51l03 1606\ 264··1;3311 

jolr.) 291-445\ 
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January I991\-VgrtdngMocher9 ' 

L 0 L L IP0 PS to Senator Herb Kohl (D-Wts.) for , 
encouraging businesses to do their part for the nations cilikfi'en. Kohl has 
pt'OposeQ a,tax credit for c;ompanies that sUpport child c:are by prD'Iiding 
direct child care subsidies to employees orcenten.. sponsoring 'a 
~ource and referral agency orpa;;ng for training of'child care providers. ' 
Under the proposal. businesses WQ1.jld beO'lldited for SO percent of the 
costs. wi1n a maximum credit of$1 SO.CX:O per year. 'This Is not 'the on~ 
an~r;but it: is a sigr"ikant 'NfJ)' to pn:Mde{or child t.:aI1! aJ v.e mCNe into, 

, the tweoty·first century." Kohl sa)'S. He estirnItcs the cost orthe ci1:d'ft to 
be about $2 billion over seven )Sr$-the same price u'cne cfthe 20 
B-2 bcnIbers scheduled to be made in the nect ~~. 
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(!ongresi of ti)rl1niteb j,rates' 
JOINT COMMITTee ON TAXATION 

'QlaJbington~J\{ 20515":"6453 

Honorable Herbert Kohl 

united States Senate 

Washington, DC 20510-4903. 


Dear Senacor Kohl: 

This letter is in response to your request dated January 6, 
1997, for a revenue estimate ot.yourbil1 to' allow ,employers a' . 
credit for the gross expenses of providing child care services to 
cheir. employees. ' 

Specifically, your biil would grant employers:a tax credit 
equal to SO pe'rcenc of the qualified child care expenditures (up 
to a·maximum.of $150,000) paid or incurred by the employer during 
the taxable ye~r to acquire, constk~ctf reh~bilitate, expand,or 
operate a qualified child care facility. For purposes of this 
pro~osal the term "qu~lified child caie facility" mean~ a .child 
care center: . (1) the principal use of which is to'provide child 
care, (2) whicp. complies with all applicable laws·and regulat.ions 
of a State or unit. of local government in'which it is located, 
and (3) whicih is not a principal res~denc~ (within~the meaning of 
.Int~rnal Re~~nue Code sectionl034) of the operator of the 
fdcility. The enrollment in the q~alified child c~re facility 
must be open tG the employees of the 'taxpayer during the' taxable 
year and the use and the eligibility:toU~e .such ~ facility must 
not discriminat:e in favor of employees of t.he taxpayer who are 
highly compensated employees (within the meaning o'f Internal 
Revenue Code section .414(q)}. If, as of the close of any taxable 

. year there is a recapture event wichrespect to Z1ny qualifi~dI 

'child care facility of the taxpayer, ithen the tax of the taxpayer 
for such caxable year.shall b~ iticre~sed by thepioduct of the 
aggregate amount of credits allowed resulting from qualifi.ed 
child care.expenditures for all prior taxable years and an 

.applicable recapture percentage. 

It is 'as sumed that this bill would be effect i ve for taxable 
years beginning after December3!., 1996, and would not apply to 
tax~ble years beginning after December. 31, 1999. : The effect on 
Federal fiscal. year budget receipts is sho.wn below .. 

http:qualifi.ed
http:a�maximum.of
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(ongre9'S' of tbe ~niteb a,tatt~ 
JOINT CQMMITTEEONTAxATION . 

mlaQington. me 20515"';6453 

Honorable Herbert Kohl Page Two 
United States Senate 

Fiscal Years· 
.[Billions of Dollar@] 

r ...... ---~ 

1297 1m 1999 200·0 .1Q.Q.l 200, 
\ 

\1',91 -2002 

--,
-0.2 -0.4 -0.5 -0.7 -0.5 -0.1 -2.;6 

~: Details do not add to totals due to 
rounding. 

I hope.t:his information is helpful to you.· If o/e can be of 
further assistan~ein this ~atter, pl~ase let me know. 

Sihc~relYI 

; /S( 
Ke'nneth' J. Kies 

! . 

. ! 
.! 
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Associate Director for Human Resources 
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Estimqted Costs (1997-2002): . 
~T~_Estimate:_~ __$4~ billion' 
IJCT Estimate: S2JbiU1in :-:-:­ 0JlA 

,---.-.--~--~--~- - - ,- ~.'. *;;_/ 
~. ;. 	 . l ~ 

. i Jtv\J/\'Ibis proposal would have 3 main components:
::1.' 	 , /v' o \ 

(1) 	 Increa5e tlun"ncome lewIs betwe~nwhich the credit T~tephases fi~n. 1'be credit rate . _ ~ A 6 t._ I' 

would phase down from 30010 at $17,000 to 20010 at $4S~OOO (compared to $10,000 and ~vv '< 
$28,000 under current Jaw). r" _ V_. 

(2) 	 Increase creditable child care expense-via' all eligibk children. 'J~be cn::dit rate would ~ 
be applied to.up to $2,500 in child care cosis for one child and to $5.000 for two or 
morC children (compared to $2,400 and $4,800). This would incf.casc the maximum 
cti:dil IOrone chiJdto $;750 (from $720) and fOTtWo children to $'1,500 (from $1.440). 

, ." . , . 	 , 

. . . " 	 i . 
(3) 	.Increase creditable child CQTe~:~nse$ substantianyfurlhe,.j07' children ages 0-5. 

This would rc.eog.uize the higb:er costs of child care far younger,children. The credit rate 
would be applied to up to $4,000 in c:bild care costs for one child.:and to $8,000 for two 
or mere children (compared {0$2,400 and $4,800) below age 6. ,This would increase 
the lll8ltimum credit fOT one cllildto $1.200 and for two cbildrerl:to $2.400. ' 

.; .' 

Those who would benefit most from lhis expansion are single 'parents with young ebilcken. 

Taken together, the first two components would account fOT $2.1 billion oftoW costs (the 

majority ofwhich would ~ due to increasing the credit rate phase-dQWll income levels rather 

than increasing creditable expenses). I*reasing creditable expenses sub~tiall)' further for 

yOUllg children would cost 5),5 billion.' ' 


I 	 ,.. 
:' 

lWjm$d CostS (J 221·2002): /:,.,. 

T~ F.stimate: 53.7 bil~i~ 

JCT Estimate: nJa '.:: 


'- ..... 

),.' 

, or 	 , 
;awo'wo~d ES'EI LS-0~-~~w 
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BackgrollDd on the C~~d & Dependent Can: Tax C~ 

:\" 	 ; 
~: 	 ~ 

The ChIld &. Dependent Care Tax Credit '~~ an income tax credit for 1ax~who incur 
, employmeuHelated expenses for child c:are or other dependent c:arc. ;" ; . 

: : t 	 ~, 

• 	 Eli&ibility,. The credit is availabl~,to single parents who ~rk and to'!two-parent families 
in which both parents work. fo'am'iJies in which one parent is either ~:fu1l-time:student or 
physically incapable ofcariDg fbr llim- or hersclfare'aJsoe1igible. Dependents ~ust be; 

under age 13 or incapable ofcaring for themselves ;n order to qualif~ for the c;redit. 
1 

Qn::dit amount. The maximum allowable credit for fmnilies with onb child in care ranges 
,from $720 for families whose income does notex.cUd $]0,000 to $0480 for those ~ose 
income is above $28..000. The ~um credit for families with tvlo or more ehildrer1 in 
care ranges from $1,440 to $960;, The crc4it may not exceed the ~ings ofthe lcsser­

.~ spouse in a two-pareo.tfa;Jnily. There is no income c:eilmg 01' further reduction in 
Credit for families that cam mon!lhan S28.000.The credit is detemlined as follows: 

~i . , . J ' 
~'" ' .._---- .,~ ',:---- ~-. --------, 

The tax law limits creditable expenses 16.$2,400 for OM ehild and $4.800 for two 

\ormof~ c1iili:l~ i~~parent~1iC:SJ creditable expC~may not eXCeed ~ 
,earned 11lcome- oftlie l~-eanung spousc. : 

,~.~ct;i~X=OOil is ~ iDcome~b8sed~·Sliau.g:s(ilej)Cicentage'ofincUned- ') 
. creditable expenses/The ~e'is~set if30 pcreentfor-rnmilies with incomc 
atoroclQw S}(f,ooO and drops one perecntage point for each $2.000 increase in 
earnings until c:am.ings r~ch $28,000. 1he percentage is sd.u20 percent for 
incomes at or above S2S~900.' (fbe maximum anowable dedit fm a family 
earning $28.000 with one child in QIC is therefOre 0.2·$2.400. or $480.) 

, 	 f-, 'r,' 

• 	 ~Jaimill& The credit is a Don-refundable tax cxpendituk claimed ~ taxpayen; on their 
annual tax return. Taxpayers ~t computc 1.heir Federal income ~ liability and then 
subtn1ct their dependent care crepit to arrive at a final liability amOunt. Because iUs DOD­

refundable, the dependent care .credit may not exceed Ii taxpayer's FedeIal t~ liability: 
,- -- ---.-- -- ---- T_~ ___.______ . . ' _~._ J, ". ,__ .. ' . _> 

... : Since Jow-income fumiJj~s whose earned iiicOmeTalls pclow SI0.000 have Jitilc:i 
lor no tax liability, they arc rclatively unable to bcm:.fit,fxon.'lthe eredit.. In._. 
i addition, other 16w-income tamers who earn sligbtlymore than $10.000 are not 

.' able to claim the maximum credit because the maximmn ~it amount is greater 
~jJlCm their,tax liability.- (!J'beY. ca.uclaim-aportiOD-less·thanthemaximumcre4~t 

amount.) . Table 1 showS the claimable cnx1it for rewms With maximum allowable 
eXpenses-m-1993. As ;Uusuatoo, the mvimwD credit amouat for a single 
dependent cannot be clwmed Wltil a faxnily earns approximately S18.000 and for 
two or more de:pendCDl$ until a family earns approx:imatdy $22,000:(dc::pellding 
on whether the tax relY/n is filed jointly gr as a head ofh~}d). : 

'.. . 	 I'! 

......... 
• 

'01 
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claimed per family increased from $206 to 5420. 

IRS data from 1992 show that 13 pcrcct)t ofthe bencdit from the credit accrues to 
families with AGI oflcss thaD $20.000; about 48 percent to f8lnilies with AGI 
between 520,000 and S50,000; and about 38 pen=it to familii=s with AGI above 
$50,000. Less than one ~t ofhead ofhousehold returDs fwith AGlless thaD 
S 1 0,000 were proj~ed toiflaim the dependent care credit in 1993 (primarily 
because they do llO' have ~sitivc laX liabilities, and they mat not be using cash 
child c.Bre arrangements). ~mpared to ovez 79 pckenl for hq,id ofhousehOld' 
returns with AGI betWl:al $1 0,000 and 530,000. , i: 

~, 

o 
S22.S 

areas represent 
, " 

mtlQlloZs less than the mWUlurn c:laillUlble credit. 

Table t. Clsimabl2 Credit for Madmam A1Jgw.abJe ExpealCS, 

, Joitlt Re1JJnl 
Adjusted Gross 

In~ome 1 Dep£odtlllS 1 Depeade:als 

$10,000 o 

$14,000 

$18,000 

$22,000 

$26.000 

1 

o 

l 
, ~ 

, : OJ 
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aULD & DEP;ENDENT CUE TAX cnpIT (DCTC) 

i, :,1 '.3 
. . . .' I 

Options fOT Using the DCfC to Make a Major iaerease iu V~bllDe or 
Quality ofChild~Ca.:R for Working People . 

A family with two working parents and oDe child earning $18,000 total per Year would qualify 
for a Don-refundable cum:nt Jaw dcpeDd~ care tax credit ofup to $624, a .ri::fimdable QU!rent 

Jaw earned inoomc tax credit ofSl,131, @r.td potentially a SJDaU portion ofth~ Administration's 
proposed non-refundable $500 child credi.t. Ifthe full amount ofeach of~ c.-redits is assumed 
{which is not likely to happen because tt1} family's tax liability is not high ~ough to :qualify for 
the full non-refundable credits). the total Credit to 1hc: family would be jU!)1 ~Ycr $2,200.. 

CD:tISIIfChUd C(Jf'e. 

HHS cstimDleS tha'C cbild care for those Ut welfme-to-work programs costs ~ average ofS3,7CO 
per year in 1996. (Other c:;timatcs may be lower.) The maximUm value ofbach credit combined 
would 'cover only slightly more than half the full cost of the faDuly's child buc.. 

I, 
SIUnIIUlI'y ofOptibns 

Depending on the definition) child care~for lower j~ families is pl'tlVided by the Fedentl 
Government through a number ofso~: Head Start, Title 1, the Social Sj::Iviccs Block Grant,. 
the Child Care & Development Block G1ant, At-Risk Child Care. Transitional Child Care, aod 
Al·OCIJOBS Child Care. Expanding the child &:. dependent care taX cn:d}t is one ~y to help 
cover more child care costs for workin~ families. i' 

~ 
DOCOptions (Trell$ll'Y Pricing Neiet/~d) 

! 

1. 	 Make the ()edjt More Valuable 10 Middle and Lowei Income ~ :aX MWae it 
Refupdable. Since low-income families generally berurlit lasfiom the OCrc because 
their tax liability is not b.jgh enough to qualify them for the full ~efit or to q~alify at alL 
one option to expand theeredjt'is to make it refund~le. This WD\.11d qUalify those wi1h 
little or no tax liability for the credit and i1'I:crease the number off3,milies receiving 
Federal subsidies for child car9' .The Coalition balanced budget p'roposal and the 
Steoholmllleal welfare refontl{proposal includcxl this provision. ~s...;;uming an . 

• • __ 

implemenbltion date ofJanua4 1, 1997, JeT estimates ofcost w9Uld probably be 
3ppzw.imatcly $2.1· bill,ioD ovtr 6-yc:ars aDd $0.2 billion in 2002 (based on scmi:oa ofthe 
StcnhohnIDcal bill). TICaSury sc:oiing is higb~ - $42 billion -- ;due to different' 
assumptions about tBkc-up rates'. (TreasUl')' also'does not ~~y favor refundable. 
credits aDd migbI argue against this option.) 	 . ~ 

! . 
2. 	 Ingeass:; the AmOUOl gfthe Cu;dit The cum:nt maximum allowable c.n::dit.for a family 

. with one c:bild ranges from $720 for those with i~me below Sl:0~OOO to,S4~O for those 
earning above S28,000. The average CRdit clwmedwas projectep to be S43S in 1994. By 

" 	 ':1 

LB-OI7._"'w'., 
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t .: a I 
:81010 : HO~.::l; f:>9: E 1 



I" 

1 	 ,< 
compariSOn. HHS estimates ofthe1flveragc full·time cost ofprovjding child atI'C to those 
in we)fare-to-work programs are $~.700 per year in 1996L To more ai:cumteJy reflect 
actual expenses for child care. th~tamoUDt ofthe dependent c:arc tax dredit could ~ 
increa.sed. There are a coupJe ofWays to do this., although we do nol'have any cost 
estimak:s for these options. ~options could be Phaged in andlor~combined. 

:; 
h ~ 

a. 	 Increase the limu "" credi/able expenses. Under ament law! filers can only 
claim credit on a pc:rccatage ofactual dependent costs, with ~ $2..400 limit on 
C)CpeDSCS for one child and It $4.800 limit on expCnses for t~ or morechildrco.. 
These limits could be increased. For example,. ifthe lUiS wbtfarc reform estimate 

" ofaverage child au-e costs ($3,700) were used, the maximum al)OlitoI3.ble credit ' 
,'would be increa..~ to SI.1]0 (from $720) for filers with incOme below $10,000. 

. 	 and to $740 (from ~480) fur ~lcrs with income a~ve $28,,*. Otha- ways to 
increase the limit on ~tablc expenses are to allow higher ~C051S for filers with 
more than two c:h.iJdrcn (f,athcr t1mn limit the creditable ex~ for them 10 the 
same level as filers with,~ children), or "IarJ creditable expenses by,the age of 
children in C31'C. 11 ' , 	 , ,i ,

n; 	 ~' 

b. 	 Increase the credil perc(?flDge. Curreutly, tile 'credit is CBl,:iila1ed as 8 percentage 
ofcosts. with lower-incOme familh:s alJowed to claim a greater pct:CCnta~ (300Al) 
ofcosts than higher in~ome fumilics (2Q%). The credit ~gc c:ouldbc 
increased to 35% and 25% respectively, raising the actual ~it to $840 (from' 
$720) for tilers with income below 510,000, and to $600 (fium $480) for filers 
with income abov~ 528,000. i , 

.( , 

c. 	 Change the rate at which the creditperce1flage is phasedti,(/wn. The cremt rate 
curremly ~hascs down ~tOm 301'/0 to 20% withiu1bc incom.trange of$1 0,000 to 
$28~OOO. The rello c.ouldbe pbased down more gradually. 1:~., from 510,000 to 
$45,000, to allow those?vith lower ineom~ to c;:laim a 1~ credit. 

;:r 	 ;,~ 
~',I • 	 ~ I,

3. 	 Qcyelop Ipccntiyes k}r F~~ to :USe Hjlb Qualin- Child CIlli. ~olher option is10 
incce8se the allowable CTedil aal.ount for filers who dOC\l1l1t:f11lbat~Chlld cs:re was providc:d 
by high quality child cate providers. such as those that have recei"ed ~ta1ion ftam a 

. nation Child care board. (HIlS has bc:.en considering child Q8re perfor:mance measures . 
based 011 the number ofproviders that have been natiODaily ac:ae4ited, so it appears lhat 
such documentation could be provided by filers. l'hi:. would ha~10 be explored further, 
however.) 'Ibe in(.'TeaSC could be provided in the:: form ofa bighct credit 181C for tbo.'ie 
who documenl1hc usc ofhigh quality c:bild care. We think Treaswy may objer;.l to this 
proposal based on feasibility/enfur<:eabllity concerns. ' , 

r, 
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Child Care Options 
(Dollars in Billions) 

r: 
'.t 	 1. 

,;:, \ 	 ;:t. I 

These options help low-income working f~~ilies get child care assistance ~out going through the 
welfare line. While the new welfare reform: bill added essential new child care funds. it also tightened 
the competition for these resources between welfare famifies struggling to enter the Wor1dOrce and 
low-income woricing families struggling to stl:lY off welfare. These options outJine different ways to target 
additional child care funds to working poorf",milies - the first is a revenue 0Btion. the other two are 
entitlement options. 	 .... 

FYeS-02 

FY98 FYOO FY01 FY02 :rotal 


I·' 

1. Make the Child & Dependent Care Tax:;b~it (DCTC) refundable. ~ . 
. By 2002, this benefits over 2 million low-~e tax filers who hav~ little or no ta~ liability: 

. 	 .' ' 

Q.1 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.4 4.9 

2. 	Increase child care funding for working famlJles. 
This benefits 500,000 children in FY 2002 in families eaming up to 85% of state median income. 

0.2 0.3 O.s· 1.0 1.5 3.5 

~ 
~ .;;, 	 . 1 : 

3. Increase after..school child care fundlij~ for latch-key children In working poor families. 
This bMefits 1 million school-age childr~' in' FY 2002. .:. , 

0.2 0.3 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 

I' 

"'.. 
~" . 
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Cluilu CARE OPTIONS: 
;1·, . . 	 '.~{ 

These options heJp low-income worlcing families get ehild Qare a.~~stance 'fiThout going through 
(he welfare lin.c. While the new welfare reform bill added essential new child care funds, it also 
tightened the competition for these resources betWeen welfare families slru'ggling tocntcr the 
workfo~ and low-income working familicli struggling to stay' oIT welfan:t, These options outline 
different ways to target additional child care funds to working poor famm~ -the first isa 
revenue option, Ihe other two are entitlement options. I I . 

,', 

1 • .Make the Child & Dependent Care Tax CRdit (DCTC) Refundable 
, .;,. 	 i 

• 	 Proposal. Because the ncrc is n4~·refundable, only people who haye lax JiabiJitics can . 
benefit from it, excluding many lO~-W8bre working families. Maldng~thc credit refundable 
would reach many ofthe working 1iWilies who currcri:dy rcc::cive no child care asSistance. 
Assuming interactions with the propOsed $500 child credi~ this propOsal would cost $4.9 
billion over fY98"()2 and $1.4 billion in N02. ~ ,.

i. ' 

Impact. By 2002, refundah~Jjty would benefit over 2 miliion tax fJ.la~. with anavemge 
credit ofSSO()..$600 per tax 'filer. Mo!;i'of these filers have income ~low $30,000. ' 

,~ 

• 	 Trc&S'Ul')' notes that administration ofthe c:n::cUt may be difficult. I ..~-incomc familiae; need 
funds for child care in "reat tjrne.'~but most will not be obJe to obtain:,.thc credituntu they 
file it tax return at the end of the YeN: Moreover, the IRS:canriot verify child c3re " 
expenditures prior to the paymcnt~ofihc cred.i~ which could cause C()~npliance problems. 
HUS believes thatadministralion 9,ftbe credit's rcfundabiHty should not be a probJem. 

, '~~1 	 !. 
2. IDcrease Child Care Funds to Rea~h Ualf A Minion More Children in Working )'amilies, 

• 	 ,froposal. The Child Care &. Dc:velOpmellt Rloek Grant is a direct subsidy program (with 
djscretionlu)' Wld mandatory furutingstrcams) for low-income workihg familieseaming up 

, to 85% ofState median income. This proposal would cost $3.S bim~n over l'Ys 98·02 and 
$1.5 billion in }"Y02.' These dollars wouJd be mandatory ,and match¢d with State funds. 

• 	 T~ This option targets alarger individual subsidy to a smal1~ J1.D1lber ~f1ow-income 
working families. The families 0(500,000 children in FY02 would Tecdve an average 
Federal payment ofS2, 700 per year toward their child care apcnscS; This would provide 

, critical Support to working fam.ili<::s whu would otherwis<:: be unable to rema.m off welfare. 
~ . ~, 	 I,' 

' .. : 

3. JUUCa5C Child Care Fuud5 fOT 1 ~iUiOD More l..atdt-Key ChUdre~ in Worki1l1 Famru~ 
. ~.' .Ii! 1 	 i' . 

Proposal. This would support services for more <::hildrc.o.ithan Optio~ 2. since school age 
care is part-time and ~ use of school facilities. This propo~l would cost $4.0 
billion over }o'Ys 98-02 and $2.0 billion in FY02. Like Option 2, S~te mD.tch is aSsumed. 

, 
, 

• 	 Impacl. Thi,; targets 8 smaller individual SUbsidy to a larger number ofworking familie.~. 
Tbe families ofapproximately 1 million school-age childrcD in FY02 would n::ccive an 
average Federal pay.mcnl of51.8oo per year toward child care exp~cs. This would help 
more families move from part-time work, proU:C1 children from being left home alone after 
school wbile their parents work, and complam .."Jll the President's A~erica Reads Initiative. , 	 . , 

8/8' 3:!>'o'd 	 i•or 
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--­ COMMITTEES, 

4AMtC SERvtef.S 
AGRICUlT<J~E 

lIS D'RI(SEN SENATE OFFICE BUII.OING INTELLIGENCE 
/' WAS..,NGTON, DC aosl6-11IOS ,TN',S

• 	 , 202-22 ..... ". 

tinitnt ~tatf5 ~enatf 
WASHINGTON; DC 20510-1605 

March 10. 1997 

Dear ~oJleagl.lc: 

The demilnd 'tor quality. aftbrdnble child care hilS ~mirE'd over the past decade. Ch:.ml,;.cs in 
family struclllnc. larger numbers of working Ill0tbers. and significanl changc:s in social p(llicy 
have helped to drive this increase. In taeL 60'percenl orall preschool-aged kid5 .lr~ I1l'w. 
participating in a child care or early education pn'lgram. This places il growing strain on lhe 
parents of lhese 13 million children who are trying to juggle lhe: constant d('manus or work and 
family. 	 ~, .' 

-.~, 	 ~ 

To addn::ss this critical family issue [ will introduce the(~'~'hild Care .E~Qansi_(1n J\~(" ;,!tIler 
this week. Spel:itil:ally. this legislation includes: ... 

• 	 AnlaJ(.)~~:xpnnsi(l1l of the'Child and Dependent Care Tax (i;edlt TOrv.1;I:king~p~rcnt5 up-io :,',' 
(a'maXiI11I1111·(i$L620annu~II": 1'),(5 'binil1c:rea~e$ £lup19ynieili:'fClaied expei1sesn;olil-- ., ,I 

"$2~40ij t~;'$3~600 fOl' ol1echild and trom $4.800 to $5.400 tor two or more childrcn and 
<1110w:\ lht: maximum 30 percent credit ttlr all13xpayers 'l.vith incomes·bcknlJ $20.000, The 
credit is ph;lsedout l()r higher income Wi.lge earners. " 

• 	 ¥ ShOfl;h!rni tlexiI.,je g[~mlpro¥I'~Jn t~ cl;colirage slllaH busillcsscs lo \~:~;tl't()gdll~r It) .: .-, 
l~rd\:jdc ~iaycarc sCl'vi,ccs l'Or thdtctn,pJllyccslrhis i~ <llhn:c;';ycar p"hg,::-;im iiiDJ \vill all~}\v'
local hll;i~l{~SSeS to receiveftlllds for st~·!:!.JlpCq!it5.1rail1in!:k~<.:hoJm~I"irs. or other rdated 
aClivities..A maximum of$50.000-~~{1I hI! mndeavailablc ,on a mstchiiH! cFullt nisi~ -ti.I'T! 

elnc_OlJr;H~~hv&ine_~_~C!~.t.l) provides~lf-susmining.facililiesw~1I i;ll() 1I1~!~lt~Il~'(:-" 

• 	 rExpilnsi,'.m-()ri RS rul~~s to all'ow mo-r~ parents to d~da~~),;);l~ (:'fIicc~~pt:nse.:.. II·om their 

\, 	 ta:-ses. ~klis I~f!istat'pn 'allows all exception to th~}~excllI~i~~;.llse"ruiep~.n1;iiiil;gn'i~(.i': 
r'u::;c of space t~)r bllsiness and personal pllrposesin the~~J~.scof1n::<I~~Y.t:.rs \\'111), conJtlc~,- . 
\bQll1~.:b~lSf'gJ~~15inl!ss while"caring for.dependents.~ ., ~ 

·EnC()LlJ'agem~11l lor older Americans alrl!udy panicipating in federally-supported 
prograllls ttl pro"idt! child care services in lheir coml11U11ities. 

Iryoll arl! interested in cosponsoring ()r h~lVe &lny fUI1hcr;qllc:\tiuns. pll!asc lclll1l! know or 
have your stall' ~0l11ilct Heidi Cashman of 111>' s1.tlT· - 958. 

http:the~~J~.scof1n::<I~~Y.t:.rs
http:Ch:.ml,;.cs
http:oJleagl.lc


MARCH 25, 	1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED AND ELENA KAGAN 

FROM: CYNTIllA RICE 

SUBJECT: CHILD CARE IDEAS 

The new welfare law increased child care spending by nearly $4' billion--a hard-won 
victory for the President. Generally, analysts agree that the new law provides enough funding for ' 
welfare recipients entering the workforce. Yet there is growirig concern that working'poor 
families will be short-changed as available subsidies are directed toward former welfare recipients. 
Even the Congressional-Budget Office last December concluded that the new law is $1.4 billion 
short of the resources needed to maintain current child care programs for at-risk, working poor 
families and provide enough child care for newly working welfare recipients. In addition, there ' 
are persistent concerns about the quality ofcare most children; receive in the typical child care 

• 	 I, 

settmg. , 	 ,,', '.' 

Here are a few ideas for ways to address these problems. 

• 	 Make the Child and,Dependent Care Tax Credit ~efundable. Cutrentltax law 
provides a tax credit for child care ~xpenses ofup to $f,400 for one child and $4,800 for 
two or more children. The credit is not refundable, ho;wever, meaning families with little 
,or no inCome can't benefit. In August, the Joint Tax Committee concluded it would cost 
$2.1 billion from 1997-2002 to make the tax credit refundable; the Treasury D~paItment 
estimate was inexplicably twice asbigh. The Blue Dog budget released last month made 
the credit refundable but paid for ittiy eliminating the tax benefit for families with incomes 
over $100,000. 

• 	 Endone Senator Kohl's "Child Care Expansion Act." Senator Kohl's ~ill :provides 
tax credits to private companies an4 institutions ·to endourage them to build quality child 
care centers on-site or near their companies.' (General~y, child care Centers :are considered 
to be higher quality than family day'care, which operat~ out ofindividual homes, because 
centers have to meet certain state staffing and. safety rules.) His bill, introduce~in 
January, was lauded in a recent edition ofWQrkingMother magazine. It would provide a 
50% credit for eligible activities up Ito $150,000 per year per business. The Joint Tax 
Committee estimates the cost to be,$2.6 billion from 1997-2002. I 

• 	 Endone Republican Senator PatRoberts of Kansas' "Child Care Expan$ion Act." 
His bill would: 1) Increase the amount of the Childand Dependent Tax Crectit :to $3,600 
for one child and $~,400 for two. This would not help' the lowest-income families since 
the credit would still not be refundable. 2) Provide nuttching grants ofup to $50,000 for 
small businesses that work together to provide day care for their employees. 3}Expand 
the IRS rules to allow more parents to deduct hOni~offices expenses from their taxes. 
This provision would allow an exception to the "eXclusive use" rule permitting mixed use 
of space for business and personal purposes in the case of taxpayers who cond~ct home­
based business while caring for dependents. 4) Encourage older American~ participating 

( 	
in federally-supported programs to :provide child care services in their conunuriities. A ' 
cost estimate for this bill is not yet available. ' 
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The Family Investment Package: AMC?dest Proposal 

Twelve million pre-school children and 17 million school agechi!dren need child care for aU or 
part oftheir day. They need good quality'child care so they can succeed in school. Their parents 
need good quality care so they can work to support their children. confident that their children arc:! 
safe and well-cared fot. Yet, good quality care costs more than most working families can afford 
to pay. 	 Good quality care costs between 56,300 and S8,SOOperyear per child. Parents pay, on 
average, $3.700 per year. When empJoyers and government invest to help parents bridge the gap 
between what they can afford to pay and what good quality tosts, everyone benefits: children arc 
more likely to enter school ready to jearn, parents experience less stress on the job 8fld at home. 
neighborhoods are safer and more welcoming, the nation's ec:onomy is stranger. 

It is time to consider investing in famllies:by supporting their chUd care needs. 

Therefore. we are proposing that Congress and state governments consider a. family investment 
package. . , 

The key elements of the Package are: 

• 	 Expansion 0lthe Dependent Care Tax Crtdil: Make.the credit.reftJndable, 
. increase the maximum allowable expenditure and change the per~ntage formula 
so that low and moderate income working fa'milies get a greater benefit. Every 
state with an income tax can also provide a tax credit. Fallaw Arkansas's lead b~' 
providing a supplementaJ tax credit for families who choose licensed or accreditt'd 
care. (Representative Cynthia McKjnney introduced a bill contahling most ofth(.':-.r 
provisions during the l04th Congress.) 

• 	 Establish a scholarshipfundfor ea,ly chili!hood teachers. modeled after the 
Eisenhower teacher training grants for teachers of science and math. Improving 
the trairung and compensation of child care teachers is the surest way to improvill~: 
the quality ofchild care. : 

• 	 Creale a communit), reinvestment fund to rebuild or create community centerl\ 
that include child care, family resource programs, and Head Start. This could be 
tied to Empowerment Zones, and to the President's $S billion school reb~ilding 
fundi whiehcould include lTIonies for school age child care. 

• 	 Expand Parental Leave to allow parents time to attend schao} t:neetings, look lill 
child care, spend time volunteering in school (as the President has proposed), and 
expand coverage of the Family and Medical Leave Act to include employers of:';' 
or mare workers. . . 

• 	 Double the Child Ca,e and Development I;Jlock Granl to increase child care 
subsidies for [he working poor and ta ensure adequate investment in resource and 
referral services, training and compensation for child' care providers, and 

!4J 002 
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monitoring ofthe health and safety of child care facilities. (Senator Dodd has 
. introduced S.19 which would authorize this el~ment ofthe Package.) . 

• 	 EstablIsh a tax. creditlor employers thatpI'ol'ide child care benefits 10 their 
employees. Senator Kohl has introduced S.82 that would create a business-related 

'tax credit for employer-proVided child we benefits, Because expendi~ures eligible 
for the credit woutd be capped at $150.000. this credit would be particularly 
attractive to smaller employers. 

Child Cate Action Campaign 
March 3. 1997 
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Record Type: Record 

.To: Pauline M. Abernathy, Cynthia A. Rice., Elena Kagan, Jennifer L. Klein 

cc: 
SUbJect: loan forgiveness proposal 

Folks, .., 
In the FY 1998 Budget, there is a tax provision that would exempt from 
individual income tax the amount of income attributed to forgiveness of student 
loan amounts by educational institutions and charitable organizations. This 
favorable tax treatment would be provided where the loan forgiveness was 
premised on the former student going to work in certain professions for a broad 
class of employers. The basic idea is to provide a tax subsidy to students who 
wind up working for certain employers in generally lower-paid pOsitions. For 
example, Stanford Law School provides partial or total loan forgiveness for 
students who work in public service positions such as Legal Aid. :And I believe 
the Heinz School of Public Affairs offers similar loan forgiveness for students 
who work in lower-paid public sector positions. 

The legislative language for this provision is so broad that almost any child 
care related activity could qualify, so long as the educational institution or a 
charitable organi~tion is making the loan and then forgiving it under specified 
circumstances. So, for example, a university could forgive loans 'or those who 
go into training day care providers or providing day care themselves. Or a . 
charity could make loans to students and then forgive them if the student 
becomes a pre~school teacher. In either caSe, the student would not have to 
report the loan forgiveness as taxable income under this proposal. 

This is not a big deal. but it seems related to the overall theme. And, it's in 
the budget and could be trotted out at the conference. At worst, it's just 
another bullet on a fact sheet. . 

Mark 
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Bill Summary & Status for the 105th Congress 

PREVIOUS BILL INEXT BILL 
PREVIOUS BILL:ALL INEXT BILL:ALL 
NEW SEARCH IHOME IHELP 

8.19 

SPONSOR: Sen Dodd, (introduced 01/21197) 

MAJOR LEGISLATION 

TITLE(S): 

o 	SHORT TITLE(S) AS INTRODUCEQ: 


Working Families Child Care Act of 1997 


o 	OFFICIAL TITLE AS INTRODUCED: 

A bill to provide funds for child care for low-income working families, and for other purposes. 

STATUS: Floor Actions 

***NONE*** 

STA TUS: Detailed Legislative History 

Sen~te Action(s) 

Jan 21, 97: 
Read twice and referred'to the Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

STATUS: Congressional Record Page References' 

01121197 Introductory remarks on Measure (CR S352-353) 
01121/97 Full text ofMeasure as introduced printed (CR S353-354) 

COMMITTEE(S): 

o 	COMMITTEE(S) OF REFERRAL: 

Senate Labor and Human Resources 
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AMENDMENT(S): 


***NONE*** 


SUBJECT(S): 

o 	MAJOR LEGISLATION: 

Major legislation--Children 

Major legislation--Families 


o 	INDEX TERMS: 
Children Authorization 

Budgets Child care block grants 

Congress Congressional reporting requirements 

Government information Government paperwork 

Labor Poor children 

State and local government Welfare 

Working poor 

9 COSPONSORS: 

Sen Daschle - 01121/97 Sen Kennedy - 01121197 

Sen Mikulski - 01121197 Sen Rockefeller - 01121197 

Sen Murray - 01121197 Sen Torricelli - 01121197 

Sen Boxer - 01121197 Sen Kerrey - 01130197 

Sen Kerry - 02/12197 

DIGEST: 


(AS INTRODUCED) 


Working Families Child Care Act of 1997 - Amends the Child Care Development Block Grant Act of 
 J_. 

1990 to extend its authorization ofappropriations through FY 2002. 

Directs the Secretary ofHealth and Human Services, from (additional) Treasury funds not otherwise 
appropriated, to award grants to States to provide child care services for: (1) families who have left the 
State program ofassistance under title IV part A (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF» of 
the Social Security Act because of employment; (2) families that are at risk ofbecoming dependent on 
such assistance program; and (3) low-income working families meeting specified criteria. 

Authorizes appropriations for grants to States for child care activities in areas of the State that have child 
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care supply shortages. Includes among such child care activities programs for: (1) infant care; (2) before­
and after-school; (3) resources and referrals; (4) nontraditional work hours; (5) extending the hours of 
pre-kindergarten programs to provide full-day services; and (6) any other program the Secretary deems 
appropriate. 

Requires State reports to include infonnation on access to child care by low-income working families. 
Requires reports of the Secretary to place particular emphasis on such access. 

(Sec. 6) Makes this Act effective as if included in the enactment of the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-193). 
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THE PARTIAL-BIRTH BAN ACT OF 1997 (Senate - January 21,: 1997) 

WORKING FAMILIES CHILD CARE ACT OF 1997 ' 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I nse today to introduce the Working Families Child Care Act of 1997. ' 

Mr. President, balancing the daunting responsibilities ofwork with the responsibilities of raising children 
is always a difficult task. It is especially challenging when so many parents today are working outside the 
home and are forced to depend on child care. 

Not surprisingly, these challenges are especially acute for low income, working families. In fact according 
to a national child care study, when compared to all other income groups, the working poor are the least 

. likely to receive assistance with child care costs.:.-even though it consumes it'disproportionate share of 
their income--24 percent, compared to 6' percent for middle income families. 

What's more, it's a constant struggle for low income families to remain self sufficient without child care 
assistance. In a survey offamilies on a waiting list in one community, it was found that of those paying 
for child care, 71 percent faced serious debt or ~ankruptcy. , 

Currently, in 38 States and the District ofColumbia the working poor are on waiting lists to receive child 
care. Georgia has 41,000 on its waiting list~ Texas 36,000; Illinois 20,000; Alabama 20,000. Most ofthe 
States which don't have a waiting list either don't keep one, are expecting to create one in the future, or 
currently are experiencing a brief respite. 

In my own State ofConnecticut, new openings for child care assistance were frozen in November 1993. 
When new slots became available, for only two days this past summer, 5,500 applications were received. 

During the last Congress, we intensely debated the issue ofchild care--in the larger context ofwelfare 
reform'legislation. The original welfar~ legislation in January 1995 cut funds for child care and eliminated 
critically important health and safety standards. . 

In 'the 104th Congress I continued to fight for child care, offering amendments to increase funding and 
ensure quality. While I disagreed with the final welfare reform bill, I am pleased that many ofthese ' 
amendments succeeded 

and that in the end, the final bill included child care funding of$14.2 billion over 6 years and restored 
rigorous health and safety standards. 

However, while the bill we passed made significant and crucial strides in providing child care for welfare 
recipients--there is still work to be done. 
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The bill I am pn;>posing today will address the issue of child care for low income working families and 
make it easier for them to access adequate child care assistance. ' 

{irst, t!Us legislation r~~t9res $JA billioniILCN~(LC:;8:I"e,-.!imdin~.... -1\ 

According to a recent CBO report, even if states meet the work requirements of the welfare bill they will 
still be short $1.4 billion for money needed to continue serving cel1ain low income working families. 
These aren't new recipients we're talking about, but instead families who were receiving child care 
assistance prior to passage ofwelfare reform legislation. 

The legislation I am introducing today will prevent working parents from,losing child care assistance 
simply as a result ofthe welfare reform bill. 

Second, i~ begin~ tq ,address the.shortage ofassistance for work.tngJamilies, by raising ,the. ~ut!Iori~~ti.on, . 
for child care subsidies for!owJnpome worki!!g, f~tie~ from $1 billion per ye'atfctS2billionperyeafj 

-- -<- --- ./ 

~(ffinaily~ftaiithorizes $590-~lli~n' per Yeafthrough 2002 to'heip conuriuiiities meet'supply shortages, 
iIl_~~~§.s!Jcha~jIlfa!1t care and school~g~ gu:e! -'" - ..... ' ,- .-...-.-..... '.'-...,' 

Even when subsidies are available, child care can be difficult to obtain. According to the National 
Academy of Sciences, there is 'Consistent evidence ofa relatively low supply ofcare for infants, for 
school age children, for children with disabilities and special health care needs and for parents with 
unconventional or shifting work hours. ' 

What's more, a 1995 GAO study based in Michigan found a shortage of infant and special needs child 
care in inner cities and a shortage ofall types ofchild care iIJ rural areas. So, we're not simply talking 
about financial assistance for child care, but whether child care actually exists. 

t 
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THE PARTlAL:"BIRTHBAN ACT OF 1997 (Senate - January 21, ·1997) 

This shortage ofchild care is a problem for both working families and welfare recipients who want to 
become self-sufficient. How can we expect someone to make the difficult transition from welfare to work 
when they cannot find an adequate provider for an infant or are forced to have a 6, 7 or 8 year old spend 
hours alone at home when the school day ends? . . 

This lack of supervision' can have a devastating long-term impact. One study found that children who . 
start to take care ofthemselves in elementary school are significantly more likely to report high use of 
alcohol by the eighth grade. Eighth graders left home alone for 11 or more hours a week report 
significantly greater use ofcigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana then children not left home alone. We know 
all this, and yet only one third ofthe schools in l~w income neighborhoods offer school age child care, 
compared with 52 percent in more aftluent areas. 

For those struggling to make the difficult journey to self-sufficiency, the lack of availabl~ child care 
before 9, after 5, and on weekends can be an enormous problem. What's worse, such arrangements put 
the safety ofa child in question. 

The reality is that nearly· 1 in 5 full time workers,:,-14. 3 million--work nonstandard hours. More than 1 in 
3 are women. However, only 10 percent ofchild care centers and 6 percent offamily day care provide 
care on weekends. Yet one third ofworking mothers with incomes below poverty and one fourth of 
mothers with income above poverty, but below $25,000, work on weekends. 

An additional supply problem is that head start and other prekindergarten programs are part day and part 
year. As a result, they often do not meet the needs ofparents who work full time. Less than 30 percentof 
Head Start programs operate on a full-time, full-year basis. ' 

Simply put, child care funds need to be available to make these programs accessible for working parents . 
•n my view, we as a nation have a solemn commitment to.guarantee that children will notbe left· to fend 
for themselves while their parents are working to·put food on the table. 

Child care is one ofthe most important ingredients for helping poor working families achieve and 
maintain economic security. Like parents in any community and ofat:ly financial background, low income 
families need to know that when they go to work, their children will receive the care and assistance they 
need. . 

The bill I am introducing today will make it easier for low income, working families to balance the 

responsibilities ofwork and caring for their children. I urge all my colleagues to join together in 


. supporting this legislation-':'for the good ofAmerica's children. 
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Working Families. Child Care Act of 1997 (Introduced in the 
Senate) , 

S 19 IS 

105th CONGRESS' 

lst Se~sion 

S.19 

To provide funds for child care for low-income working families, and for other purposes. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

January 21,1997 

Mr. DODD (for himSelf, Mr. DASClll.E, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mrs. BOXER) introduced the following bill; which was read 
twice and referred to the Committee on Labor and Human Resources 

A BILL 

To provide funds for child care for low-incOme working families, arid for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate andHouse ofRepresentatives ofthe United States ofAmerica in 
Congress assembled, . . 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE- This Act may be cited as the 'Working Families Child Care Act of 1997'. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS- The table ofcontents for this Act is as follows: 
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Sec. 1. Short title; table ofcontents. 

Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Assistance for low-income working families. 

Sec. 4. Grants for child care supply shortages. 
: 

Sec. 5. Report on access to child care by low-income working families. 

,Sec. 6. Effective date. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: . 

(1) Availability and affordability ofquality child care isa major obstacle for working parents 
who struggle to remain self-sufficient . 

(A) Compared to all other income groups, the working poor are the least likely to 
receive assistance with their child care costs. 

(B) Low-income families spend 24 percent of their household income on child care, 
whereas middle-income families. spend 6 percent oftheir. household income on child 
care. 

(C) 38 States have waiting lists for child care for the working poor. Among those 
States, Georgia has 41,000 individuals on its waiting list,Texas has 36,000 individuals 
on its waiting list, and Illinois and Alabama each have 20,000 individuals on their 
waiting lists. 

(D) One survey oflow-income families on a waiting list for subsidized child care found 
that of those families paying for child care out oftheir own funds, 71 percent faced 
serious debt or bankruptcy. ' 

(E) Half of the States and the District ofColumbia, even before the enactment of the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (public 
Law 104-193, 110 Stat. 2105) during the l04th Congress, increased the proportion of 
child care slots or dollars going to families on welfare, rather than to working poor 
families. 

(2) The Congressional Budget Office estimates that there will be $1,400,000,000 less 
expenditures of child care funds forworking poor families as aresult of the States 
implementing the work requirements imposed under the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-193, 110 Stat. 2105). 

(3) Important types ofchild care are not available in certain States including infant care, 
school-age care, care for children with disabilities and special health care needs, and child 
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. care for parents with unconventio'nal or shifting work hours. 

(A) A 1995 State study by the Comptroller General ofthe United States found a 
shortage ofchild care for infants and children with special needs in inner cities, and a 
shortage ofall types of 

. 
child care in rural areaS. , 

(B) Only one-third ofthe schools in low-income neighborhoods offer school-age child 
care, compared with 52 percent ofschools in more affluent areas offering such care . 

. (C) Eighth-graders who are1eft home alone for 11 or more hours a week report 
significantly greater use ofcigarettes, alcohol, ~d marijuana than eighth-graders who 
are not left home alone. . 

(D) Existing child care arrangements do not accommodate the work schedules of 
many working women. According to a 1995 statistiC published by the Department of 
Labor, 14,300,000 workers,:nearly 1 in 5 full-time workers work nonstandard hours, 
and more than 1 in 3 of those workers are women. 

(E) Only 10 percent ofchild :care centers and 6 percent offamily day care providers 
offer child care on weekends. Yet one-third ofworking mothers with annual incomes 
below the poverty level and one-quarter ofmothers with annual incomes above the 
poverty level but below $25,000 work on week¢nds. 

. (F) Less than 30 percent ofHead Start program~ operate on a full-time, full-year basis. 

SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE FOR LOW-INCOME WORKING FAMILIES. 

Section 658B ofthe Child Care Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858) is 
amended to read as follows: ' 

'SEC. 658B. FUNDING OF GRANTS., 

'(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS-Except as provided in subsection (b), there is 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out this subchapter $2,000,000,000 for each offiscal years. 
1997 through 2002. 

'(b) APPROPRIATION- The Secretary shall pay, from funds ,in the Treasury not otherwise . 
appropriated, $1,400,000,000 for fiscal y~s 1997 through 2002, through the awarding ofgrants 
to States under this subchapter for the purpose ofproviding child care services for families who 
have left the State program ofassistance under part A oftitle N ofthe Social Security Act because 
ofemployment, families that are at risk ofbecoming dependent on such assistance program, and 
low-income working families described in section 658E(c)(3)(D). Funds shall be paid under this 
subsection to the States in the same manner, and subject to the same requirements and limitations, 
as funds are paid to the States under section 418 ofthe SocialSecurity Act (42 U.S.C. 618).'. 

SEC. 4. GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE SUPPL Y SHORTAGES. 

(a) GRANTS FOR CHll..D CARE SUPPLY SHORTAGES- Section 658E(c)(3) of the Child Care 
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Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42.U.S.C. 985~c(c)(3» is amended by adding at the end 
the following: . 

'(E) CHILD CARE'SUPPLY SHORTAGES­

'(i) IN G~NERAL- A State shall ensure: that 100 percentofamounts paid to the 
State out offunds appropriated under section 658B(a)(2) with respect to each 
of the fiscal years 1997 through 2002 shall be used to carry out child care 
activities described in clause (ii) in geographic areas within the State that have a 
shortage, as determined by the State, in consultation with localities, of child care 
sefVIces. 

'(ii) CHILD CARE ACTIVITIES DESCRIBED- The child care activities 
described in this clause include the following: 

'(I) Infant care :programs. 

'(II) Before- arid after-school child care programs. 

,(III) Resource and referral programs. 

'(IV) Nontraditional work hours child care programs. 

'(V) Extending the hours ofpre-kihdergarten programs to provide 
full-day services. . 

'(VI) Any other child care' programs that the Secretary determines are 
appropriate.'. 

. . 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS- Section 658B(a) of the Child Care 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858(a»; as amended by section 2, is 
arriended-- . 

(1) by striking 'Except as provided in' and inserting the following: 

'(1) IN GENERAL- Except as provided in paragraph (2) and'; and 

(2) by adding at the end the folloWing: 

, '(2) CHILD CARE SUPPLY SHORTAGES .. There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out section 658E(c)(3)(E), $500,000,000 for each offiscal years 1997 through 2002.'. 

. . 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT- Section 658(c)(3)(A) of the Child Care Development Block 
Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858c(c)(3)(A» is amend~d by striking '(D)' and inserting '(E)'. 

SEC. 5. REPORT ON ACCESS TO CHILD CARE BY LOW-INCOME 

WORKING FAMILIES. 
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(a) STATE REPORTING REQUIREMENT- Section 658K(a)(2) ofthe Child Care Development 
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858i(a)(2» is amended-­

(1) in subparagraph (D), by striking 'and' at the end; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (E), the following: 

'(F) the total number offamilies described in section 658B(b) that were eligible for but 
did not receive assistance under this subchapter or under section 418 ofthe Social 
Security Act and a description ofthe obstacles to providing such assistance; and 

'(G) the total number offamilies described In sectiQn 658B(b) that received assistance 
provided under this subchapter or under section 418 of the Social Security Act and a 
description ofthe manner in which that assistance was provided;'. 

(b) SECRETARIAL REPORTING REQUIREMENT-Section 658L ofthe Child Care .. 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858j) i~ amended by inserting'. with particular 
emphasis on access of low-income working families,' after' public'. 

SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by this Act take effect as if included in the enactment ofthe 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-193, 
110 Stat. 2105). 
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"C:I YV_ 

BUilding on the Military's Model To Improve Chlld Cate Quality 

The ~ilitary has been extremely successful in improvirlg the quality of child care by adopting 
a unique strafi!gy that includes five key elements: financial support for programs, 
enforcement of standards, accreditation, strong family child care netWorks, and training 
linked to compensation. Building on the military' s tn:od~l of improving child carequaHty. the 
President/First Ladycotild announce efforts to promote'and expand these five critical 
elements that research and experience show are key to ensuring quality child care and 
ultimately children t s language and cognhive development.: 

'The announcement could inClude: 

Release of a'report on how the military is \Vorking with the civilian coin~uriity to expand the 
"military's child care qu~IitY mOdel (pending DOD). " " 

The eStablishhlentof an incentive fund for statestcnJevelop strategies t6itnpiove Care 
based on these five key elements (fundswoiIld have to be identified). 

, I, ,,; 

Plans to pr~~ide technical assistance (fA) on these:!key elements, begii1nihg~ithspethil 
sessions a.t the national cOnference" of all, states in 'July arid the dissemination of " 
promising practices from across .the states', (Child Care Bureau could "incoipoblte this 
into the planning for the National Conference of Stite Child Care Administrators that 
will be held in June). ' 

The deveiopment of an ongoing interagency workgroup to devoted to ways Qther. agencies 
can assist in, improving the quaJity of cafe based on themiliiary' model (chaired by 
"HHS and DOD): 

A challeng~ to the dation's governors that acknOWledges the flexibility they have in the • 
uSe of the *w dhild care furids arid encOurages them to double their effortS on quality 

, by iricoiporcltiilg'the military mOdel in their Jul9 plans. " 
I) , , 
.'~ 

Ach~nenge tothebusiness community to in\l~t" in:'iquality improvemeritS~ hi~lilight those 
promising effortS going on atrd~s the country and announce the HHS TA effort to 
provide T A to stateS" on reaching out to the business community.

, ' , 

In addition" other efforts could be highlighted in such an announcement such as Early Head 
Start expansion and the'release of "Stepping Stones to Using Caring for Children," a new 

. guide produced by HHS which provides key information on how best to promote the health 
and safety of children in child care. 

. ~ 



CHILDCARE AND WEL'FARE TO WORK 


, ,.. 

• Childcare is complicated ancl emotional 

• Most "welfare" hires will need childcare 

, and be unable to afford it 
 ... 'I' 

" ' 

,. What about the federal,(noD-DOD) 
, : I, 

childcare centers 


"~'GSAplans to· .•• 


! 

CHILDCARE AND WELFARE-TO-WORK: 
, ' , 

Childcare is complicated and emotional 

.' Developmental is better than c11:stodial 

- upcoming WH conference on early learning 


- our. centers are high quality 


• All working parents need care for their children 
, . . , l 

- note: 90% of those lea~ing welfare are single mothers 

• Child care "centers'~ are very expensive 

- affordability studY out this month 


. -'- probably takes a GS-ll salary 

• No simple solution 

Dave Barram: Cabinel Meeting - April 10. /997 1 
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CHILDCARE AND WELFARE-TO--WORK: 

Most welfare hires will need~child'care
. i 	 . "": , ' 

I . " and be unable to afford it 
, 
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"Comparison of GS-1 Take Home Pay. Child ;Care 
Costs and State Subsidies 
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CHILDCARE AND WELFAR.E-TO-WORK: ., -. 	 , 

i 

:. About federal(non-DOD) childcarecenters . 
. 	 I 

I . . . ~ 

• 218 centers (GSA: 10~;'Others: 119) 
. 	 ',..' 

• No federal subsidies available; no slidirig sCale 
unless additional funds are raised . : ' . 

• Have approximately 1,000 vacancies 
- '. 	 . . 

• note: DOD has 800 c~nters with 20'0,000 kids,: 
. provides subsidies oj$260M, allowing sliding 
scale fees thai are 1/3 ;to 1/2 ofcivilian fees 

I 
, ' 

'j' , 

DaveBarrllm.~ Cabinet Meeting - April 10. 1997 
1 

2 



CHILDCARE ~'D WELFARE-TO-WORK:. 


i. 

GS,A plans to .... 

. I 
I 

1. ... help agencies connect enlploy'ees with local 
sources of child care ~ . 
- there is a wider array of choices (e.g .. family day care 

homes, centers in church~s and non-profitS) 

- provide infonnation about fmandaI subsidies which are 
available for those leaving the welfare rolls and may also 

. be available to some othe,r low income parynts 

2 .... do all we can to make federal:child care 
centers more affordable to more employees 
- we have a number of ideas; no. silver bullets 

3 ... help increase our centers' ability to be. 
financially stronger 

'. 

- the answer to the affordllbility dilemma is not additioltal 
federal subsidies; it to help centers gene~a~e more private 
money from more diverse 'sources 

. . ! . 

Dave Barnufl: Cabinet Mee;lI1g - April 10, 1997 3 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
. ·4000·DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-4000 

FORCE MANAGEMENT APR 8 1997 
POL-ICY 

M~.Elena Kagan . . . 
Deputy Assistant to the President 

for Domestic Policy. 

Old Executive Office Building 

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue . 

W ishington, DC 10000 . 


Dear Ms. Kagan:
I 

.. The following is provided in response to ·your questions regarding the Department's 
efforts in child care for children zero to three. The Military Child Development Programs have 
attained a well-deserved reputation for being on the cutting edge of child care in Am.erica. We 
arc proud of our systemic approach to the four components of military child care: child 
development centers. family child care, resource and referral and school-age care. Our 
commitment is to provide a quality experience for children regardless of setting. We strive to 
ensUre equal treatmentfor all components especially family child care homes. We believe much 
of oursuccess comes from our efforts to provide a variety of quality and affordable options for 
families rather than focus on centers only. It should be noted that we do not guarantee every . 
family their first choIce of child care optiops. Our goal j~ to provide~at least one affordable child 
care option for every family that needs child care. It should also be noted that we view the 
appropriated fund support as a program su,?sidy not an individual family subsidy_ Five key 

. reaso.ns for our success are: 

1. 	 The DoD commitment to a prescribed levd of funding for Child Development Programs. In 
military child- development centers, ihere is a dollar for dollar match of appropriated funds to 
parent fees. In our family child care homes we provide indirect financial support through 
extensive equipment lending libraries, low or no cost insurance options.and free training. In 
many instances we also provide direct cash subsidies for family child cfl.!"e providers to 
provide incentives to care for infants. This commitment of funds allows military programs to 
provide stimulating ·cnvironments that are staffed with trained personnel and appropriately 
equipped both indoors and out. 

2. 	 Strict oversight and accountability of programs, and i'idherence to standards including four 
comprehensive unannounced annual iilspcctionsfor all facilities and programs; one by a 
representative of higher headquarters; There is mandatory correction of deticiencies within 
90 days or the program must either apply for a time restricted waiver with adequate . 
compensatory measures or close. (As a: result, facilities and programs are in good repair, and 
there is high qUality, institutional grade equipment that contributes to the cognitive . 
development of children). These inspections result ill DoD certification of the program. 
Certification is closdy monitored. Contributing to comprehensive program oversight is the 

o 


http:reaso.ns
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I 

: DoD "Hotline". It is well publicized and accessible world wide. Identified or anonymous 
: callers can either report child abuse or'safety violations at Military Child Development 
: Programs or facility deficiencies. The~e reports are-diligently tracked until a satisfaction is 
achieved. 

, 	 ;. . 
, 

. " , . 
. 

' 

3. 	; Wages and benefits that contribute to low stafftumover compared to the private sector. 
i Military child development center car~giver wages and benefits average approximately $10. 
; per hour compared to the minimum w~ges in the civilian community. While most civilian 
, child care c.enters offer few or no bene,fits to direct care staff, most military child care staff 
have a full range of benefits. As a result ofwages and benefits, military caregivers tend to 

I 	 . " . 

. : stay in our child care programs, and the result is that children have continuity ofcare so vital 
: to their healthy development. . ' 

. 4 .• 'Required basic training of caregiving staff which is ti~d to wages and an "up-or-out" . 
:~aregiving personn~l policy requiring the completion of training requirements. All training is 
, competency based and car:egivers who' do not meet the performance requirements are not 
: retained. 

5.1 Commitment for all military child development centers to meet national accreditation 
i standards. The combination of the DoD certification and the national a.ccreditation standards 
: provides a comprehensive review of all center programs. 

Asyo'u are aware, Congress has asked DoD to report on the status of any initiatives which 
improve the Military Services Child Development Program S9 as to benefit civilian child care' 
providers in communities in the vicinity of military installations. Although we have not 
completed the report; the Military Service$ have offercdthe following suggestions that could 
assist civilian child care programs: 

• 	 ; Local military bases could partner with state and county efforts to provide employment 
: opportunities for welfare recipients .. Military programs could provide on-the-job·training 
, opportunities, for re~ipients needing work ex.perience and knowledge of child care program , 	 '. 

"best practices". Because the competency-based training programs are a key to the quality of 
, military child care, they could serve as asource onraining for civilians. As In the case of. 
! Quantico Marine CQrps Base, V A., the county is paying the salaries ofpersonnel placed in 
: the centers for 90 days of training in child care practices: Their child care is paid by the 
: county. In exchange, the Quantico Child Deve,lopment Center gets additional no-cost staff to 
supplement eXisting staff A similar program could be es~ab1ished for family child care 

:providers. ., . 

• 	 . Each military installation child development program ~thin the United States could "adopt­
: a-center" in their local community. The Child Development Program staff could assist with 
. local accreditation efforts, help validate the centers' accr¢ditation self study process, train 
management and diiectcare staff, merltor caregiving staffworking on their child 
development assQci~tc degree, and model/coach effective, child c~re techniques. 
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o 	 •Military regional .iChild Care Programs of Excellence" or "Master Programs" could be 
established within existing military programs in densely populated areas where several 
:military Services co·exist (e.g., Washington,D.C. Tidewater, VA, Southern California, etc.). 
:These magnet "la~oratory programs" would demonstrate effective child care practices in each 
'of the child care components (centers, family child care homes and school-age care). 
;Panicularly beneficial would be education and training in'the area ofinfantltoddler 
,curriculum and environments since many civilian programs have limited amounts of 
infantitoddlercare. Local civilian child care management trainees could spend two to three 
weeks in these centers with "hands-on'~ learning experiences, being taught and coached by 
the centers' Training and Curriculum Specialists and military management staff. These 
:'Master Programs'; could be modeled on corPorate concepts such as "Motorola University" 
or Disney's training program for executives where staff attend training before going to work 
for the corporation: 

.. 	 Military Training and Curriculum Specialists could provide "hands-on" training for local 
requesting child care centers to train and follow-up.direct care staff in the child development 
associate 13 competency areas, and oth~r areas as needed. , 

• 	 DoD could make the military standard (acility and playground designs available to the 
civilian community. ' 

o 	 poD could provide'''Benchmarks'' in the areas of cost, compensation, evaluation, standards, 
apd environments on which local child <?are programs could evaluate themselves. 

My point of contactin the Office of Family Policy is Linda K. Smith, Director, Office of 
Family Polic)" 696-573'3. 

: Sincerely, ;; 

"'~.~l~_~ 
, Carolyn H. Becraft ' 
, uty Assistant Secretary. of Defense, 

(Personnel Support, Fainilies and Education) 

3 
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A;.\fENDMENT NO. '_'_ Cnlendai' ?'-io. 

"Purpose: To state the sense of' the Senate on Department.· 
of Defense sharing of e~q}p.rietlces with milimry ('IHId 
care.. 

l}oi" THE SEL"ATE OF THEl;"NITED STATI~~~104th 'Cong., 2d Bess. . " ',.' . 

S.1745 ~ 
! 

'l'oo~itlthorizc appropi1uticns'f()f fi.s(~(;H year 1997 .for rnilitmy 

. activities ot' thJDepartrtlent of-Defense,' i<)r 'military . . 
constI1wtion, mld for defense bctivities of the Depnit· 
.rnentof Encrg}', topreseribe !,personne,l s,tl~eng'fihs for 
.sach fbct11 .ven~ for tbe Armed Forces, and for ()thr~!' 
pU1i.~OSt.s. 

li.efe;Ted. to the Commit.te~:~oIl _ 
• 0 an~ ordered to' ue printed 

Ordered to lie on the table~tnd tobe printed 
j 

" , A:ilE~DMEN'r intend~ci to be proposed bY.Mr. KE;-':SEDY 
. ,.'. ,'. !. 

(' i 
, .... '. ' 

" .;' 

r·A:, :;:he 'end ~f suhtitle F of title XI .ida tht~ fullc\ving: ~. 

2 SEC. 1072. S;ENSE:OF'nm SENATE ON UEPARnlENT OF Df.;;­
'. , 

3 FENSE~IIAiuN(rbFEXP.EruENCF:S \\-lm 

MILITARY ClIll.D ·CARE. 

j •(a)FINDIN~.-.-The Sena'te :niru\es tl~e f~Howing find­

. ,~ 

.i 
. 6 mgs: 

! J 

7 .(I) The Department 0'1: Defense should be con­
, ,. 

8 grar,ulated ou· the successnu implementation of the 
1_ 

0', 
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\AK.I\'l!1 IS.I.fI ~ ~i.I •. \..:. 

·1 Military Child Care .tiet of 1~8.9. (titlE' XV~ df Public 
.. ,.., 

aw, O"j IOU S ("'l " .' . )1. L '101-' 11 () .".• ,./,' 11'3 note. 

3 (2) The actions taken by the Depnrtment n~ (l 

4, \'esult of that Act haV(~ dl'anwtically impl'Gvr.ri tl:e 

5 availability, aft'ordnbility, quality,' iUld cons ist(lll~~Y 0 f 

6 ,t.he child cal'~ services .provi~ed to members r.he1)1' 

7 Armed Forces. 


8 (3) Child clu'e is ~mportant to th~ rendiu8ski 0[' 

, , , 

9 , rnernbers' of the A.rmed For0es because single pat'· 
•'. 10 eEtS and eouples iu mi12i.[U·,Y' service must have a(~eess 

I 1 to affordable ehild ear(~ of good qualit.vif they' are 

12 to perfvrm ti!eir jobsI.11ld respond (~ffeet;iv,::!!y ~o long 

13 work hOll!:"S or. deployments. , 

14 (4'1 Child r.arp. ,IS imponant to the ~'etention of, 

15 meYJ.lbers of the Armed Forces in militnrv service be­
~ 

[6 euus'e. the di$satisfact'iOJ! of,. t.he families c·f si1eh 

17 " ;.nembers \l,rith militarY life is a pflmarv r~ason ror 
, - ~ 

18 the dfpar1.Ufe' of such. memhers from militm'Y SCt-~'-' 

~9 we, 

20 (b) SEr\SE OP'SENATE.-It is'the sense of the Senate 

21 that --_. 

12 (1) the (:ivilian and milit<t...·,.y child carf.' commu­

23 cities, Federal. State, and 10(181 ~o-encies, and busi­

24 nesses and communit.ies involved in the provi$ion of 

25 child care services could benefit from the develop~ , 

http:impl'Gvr.ri
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. :O;\f.liM'u\HM96.9'l2 :-i.L.C. 

: 
I Ii}i;;!tt of ,Ol1!'t,ll.el-sbi )s to t'OStdl' <1(1 eXCh"l'l{)'(' q~ l'rl,l'-'': . , . '[ ... . (to ~:J' ".. \" - ...... t.tl , 

2 

"" .> enees with t.he prevision of such service::; m.d to en­

4 ~onrage cbser relationst!ips between rniiit:i.ry iU.::t:Ll· 

5 lations and tllo: communities that SllPPO,t1: tlwllI; 

6 (2.' snchpartnerships wquld be benefi('ial to ;l.li 

7 familieE by helping p[Ooviclers of child cm'(! ~el'\1e(\S 

8 e.:mhtl:'1ge ideas about innovative waYR to 
.' 
uddn~3s. 

\ 

to and 

9 , . 

Il­

l') 
;.- ~hjp8 car.! be de'/\~loped~ including­

13 '(A) cooperation between the d irecto rs and 

; ,j el.lrl':eubm specialists ofmiUtary. duid deVt~:,:;p­

15 ment centers and civilian child development 

0. '''''f' 

16 

, .,
1 I 

. .' 

tat:lOn p[,O~eSS; 

13­ (.f;) ~~se of farqily, sUPFort fo:tn:f T-C (:;II!<!ueL 

19 parent r~n.d fn.mily v/ol'ks,hops for new p,u·l=:nt.:.; 

20 and pa.~·eilts with young childl'en in .fa.mily ~}(JLiS-. 

21 imron rniljtarv ir.stallations and in eomrnunities_ I V , 

22 .jn t,he vicinity of such inst.'1.11atioIls; 

,.,'"... .> (C) internships in Department of Defense 

24 child care. programs for ci,i!ian ehild cru:e pro­

7.5 "iciers to }:;lroaden the base of good-quality child 

http:rniiit:i.ry
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1 (e) REPORT.-Not 
, 
later than June 30, 1997, the Sec­

' 

2 retary o~ :Defense shall su.b:w.it to Congress a report on ,
." . 

3 ,the status of any initiatives, undertaken this, 8e(~tion, in­

4. eluding :r~commendations: for additional ways to improve 

5 the 'child,~are'programs of: the. Department of D~feDBe and . 

6 to improv~ such pro~, so a..t;; to benefit civilian child 
I . " 

7 care pro~ders in cOInm~ties in the viciDity of military 

8 installations. 
, , 

9 SEC. 1079. lNCBEASE IN ;PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN TRAFFIC , . 

10 OFFENSES ON M:IIJ:T.A.By ~STALLATIONS. 

11 Section' 4 of the Act of June 1, 1948 ( 40 U.S.C. 
I' 

.12 318a) is amended to read as tallows: 

13 "SEC; 4. Ca) Exoopt.as provided in subsection (h), 
, , . 

14 whoever $.all violateany.rule or regulation promulgated 

,15 pursuant to-section 2 of t;bis Act may'be fined not more 
. ,,' .' , 

16 than .$50 'or nnprisoned tor not more than thirty days, ' 

17 Or both. 
., 

, 18 u(b) Whoever shall ~o1ate any rule or regulation for 

19 the control of vehicuJai:. .o~ pedestrian traffic on military 

20 installations that is pl'Om~~ted by the Secre~ of De~ 

21 fense, or the designee of the Secretary, under the author~ 
22 ,ity delegated pursuant' to' section 2 of- this Act may be 

23 tined an $lOunt not to e~ed the amount of a me for
'. 

24,' a. like or Similar offense -bnder the 
, 

criminal or' civil 'law 
t 

25 of the State, territory,· pqssession, or district where the 

http:Exoopt.as
http:M:IIJ:T.A.By
http:su.b:w.it
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H(P) ,Costs of compensation (including bo~ 

, DUSas and other incentives) paid ~th respect to' . : . ' 

the services (inelupmgtermination of semceS), 
. ' '. 

of any ,one individual to the extent that the . 

total anloUJit of the compensation paid in a :tls* ' 
l " 

cal year exceeds $200,000.". 

SEC. 1071. SENSE OF'l'BE SENATE ON DEP.AH.'r~N'lOF DE­

FENSE 81WUNf] OF EXP~ES UNDER 

MILITARY YOl.1'I'.H PROGRAMS. 
~ , , .' 

. (€i) Fr.-rrlINGs.-The Senate .'makes the' following 

findings: 
, ~. 

(1) Program..~ of the Department of Defense for 

youth who are depend~ts of members of the Armed, 
, ,. I 

Forces have not ,received the same level of attention 

and resources as have 'Child care progta.m.s of the 

Department since thcpassage of the, Milita7 Ohlld 
I 

Care Act of 1989 (title XV of,PublicLaw '101-189; 
, I ­

I . 


10 U.S.C. 113 note). ~ '
I : 

(2) Older children d,eserve as m.ucb ,attention to 

their developmental needs as do younger clillru:en. 

(3) The Departmen~ bas started to 'direct more' 

attention to programs fQr youth..c; who *re depend­
, -­

ellts of members of the Armed For~s :by funding. 
, . . 

the implementation of 20 model community pr()~ 
" I 

' grams to address the needs of such y~')UtbS. 
, I 

U8:3i! "UtU3 ~11:>',;lllll i .- .. ­

tS l?~ &5 ' 



- --.. .... _.,- - -":'.... ..... :~ .. ,- -~ .Ii 

, 
" 

426 

1 (4) The lessons learned· from such programs 

. 2 could apply to civilian youth programs as well.' 

. 3 (b) SENSE OF $ENAT.I!.-It is the sense of the Senate 

4 that:"-' 

5 (1) the Department of Defense, Federal, State, . 

6 and local agencies, and bnslneSses and communities 

7 involved in eondueting youth programs could benefit 

8 from the cleve10pment of partnerships to toster an 

9 exchange or ideasJ information, and materials relat~ 

10 ing to such pro~ams and to encourage closer rela­

11 -qonships between: military instaJ.1ations and the t30Dl~ 
, \. - . 

12 munities that support them; 

13 (2) such parr-nerships could benefit all families 

14 by helping the providers of services for youths ex· 

15 change idea."I about innovative ways to address bar­

16 ri~rs . to the effective provision of such servi~es; and 

17· (3) there are ~any ways that such partnerships 

18 . could be developed, including­

19 (A) cooperation between the Department 

20 and Federal and State educational agencies in 

21 exploring the vae of public school facilities for 

22 clrild care programs and youth programs that 

23 : are mutuaJIy beneficial to the Department and 

24 civilian commumties and complementprogra.xna 

,--~---
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Transfer Df excess perBonal propert~ io support law enforcement . 
liuities (sec. 1033) . 	 .. 

The House bill contained a provision (see: 362) that would 
vide permanent authority for the Department of Defense 
provide elUIeBS personal property to state and local law enforceme~ 
agencies.. This Pl'Oport.y Includes vehidee. helicopters. weapons. ~ 
munition and other property tha~ is needed by law enforceJl'Ul~ 
ugenciea. Section 1208 of the National·Defense Authorization 
tor Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991 (Public Law 101-189) estabish 
one year pn)gram to provide exCU&lll personal property to Jaw 
fon:ement agenda8 (or use jn drug enforcement activities. Thls 
viBion WM extended untU September ao., 1997 by. 8ect.ion 
Ute National Detense Authorization Act lOr Fiscal Year 
lie Law 101-510). This provision would make the section 
gram permanent and expand it to all law enforcement activilu 
with a priority to eounter-narcotica activities. 


The Benate amendment contained no similar provision. 

'lbe Senate ~des with an amendment which would give 


ority to count.er-nanotica and counter-terrorist law enforcement 
tivitiea. The amendment would ahro enaure that DOD would 
~,~ of tnm.ater.rJng this excess SlJuipment to these law.enforce. 
mont ageneiea except the fOaL a880Cluted with the management
the program wIthinnOD. ' . 	 .'. 

Bale b~ Federal deJ!O':llnent~ or agem:ie.s 0/ ehemical."1 ul'H!d to 
facture controlled sui1Blan.t:es (sec. 1034) . 

.The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 1082) 

would prevCllii the sale of chemicals that could be used in the 

ul'8cture of controlJed 8ubtitanre8. These chemicals could be 

however. if. the head. DC the department Dr agency certifies 

toore is no 'reasonable eauSe to believe the 'ssJe will reSUlt, in·' 

improper use.; .. 


The House bill contained nu aimiJar provision. 

The House recedos wIth a clarifying amendment 


Subtitle D-Reporta and Studies 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ..\DOnEU 

Annual report all Operation ProvUl. Comfort "'td Operation
'lanced. 80uthun Watch (sec, 1041) '.. 

. The House biU contained a provision (sec. 1021) that would 
CiuJre a consolidated wlDual re~rt on the conduct of OpcrntioriJ 
Provide Comfort and Enhanced Southern Watch over and w' ' ,
Iraq. Thls annual report 'WOUld be required to be Bubmitted to. 
COngl"eS8 80 long as the operations cont.1nue. 

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision. . 

The Senate recedes with a teclmical amendment. 1.1 


~ 

Anllual report on emerging operatioJUlI cClncepls (Bee. 104.2) 

The Senate amendment contained a provision (see. 1051)
would require the Chairman of the JoInt Chiefs of Staff to 
an annual report to Congress deacribing the pruCCBS of defininj
em~rging operational concepts in each. of the .services and the 

'189 

41n which the sCl"Vices' pro-oesaes arccoordillated in mattcT9 of 
operational concept.a, organization and acquisition stralr 

House bill contained 00 Airnilar provisi<ln., ' 
, . House recedes with an amendment requiring the Se-cretary .," 

!i!JpefeDs6 to 	prepare and tlubmlt the report in conaultaUon with 
of the Joint Chiefs of StWf, .. 

00 DepaTtme/~t ofDefense. military cllild care programs (.sec. ./' 

Senate amendment contained B provision (flee. 1078) that 

express the Bence of the Senate that the Department of De-


should share ita experiences with providing child care 891."11'­
other federal, ataLe,and local 8gendes. . . . 

House bill contained no similar provision.
Houllo recedeB with an amend:ment that would exprtJl& the 

of the Congreaa. 	 . ' 

on Department of De/em. military youth programs (sec. /
;:The Senate amendment ,contained a provision (aec. 1077) that . 


expre~tbe sense of the Senate that. the Department· of De­

shOuld sharo ita experiences in conducting youth programs


roderal, state, and local agencies... . 
House bUl contained no similar provision. .. 
House recede8 with aD amendment that would express the 

oCthe CongreaB. 

Illporta regarding eoplvductio/l agreements (see. IfH6) 
House bill contained a provision (sec, 1046) that. would 

Arms Export CQnl.roi Acl (22 U.8.C.2776(a»to. requil\1 
Duarterly reports to the Congress required by this statute in­


infonnation on specified govemment-to-governmel'lt agree­

on foreign co-production ofdefense artIcles. 


Senate amendment contained no similar provision. 
Senate recedes. 

. , 011 witnf!llB interview p~dureB for Depar'ment of Defense 

imina' investillatioM (sec. 1046) . . 


lIouae bill contained a provision (sec. 1023) that would 00­
OomptroUer.General to survey and repod on the pollcles 


·~t.I..es of all mili$Bry criminal tnvestlgaUvo agenetes with l"ft. 

manner in which. interviews of wll.nesBes and suspects


·conducted. . 

... 8enato amendment colltajned M similar provision. 


SenatO r«edes with an amendment that would narrow the 
Ute surVey to the subject. of procurement fraud invtlStfgll­
the D~partment of tho 'Navy. . 

military readi1U!8B requirements of 'he Armed Furces (sec. 

Senate amendment contained a provision (see. 106S) that 
a requirement for a·· one-time report from the 

oC the Joint. Chiefs ·of Staff on the milltary l'tUuUneBB re­
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of the Department ,carried out at ~ts facilities; 

and .. 

I. 

" (B) improving youth programs that enable 

adolescents to relate to new peer groups when 

families of members of the Armed Forces are 

relocated. 

(0) REpORT.-Not later than June 30, 1997, the Sec-
I 

retary of Defense' shall sublIlit to Congress a report on 

the sta.tus of any initiatives undertaken this section, .in* , 

eluding recommendations for additional ways to improve
. . '. ' 

the youth programs of the Department of Defense and to 

improve sUel:lprograms so as to benefit communities in 

the vicinity of.military installations. 

SEC. 1078. SENSE OF TUB SENATE ON DEPARTMENT OF DE­

FENSE SDABING .OF EXPERIENCES WITH 

. MILl'tAB.Y CBJL1) CARE. 

- (a:) : FL\;"DINGs.-The Senate makes the ,following 

findings: 
, 

(1) The Department of Defense should be COIl­

gratulated on the suecessful. implementa:tion of the 

Militarv Child Care.Act of 1989 (title XV of PUblic-.. . , 

Law 101-189; 10 U.S.C.I1S note). 

(2) The actions taken by the Department as a 

r~sult of' that' Aet have dramatically rmproved the . 

availability, affordabillty, quality, and consistency of 
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the child care services provided to members of the 

' .Armed Forces. 

(3) Child care is important to the readiness of 

members of the ,Armed Forces because single par- , 

'ents and couples in niilitaryservice must have access 

' to . affordable child care of good quality. if they are 

to perform their"jobs and re.qpond effectively to long 

work hours or deploy:r:nents. 

'(4) Child Care is imporlant to the retention of 

~embers of the Anned Forces in inilitar;y service be;. 

cause the dissatisfaction of the families of such 

members with lnilitary life is a primary reason for 

,the departUre of sueh members from militaly serv­

lee. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.-It is the sense of the Senate 

that­

(1) the .civilian and military child care commu­

mtieB, Federal,State, and local agencies, and busi­

nesses and communities involved in the provision of 

child care services could benefit from 'the develop­
. .. 

ment' of partnerships to foster an exchange of ideas, . 

information, and materials relating to their experi­
, , 

. enees.',with the provision of such services and to en­

courage closer rel.a.tionshlps between military fustal­

lations, and the communities that support them; 
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1 (2) such partnerships would be beneficial to all 

2 families.by helping providers of child care services' 

'3 exchange ideas about innovative ways to address ­

4 barriers to, the effective provision of, such services; 

5 and 

6 (3) there are many ways that these 'partner­

7 ships can be developed, including­

8 	 (A) eoo~ration between th~ directors and 

9 . curriculum, specialists of military child develop­

·10 	 ment centers and civilian' child d~elopment 


11 centers in assisting such centers in the aceredi­

12 tationproeess; . 


13 (B) use of family support staff to conduct 

, 	 i 

14 parent and family workshops. for new parents 
I 

15 and parents with'young children ~ family hons­

16 . ing on military installations arid in comniuDities 

17 in the. vicinity of ,such installations; 

18 (C) internships in Department of Defense 

19 child care programs for civilian~hild care pro­

20 viders to broaden the base of good-quality ehild 

21 care services in communities in· the vicinity of 

22 military inst.a.llations; arid 

23 (D) attendance by civilian ~.hild care pro­

24 viders at Department child-care training classes 
I 

25 on a sVb.ce-available basis. 
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