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Be— Abt Associates Inc.

Day Care and Early Chlldhood
‘Programs under Welfare Reform

March 24-25, 1997
'Wohlstetter Conference Center Twelfth Floor, AEI

This conference will examine the major choices facmg 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 lmkages among early childhood intervention, chzld care and
 welfare reform : : :

Monday, March 24
9:00 a.m. Registration and Coffee
930 Welcome . S
DouGLAS J. BESHAROV, AEI '
WENDELL KNOX, Abt Associates
9:45 Keynote Address

10:15

11:00

11:15

12:30 p.m.

HoN. FRANK RIGGs, U.S. House of Representatives, Chalrman of the
Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth and Farmhes

The End of Child Care As We Know lt‘?
DoucLAs J. BEsHAROV, AEI

Break

Panel 1:  Child Care Issues Generated by TANF
Panelists:  HELEN BLANK, Children’s Defense Fund
JOHN WEICHER, Hudson Institute ‘
MARVA HAMMONS, Mlchxgan Famﬂy Independence Agency

-Luncheon - . ~ (over)

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

Invitation



| 2:00

S

Panel 2: The Cost vs. Quality Trade-off
Panelists: BRUCE HERSCHFIELD, Child Welfare League of ‘America
RON HASsKINS, 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 Umversxty '
4:30 Break ) : ! ‘ | .
4:45 Panel 4: The Future of Child Care'Eeeding Programs
Panelists: ~ 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
8:30am.  Breakfast
9:00 Introduction
DoOUGLAS J. BESHAROV -
9:05 Keynote Address
THE HONORABLE Roy ROMER, Governor of Colorado
9:45 Can Early Childhood Intervention Programs Be More Effective? |
JEAN LAYZER and ROBERT ST. PIERRE, Abt Associates :
10:30 Break ‘
10:45 Panelists:  JuDY HOWARD, University of California Los Angeles
: EDWARD ZIGLER, Yale University
RoON HASKINS, House Ways and Means Commxttee
BILL HARRIs, Children’s Research and Education Institute
12:15p.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, Umversuy of Cahforma San Dlego
3:45 Closing Remarks

This couference is ﬁmded with tlxe generous supporr of the Foundation far Child
Development and the Ford Foundation. . ,
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Prereglstratlon Fee. $30 00 - On-site Reglstratnon Fee $40 00
'Please mchcate \ hlch sessxons you wﬂl attend ‘

O .10:15. am. The' End of Chlld Care As We Know It?
OS] a?’Panel 1:. Child Care Issues Generated by TANF
012 30p. m Luncheon
0200 »“fPanel 2: The Cost vs. Quality Trade-off
0. '315. . Panel 3: The Future of Head Start ‘-
O 445 Panel 4: The Future of Child Care Feedmg Programs
March 25 p ,_
E] 9:45 a.m. Can Early Childhood |ntervent|on Programs e More Effec

11215 p m." Luncheon

Master Card
Bxptres

t

Signatﬁre (:équi're for all credit card orders)

Affiliation. -+ .. . RIS
Address . B L L | ‘ o - ]
City/State/Zip - 1 '
Telephone =~ =~ | FAX -

E-mail T, N ;:

R mz%%w

Send this form to: - Seminars and ’Conferences, American Enterprise Institute
1150 17th Street, NW.,, Washmgton D.C. 20036 ‘

Or FAX to Semmars and Conferences at 202.862.7171.
Contact: Nazanin Samari, 202.862.7161.

1150 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 200364670 202.862.5800 Fax 202.862.7178



Edited by Douglas J. Besharov
~ Co-published by American Enterprise Institute for Public Research
Co-sponsored by National Association for the Education of Young Children

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 care services
at the federal, state, and local levels; identify gaps 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 ...........ioevinircvisnninne. $22.95

Enha:ncmg
Early
Ciulﬂhood

Programs

BURDENS & OPPORTUNITIES

" To order N '
“CWLA c/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 pr;epaid 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 105th Congress. Bills have been sponsored by
Republicans and Democrats and take a variety of approaches to federal support for chlld care
services.

1. Direct Funding

Several bills propose to increase federal funding to help low income 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 more welfare families and low

income working families pay for child care services. Authorizes 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 of child 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) - Representatlve 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 ava11ab111ty of child care
services in partxcularly short supply. (Similar to Dodd bill)

Increased Child Care Funding (8. 93) - Senator Kerry (D-MA) = will W WJ W
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) - Représentative 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 of existing programs and services.

IL Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit.

A number of proposals would expand the current Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC)

IS
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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 spénsored by Republican members.

Refundable Tax Credit (S. 654) - Senator Snowe (R-ME) (qu ai?nm ’}“ M‘/f/&
Makes the Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable to ensure that assistance is made available for Ay ’HM
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 llrmts ehg1b1hty
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 mclude other types
of child care assistance. ‘

II1. 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
operatmg costs of such a facility. :

Child Care Infrastructure Act of 1997 (8. 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 Nighthorse Campbell

Chairman ‘

Subcommittee on Treasury, .
General Government and Civil Scrvice

Comittee on Appropriations

United States Senate

Washinglon, D.C. 20515-6038

Dear Mr, Chairman:

The House Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gavernment Appropriations
Subcommittee Report on the 1997 Appropriations Act directed the Office of Management and —
Budget to “coordinate a government-wide review of fcderal child care centers to cvaluate their
effectiveness aid determine how they may be imiproved to provide greater flexibility, access, and
availability to all federal employees.”

Nearly eighty percent (80%) of federal child care cenlers ure operated by the Department
of Defense (Dold); over BUO child care centers as compared to the approximately 225 centers
operated by civilian agencies. However, the Subcommittee is mainly interested in looking at the.
affordability of child care, particularly for lower income employees. Because Dol has special
authority to subsidize its child care program, affordability is only an issue for the civilian

‘agencics’ child care programs. GSA operates the largest number of child care centers among the
civilian agencies and is recognized for ils expertise in this arca. Therefore, we requested GSA to
lead this review and they, in turn, contracted with the National Academy of Public
Administration to survey both public and private sector child eare providers and report its
findings and recommendations.

Jn order that the review provide a comp:rchcnsive picture of federal child care, GSA asked
DoD to provide a separale report on its child care program. The Department's Military Child
" Development Program has attaincd a nationwide reputation for commitinent o quality child care,
For this reason, the President recenuly directed the Sceretary of Defense, in consultation with the
General Services Administration (GSA) and the Department of Health and Human Services
{(DHHS), to share DoD's expertisc with the government and private cntitics that provide child
care, The Office of Family Policy, under the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force
Management Policy, is responsible for setting standards, issuing guidance, and maintaining
statistics for the Military Child Development Program. The Office of I'amily Policy provided a
report on the DoD child carc program, u copy of which is included in the Academy report.

In Man,h the President announced his Wclfare to Work initiative and directcd GSA to
consult with federal agencies and preparc a plan (o assist low-income federal cmployees in
 finding affordable child care, GSA was able to use somc of the Academy’s fi ndmgs in
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. developing its plan. The plan was presented to the President and Cabinet on April 10 and
-proposed a number of steps, which GSA could take within iis current authoritics, to address the
nceds of low- income federal employees,

GSA has recently completed the review we requested. In his response 1o us, the
Administrator reportcd on scveral steps that GSA has taken to address affordability within the
GSA-run child care centers, He stated that these steps are not sufficient to solve the affordability
problem for low-income employees and sharcd four conclusions about what else needs to be
donc. His views build on the plan presented to the Cabinet in April as well as the Academy
report, both of which are enclosed with the Administrator’s letter,

Child care is an issuc of great concern to many federal employees. The Adminisirator’s
letier recommends a number of useful steps which can lead to agencics being able to make high . —
quulity child care affordable to those employees who desire it. T endorse the Administrator’s '
recommendations and urge him (o begin implementing his proposals as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Franklin D. Raines
Director

Enclosures

Identical Letters Scni to The Honorable Jim Kolbe, The Honorable Ted Stevens,
The Honorable Bob Livingston, The Honorable Fred Thompson and The Honorable Dan Burlon
The Honorable 1avid Obey, The Honorable Robert C: Bryd, The Honorable John Glenn and The
l-!onorablc Henry A. Waxman



Mr. Franklin D. Raines

Director

Office of Management and Budget
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Raines:

The General Services Administration is pleased to submit our 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, 3l states and here in the Dlstnct

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 employees for .
safe, affordable child care, a challenge which assumed new urgency |n the light
of his weIfare-to-work |n|t|at|ve ‘ : \

With all that the Admlnlstratlon presently domg to underscore the lmportance
of high quality, affordable child care for American families and chi ildren 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 be held this Fall will continue to focus pubhc awareness on
Administration initiatives in this area. ‘

| At GSA, we have been concerned for some time that our centers werefb.ecoming
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 GSA child 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 éffective job at local fund ‘
raising. Last year, more-than one million dollars was raised by GSA centers. In

i
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the past, GSA also directed the full proceeds of its Qovernmentwide recycling
operations to the support of child care tuition as&stance programs but other
prlorttles 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 significant 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. |
discussed these with the President and the Cabinet on April I0 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 | 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 care system. - -

First, the Federal child care system needs more adequate funding.
The affordability problem can only be solved by an infusion of new money.
Otherwise, the only source of funds to 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 addmg $4
billion for child care into the welfare reform leglslatlon

Child care requires funding in three ways: program support to keep wages paid
to child care workers at an appropriate level, while keeping 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, |am confident that we have done 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 | would propose that to you, however, | 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 cohesion.. .
~ Intruth, 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 Ieadershlp and standards as
well as effectlve communlcatlons ‘ ‘

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 m 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 enroliment,
~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 GSAis 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 optrons and develop Ieglslatlve
proposals, where needed. S 4



Finally, there is no “silver bullet” that will solve the affordability problem.

No single program or initiative by itself can accomplish this. What is required is
a combination of many strategies, each of which can contribute in some way to

* reducing costs, increasing revenue and enhancing the avaslablllty of scholarships

to help families with limited means to pay for care. :

Al of this means that GSA needs to step up to a larger role in child care fhan it
has undertaken in the past. In that regard, we have been working with.your staff
on their proposal that we establish a workplace initiatives group within GSA’s
Office of Governmentwide Policy, adding governmentwide child care policy
responsibilities to our present oversight of centers in GSA buildings. As you may
know, funding for this new staff is in our FY 1998 budget request. As we
consider the implications of this report, however, we believe we may have to
initiate activities sooner than October I. We are willing and prepared to'do that.

We have also responded to the staff of Senator Daschle and the Senate Labor
Committee concerning their interest in establishing governmentwide quality
standards and oversight for all Federal child care centers. If GSA were assigned
this role, it too, would place new demands on our GSA child care staff and
program. With all these changes on the horizon, we hope to have a new
organization in place to support the child care program by the end of June.

As we move ahead, GSA will work closely with others in the Administration to
implement the ideas contained in the two attachments to th'i‘s letter. We also plan
to learn all that we can from the model system operated by the Department of
Defense to improve our own centers, just as the President envisioned in his
recent directive asking DOD to share its expertise with other systems of child
care. S

We believe it is appropriate to set a fund raising target of between $8 and 10
million per year. This could provide significant tuition support for low income
families in all Federal child care outside the DOD system. This amount of money
could, for example, reduce the cost of care by about a third for between 5',000
and 6,000 children. Aiso, some of the new money could be used to help fill the
more than one thousand vacant slots in Federal child care centers with children
of low income families. (The average cost of a single slot is about $6,000/yr. )
Some of our colleagues have urged us to seek an appropriation in this amount,
but as we said earlier we believe the prudent course of action is to try our
financial development strategy first. It's a challenging goal--but one 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

s
pd

GSA will act aggressively to make Federal child care centers more
affordable to more employees. Currently, there are more than 1,000 avanlable
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 scholarship
assistance could help match employees to available spaces if costs could be
reduced and/or revenues mcreased

GSA will determine whether group purchases 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 ch|ldren 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 famllles who cannot -

now afford quahty child care.

GSA will increase the capability of Federal Chlld care centers to | raise

" additional funds for tuition assistance scholarshlps 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 larger scale
than individual centers can accomplish on their own. It is estimated that
approximatély $8-10 million per year will be needed to make Federal ch||d
care slots more affordable for more parents. :

GSA will seek opportunities for centers to partner: with private organizations
which need child care for their employees as a way to dlverSIfy fundmg
sources.

GSA will assure that each center applles 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 states 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 optlons
beyond Federal on-site centers.

BACKGROUND

The Federal government has.long played a leadership role in the deve‘lbpment
of ¢hild care centers for its work force. Starting in 1985, the General Services
Administration began to make space available for this purpose in the Federal
buildings it manages. As a result of this effort, authorized by the Tnble
Amendment, GSA currently has I08 child care centers operating in its bunldmgs
These centers care for more than 7,000 children, in facilities in 68 cmes 3l
states and the District of Columbla

Other Federal agencies, operating under the same Tv legislative authority, also
have created child care and development programs.in their facilities. ‘Some He]
or more of these are now sponsored by 27 agencie$ 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 settlngs to serve the needs of Federal workers, and more
are planned.

The Department of Defense, the nation’s largest. sponsor of workéite child care
programs, has been very active over the past 25 years in creating child
development programs to meet the needs of ‘militarygservice members énd
civilian employees.. Today, it has a sophisticated system of varied child
development options which support military readiness and retention.

Operating uhdér 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:e than
9,000 licensed and trained family day care programs operate in government



owned or Ieased housmg to provude ntght weekend and unusual hours care to
meet the specmo needs of military tralnnng and deployment schedules

The systems through which.child care is provrded are very different in cmllan
agencres and military mstallattons Centers in civilian agencies are set up as
» local non- proﬂt corporatlons which then hire private: prov1ders—-e|ther '
: mdtvnduals “companies or communlty agencies-- to actuatly provide care to
children.” Agencies lease space to these non- profits and provide furnlture and
equipment, maintenance, security, utilities and certain trammg costs, a|l at no
cost to the center operator. Parent fees, paid directly to the non-profrt |
corporatlon are the pnncrpal source of funding to cover ongoing operatlng
expenses; more than 80% of which are related to the cost of careglwng staff.
Local fund raising by the center's Board of Directors|can generate additional
revenues to offset the high cost of care for lower | lncome families through tumon
- assistance programs. (Last year, for example in the centers in GSA butldlngs
more than $1,000,000 was raised in this way.) Fees to parents are established
by the business entity which operates the center. These are generally based on
the age of the-child, with infant/toddler care costing parents consrderably more
than care for a preschool age child, because it requures more staff to care for
- younger children. ' :
, : o
In the military system, on the other hand, child development programs are run
by the military services themselves which employ care giving personnel directly.
Fees are established by . DoD ona slldlng scale based on income--low | mcome
parénts pay less than high income families, regardtess of the age of the chntd
addmon to the shdlng fee scale,  fees to parents are heavﬂy subS|dlzedl by the
military service. This subsidy covers about half the cost of care and costs about
$260 rmlhon per year to maintain. '

i,
t

Because of these very different organizational and financial arrangements DoD
and non-DoD employees pay quite different fees when they use Federal chlld
care centers. Parents using non- DoD centers can expect to pay fees for the
care of their children which are comparable to the market rate in the communlty
in which their child care center Operates In 1996, thts averaged in the range of
$180 per week (in. Washmgton D. C ) for the care of an infant, the hlghest cost

|
i
i



form of care. Families eligible to use DoD centers, on'the other hand, ean"pay
as little as $36 per week to $92, depending on income, for children of any age'
This difference is dlrectly attributable to the subsidy which is authonzed under
the Military Child Care Act, but which is not authorized for other Federal centers.

As a result, there are presenfly two different affordability issues related to child
care in the Federal community. In most non- -DOD centers, parents at the lower
end of the pay schedule cannot afford and therefore generally do not use the

* worksite centers that are available. In the DoD 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 prograrﬁs end
low fees for parents. The Navy is currently pi'lot testing the outsourcing of its
child care programs to private providers in several m‘arkets to see whether this
would reduce costs. ' g | ’

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

1997 to direct the Office of Management and Budget'to review “ Federal Chlld

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

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

employees.” OMB requested that GSA’s Office of GevernmentWIde Policy
conduet this study which is now complete.

GSA’S PLAN FOR MORE AFFORDABLE CHILD CARE

‘The Presndent s memorandum of March 10 directed GSA to consult with all
Federal agencues concerning agency-sponsored chlld 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
arrangerher‘xts to provide assistance to low-income Federal workers. .

| What GSA has learned from other agencies



GSA reviewed 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 suppoﬂing child care for their
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 Fedefal |
agency personnel in the course Q’f completing the Affordability Study for OMB
have also provided input and 'understanding of agent:y programs.

Many agencies point with bride to the quality worksite centers they sponsor |
either with GSA or on their own. However, recognizing that these provide care
for a relatively small part of the Federal work force, some 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 affordabuhty. '
For example, many of them provide help to their employees in finding |
appropriate forms of care through resource and réferral services. In the vast
majority of cases, this is done through the agency's contract with its Erﬁployee
Assistance Program (EAP) and not through the more than 600 commumty -based
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 Justlce
have indicated that they provide this service through a private sector provider.
Others use or distribute the OPM Child and Elder Care Handbook, which is a
helpful guide to locating alternate forms of care. N '
Many agencies offer on-site dependent care fairs, educational‘seminars a}wd
brown-bag lunch sessions to help educate employees about the care thiyons
available to them. Transportatioh, 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.

H
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Other agencies are testing unusual forms of child care. For example, c}ne
Department of Energyllocation has a Babies in the Workplace initiative, which
allows employees to bring infants of 8 weeks to sixmonths in age to work with
them and care for them at their own work station. - The Department of tQterior
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
offices that combine desks and beds. The Department 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‘tfhey are both aware and
very concemé.d 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 reduce fees
charged to parents. In this plan, howéVer 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 well as linking to local
resources in the commgnltles where lower income farmhes need care.

Il What GSA has done so far

In a briefing to Federal representativés on March 13, GSA promised that‘ it' would
take a number of steps to determine how best to help agencies wuth the chnld
care needs of tow income workers. '

First, we said that we would inventory all non-military federal child care
centers around the country, and gather similar information from DoD, 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 more
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 acccmmodatlon would not require physical expansion or ,
construction, but it would require the hiring of addqtnona! staff and pOSSIny some '
additional equlpment We will be in a position to provide more specific
information to agenmes 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 agencnes inthe
field with local child care resource and referral organizations. These groups can
- assist employees in finding appropriate care at the cqmmumty Ie\_/el—-famnly day
care, local centers, school-based programs and others. Initially, we provided
agencies with an éxisting national 800 number (800-424-2246) of a project
called Child Care Aware which was designed to ensure that parents have access
to good information about finding quality child care ahd resources in their
community. -Use of that number will link local persohnél 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 subS|dles which may be available to
low i income working parents..

Third, we said that we would brief agencies to help them better
understand the opportunmes 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 Human 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 are in place, and we can be
more specific about where needs fdr child care will develop, this effort can be
more targeted.



Il 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
1

1. If the steps outlined below are successful in generating additional funding
streams for Federal child care centers, GSA will require through its
governmentwide 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 S|mply mean increasing fees to hlgher income
parents to offset reduced fees for lower income parents. ltis estlmated that as
much as $8- IO 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 sl‘iding fee scales a reality, GSA will
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 individuei centers
are doing and would develop materials to greatly increase the scope,
sophistication and results of current efforts. One possi bmty we’ will explore is

the creation of a non-proﬂt 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 w;ll convene a Fund Raising Advisory Group to bring together agency
personnel, !arge child care providers, representatlves of center boards of



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 mcve from
the present context of traditional bake sales and silent auctions to larger scale
activities. These could include the enterpnsmg use of their centers as 'sites for
business activities that can produce ongoing revenue~-for example, parenting
education or other forms of training. It could also include spe_clal curriculum |
enrichment activities for children at the centers for which parents now pay other
institutions—-music-or dance lessons, computer-courses, gymnastics. 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 explcring
alternate funding and financing mechanisms for child care. GSA will draw
upon the best ideas from these efforts which could be applied to child care
offered in the Federal sector. In Colorado, for example, Governor Romer
appcinted a commission of 25 business leaders to examine financing s‘tructures‘
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 gcal to establish funding
and pollcy priorities for early childhood care and educatlon in the advocacy
communlty

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 exrstlng'

' 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
avallable to support operations and tumon assistance programs. There are
already two such consortium child care programs within the GSA system-—cne
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 in Atlanta that brings
together four private sector employers with the Federal community. Such



arrangements offer the promise of bringing non-appropriated funds into. the
center to help defray costs and provide scholarships. -

B. Efforts to Develop Alternatives to Work Site Child Care

While every effort should be made to make existing centers more aﬁorQabie,
GSA c’,anl also lead an effort to explore |ower'co'3t alternatives to worksite
centers. It can help its agency colleag'ues with intensified information, technical
assistance and training, briefings of key groups and other related efforts Some
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 stateé, ,
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 SubSldleS wh|ch may be available to them L

2. Most agencies currently rely on their Employee A‘ssistance Programs (EAP’s)'
to prowde child care resource and referral assistance to their employees
Accordmgly, GSA will work with OPM to maxnmlze the degree to which ex&stmg 5
contracts and activities of Employee Assistance Programs provide this serylce at
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, GSA will create a forum through which those agencies which have
brought outside professional resource and referral services into their EAP
programs, like the Internal Revenue Service and the Department of Just;ce can
share their expenences with other agencnes

- 3. GSA will work with Federal centers to determine whether group pureheses of
supplies, insurance and other shared needs could help reduce operating costs



i

|

1
'

for center operators with the understandmg that savungs generated in thls way

" . would be dedicated to tuition assistance programs. GSA can also negotlate

governmentwide contracts with large providers of resource and referral servnces
so that they can be more quickly and easily used by other agenc;es to ‘meet the
special needs of low income employees , oy '
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON '

© April 15, 1997
TO: BRUCE REED
FROM: MARK MAZUR \Acr_e~d_

SUBJECT: TAX OPTIONS TO PROMOTE CHILD CARE

In the note Cynthia Rice sent you yesterday, she mentioned that T would dévelop 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 described:
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 know if you wish
to discuss these further.

Dependent Care Tax Credit. A taxpayer may claiman n-refundal e income r dit for
eligible empl nt-rel related to dependent care. ‘Eligible expenses include those

for the care of a child under agg 1 or a disabled dependent or spouse. Eligible expenses are
 limited to $2 400 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 Ihose m;h incomes over $28,000 have a

.20 percent credit rate.

, In 1996, about 6.2 million taxpayers are gxpgg;gd Lg:glgin_i the credit at a total cost of
“about $2.8 billicn (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 1/4 of the total number of households clairhing the credit
have credit rates over 20 percent (and so have AGI below $28 ,000). '

it

Those claiming 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 to taxpayers with AGI below $20,000
(about 45 percent of taxpayers), about 46 percent to taxpayers with AGI between $20,000 and
$50,000 (about 35 percent of all taxpayers), and about 41 percent to taxpayers with AGI over
$50,000 (about 20 percent of all taxpayers)

i



Possible Optnons to Promote Chnld Care

(1) Make the existing Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) reﬁmdable -~ The exxstmg DCTC is
non-refundable, meaning that taxpayers whosqxncome tax liability is less than the credit do not
receive the full benefit. Making the DCTC refindable 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 mvanably bring up
this proposal. However, the proposal has two drawbacks associated w1th it. First, making the
DCTC refundable would lead to comparisons with the EITC. 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 to cut the
EITC for years, and proposing a riew refundable tax credit may lead to increased attacks on the
EITC. Second, refundable tax credits (except the EITC, which is'grandfathered under budget »
rules) generally require annual appropriations for the refundable portion. If taxpayers have to wait
until Congress appropriates sufficient funds to cover the refundable pomon of a tax credlt the

* dean could interfere significantly with their planning. : '

* Treasury estimates the”revenue cost of this proposal at around $4 billion for 1998-2002.
The Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT) estimated a much smaller amount last year
(around 1/2 the size of the Treasury estimate), but it is likely that new J CT estimates
would be much closer to Treasury’s. :

(2) Increase the maximum amount of eligible dependent care expenses to $3 600 for one
dependent and $5,400 for two or more dependents (Senator Roberts proposal). This would
increase the tax credxt 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 dependents) The - .
proposal would disproportionately benefit those with hlgher 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, almost 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 of years.  For example, the limits in the
Roberts proposal could be achieved by increasing the maximum $300 per year for 4 years
(8150 per year for taxpayers with expenSes for two or more dependents).

(3) Change the AGI range over which the 30 percent credlt rate declines to 20 percent The
phasedown range was set in 1981 and has not been adjusted for inflation. Overall price levels
- have increased by about 70 percent since then, and a simple increase for inflation would change
the credit rate phasedown range to $17,000-345, 000. This proposal would benefit.those 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 of current DCTC clalmants would beneﬁ’ from th1s proposal

i



Treasury estimates that this proposal would cost about $2 btihon over 1998 2002. This
revenue cost could be reduced if the changes to the phasedown range occurred in steps.

(4) Provide a non—reﬁmdab e tax credit for firms that construct, expand or renovate chrld care -
facilities, - The credit rate and maximum annual credit could be chosen to meet a revenue target. .
Senator Kotil has a similar proposal that would allow firms to claim a tax credit for up to 50
percent of the cost of building, renovating, or operating child care centers, with a credit limit of
$150,000 per year. Excludmg operating costs from expenses allowable for the credit keeps the

- revenue cost down and ensures that the credlt is targeted toward caprtal costs that may be difficult. .
for firms to finance.” : : . ‘

.T CT has estlmated the revenue cost of the Kohl proposal at $2.6 billion over 1998-2002
" (but note that the Kohl proposal is not available for years after 1999, reducing its overall
revenue cost). lertmg the credit to construction, expansron and renovation expenditures
should reduce the revenue cost to-well below $1 brlhon for 1998-2002: '

(5) Permit taxpayers to exclude from1 mcome amounts of loan forg:ven by certain entities. Under
current law, loan forglveness is generally counted as taxable income in the year that the loan is
partially or wholly forgiven. This provision, included in the Administration’s FY 1998 Budget,
would provide an income tax exclusion for.income generated by forgiven loans, if the party
forgiving the loan is'a govemment or a charitable organization. ‘The intent of this provision is to
 provide a financial incentive to enter public service professions, by allowing conditional
forgiveness of loans without adverse tax consequences. Child care providers appear to fit the -
- broad classes of employment that would qualify for this special tax treatment. The main difficulty

in making this proposal work is to find charitable organizations, universities, or govemments that
are willing to make loans to people who want to become child care providers and are also wdhng
to forgive a pomon of the loans as the borrowets enter the desngnated professnon

The revenue cost of this pr0posal would-'be rmrumal (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 Admrmstratron sFY 1998 Budget proposed a.

- 50 percent non-reﬁmdable income tax credit for employers who hire long-term welfare recipients.
Up to $10,000 in wages 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 of FICA taxes that would be paid to long-term welfare recipients.

This proposal appears to be duplicative of the tax credlt already proposed by the Administration
and could easily distract attention from the larger wélfare-to-work tax credit. If there is a chance
that the Administration will be successful in having its proposed welfare-to-work tax credrt
enacted, this add-on credit probably should not be pursued. - f

cc: CRice, EKagan, PAbernathy, PWeinstein® . |
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CHILD CARE INFRASTRUCTURE ACT

Mr. KOHL. Mr. Preaidsnt, today I This logizlation responds to & great
Fisa to lntroduce the Child Care Infra- nped, & great ohallenge, snd a great.op-
structure Aot. This legislation lo de- partunity, The noed {2 ts provide a aafe
signed o give iBcentives to private and stimulating plice for our youngest
companies 1o get invoived in the provi-  qhildren to spend their time while thelir
sion of quality ohild eure. I introduced parants. are at worl The challenge is
the bill as 8. 2088 lale laat year, and I | .to maka the American workplace more
intend to make its passage this year . productive by making it more respon-
one of my highest priorities. ~ sive to the needs of the Amarican fam-

My bil] responds to the challesges 1ly. "And the opportunity. {s to take
presented by the landmark welfare log- . what we are learning about the impor-
{slation spacted last Congress. And it tanse of egrly childhood edncation-and
responds % the fondarnental changes ana it to halp our children become the .
in the American sconomy that have led b,,; aducated ~mg1;. of the Zist can-
to parents entering the work force la  twg. - -— - D
record numbers: - - ~: Ths need for qnnnt;? c.hﬂd caro s cer-
~ The Child Care Infrastrgcture Act\ mn]y apparent. As real “wages -hava-
orsates & lax aredit for employers who ,\\" .mm over the ‘1ast decade, . ‘many.

_get involved {n inoreasaing the supply of -~ families have adapted by Raving two
; quality child care. Ths credit is limited & wugn earners per family. Also, over the
~ W & percent of 3150,000 per company | game perfod, the number of ohtldren
per year. Ths“credit will'sunzst’afterd ° lving in. motheronly families has {n-
years. Tho aredit goes. to omployora aressed—in 1850, 6 percent of all ohﬂ
/"and subsidizing an antire child care o 109% thatnnmbnrmzi peToent. Inrm.r ,
‘. centar on the aite of a company Of Bear . hpme Stats of:Wisconsin, 87 percent of
-1t pastiocipating, along with other busal- weman with children under § years old .
a nesses, Io setting up and running a .- ~mmmwktmewwns_wcnu
; ohild care center jointly; contracting = dren’s Defsnse Pand. And in Milwaukee -
i with & ohild care~acility to provide a _r' County, about 58 psrocepnt of children
™ sat number of places Lo employees— 7 prger the age of 6 Lave both parents in
" this_gives existing .centers- the-steady )} ' :
assh flow they need to survive, or it
can xivu a startup oenter the staady in-
oome it needs to get off tia ground:
contracting with a.resonrce and refer-
ral agency to provide sarvices auch as
placemernt or the design of a network
of local child care providers..


http:l.99f-~tbat'Zlumber'''llIr2.:pU-ceJ).t.lD
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g
the work force or their sole :urant in
the work force. That translates into

about 67,600 ohildren under the age of §;

T0 960431

- P003/008

N - ' . i
L A

1-:0 try to encourage mdqu'Mud

(uPmses to miidartake aotivitles 'that-.

would  increass- the nuwly of Qm!lity,

‘in that gounty who right now are a.I-l ohﬂdcaw

ready {n need of or {n ahild care. .
With the passage of the weifare re-
form law, and the implementation of
W-2. Wiscansin's welfare reform State
plan. tha need for child care will be-
.‘eome aven greater. A recant report
dons for ths Community Coordinated
Child Care of Milwaulkee found that the
implemsnta.uon of W-2 will lead to the '
need for over 8,000 new full-time aohild:
care zjots In Milwaukes County alone.
Wisconain {s not unique in facing this
overwhelming shortage of child care
slots. Across the Nation, Statas and
commuxnities ars facing the same [aaue,
Where are our youngest children going
to spepd the day whﬂe their param

are at work? - .
This (s not the sort of market short-

age we can or should address hap-
hazordly. There is nothing {ess at staka
than ths welfare of our ohildren. Stndy
aftar stndy has found the edormous im-
portance of early ahildhood edusation
and. care—and by early education, the
‘experts mean the education.of 0 to 4 .

* The lcsialsﬁion u'lvou dm:ibmt:y ‘to
businesses that want to get involved {n
providing child ‘care for their employ-.
co's dopsndents. Though the ahortage
of quality child care is definitsly a na-
tonal problem. it does Bave uniquely
local splutions. What sort of child care
infrastrusture works bost Lo & comemu-
aity is going to dspend on the sort.of
work thst oommunity does—whether
there are many port-tims or add hour
ahifts, whetker the Joca) economy has a
few very large amployers or a lot of.
amall employers, ar some mix. My leg-
islation incindes a tax incentive thatl.
would allow many differsnt kinds of
businesses to taks advantage of it—and -
ﬂm:wuuldnuowt.pamtabouoro- :
ative as possidle. . .

mmcmtuymonomyﬁu be one
in which mors of us are working, and
more of us are trying to balanse work
and family. How well we adjust to that
balands will datermins how strong we
&I as an ecogomy and as & Nation of
farmilies. My legislation is an attempt

. yeasr olds. One University of Chicago to encourage busisessss to play an ao-
‘resparcher has olaimsd that inmtsl. /ummlammmmympomcm~

<Hxanco appesrs o davelop as muoh
‘duricg monmﬂm&uisdnestmm
ktheyea.raitom LI
S U we mdmpbwmhaum ludsm
_thess early yoars, we ars going to not
z\anlY barnper their ability to davelop
fuinlliog and productive uvec. but-we -
are hurting ourselves. We are resigning
ourzelves to trying to solve ado.
eational and davelopmoental probleiiaw—
al great aypsnse—{or the mn of thm
children’s lives. -
As obvious as this poin: ey mm.
the desperato need for quality early

child ciare Is not a problam-that-this—qire just as much as

Nation bas.addresssd..As s Nation—and

Y mean’ Fedsral. Stats, local, and pri-*

vale resources—over the last 10 years,
,fwe have doubled our expenditures om '

‘educating § L0 B year olds to $500 bil- -0

\;noa Contrast that with the mere 3%
. Mllion we are spsnding on Head Start,
_-and 8§ percanco!t.hathonchﬂdnna,

3 ‘. dSy&mold On.lyﬂm

sitfon. . -
In the 1850%, ?ednral State;. ‘Incal
governmonta, commmunities, and busi-
_nesses banded togsther to-build a high-
;. WAy systam that is the most impres-
dveln:haworld.nmmwowad
- our ssonarsy to flouriah and our people
to move safsly and quickly to work. In
‘the 1960's, we need the sams sort of na-
tional, csmprehansive affort to build
muﬂmumm:ohﬂdmtorm
dmn..umnnsndmmmmnw—-of
all! income lsvels—move into ths werk
farcs, thay nead acocess tO quality child
thair parents
‘nredod quality highways .to. drive to
mk..&ndifwommmanﬂ—mdl
mwuw—mmmc oen-
tury excellent ahild care will 'be as
mmnnuint«armtomthwm '
‘hild cars {s an iovestment mu {a
goed  for children,. good‘mr DUSINess,
guod far. our States, and ‘good for the

million out; Nation We msed to involve every level

*, of $500 billlon is spent on the period of governmesnt—end pivets ‘cammu-

' ¢ - when the most aignificant development

' takes- place—that's one-(iRth- of qne
t.houmnm ‘of what' we upend on ages 5
f.h.rou:h 2. . e

. Obviously, omr " {nvestment In- ahil-
dren has not kept up with wbust wWe.now
kunow about how children learn a.nd ds
valop (n their aarlieat year.

. There is another reason to care ahouu
e supply of quality child ¢are-aspe-

clally for businesses (o care abmc..

quality ahild care. Bmployeos who are
happy with their aiild care situations

are bettar employédes. Thay are more .

prodootive, have less absentesism, and
are more loyal Lo their company.
Cizosly, these is o shortage of quality
ohild care. and equally clearly, there is
& bonsfit to the private sector if thay
are {nvolved in solving that shortage,

The approach I taks in my legislation

& first, oxsantial step toward thia

mities and privats businessss—in build-
iog & child care infrastruoture that is
the best inmmld.mlmdonng
- Me. Prexident, I'aak unanimous con-
uns:hatmmtnft.homubummd
mmonmxn

.'There balnxnoobjoctton. t.behdnwu
axdendbohouin:edmmmnn an
fnllnm,

1
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: January 21,1997
anlact. Brad Fnch or Lynn Becker ' '  Phone (202) 224- 5653

KOHL INTRODUCES “CHILD CARE INFRASTRUC TURE AcT”
| ON FIRST DAY OF 105th CONGRESS '

WASHINGTON - U S. Senator Herb Kohl toda}t,mtroduced the, Child Care Infrastructure Au 7

‘a bill to increase the supply of quality child care in the United States _The bill would provxde
pnvate companies and institutions with tax credits to cncourage them to build on- or near-site ‘day”
care centers to_meet the rapidly growing demand for child care.” Senator Kohl noted that 67% of -

- women in Wisconsin with children under six years old are in the workforce, yet there is only one

- accredited child care center for every 2 2,800 of these kids. . Further, it is emmated that 70,000 -
chlldren will need- child care as a result of the work requirements created by Wisconsin's W- -2

- welfare reform plan. Senator Kohl spent the recent Congressxonal recess vlsltmg child care centers

N and meetmg with business owners to seek input and bu:ld support for his bill. |

“Thls legislation recogmzes a great need, a great chalienge and 4 great opporrumty The need is
. to provide a safe and stimulating place for our youngest children to spend their’ time while their
" parents are at work. The challerige is to make the American ‘workplace more productwe by making
~ it more responsive to the needs of the American family. And the opponumty is to take what we ..
~ are learning about the importarice of early childhood education and use it to help our children
become the best educated adults of the 21st century,” Kohl sald ‘1 1ntend to make passage of this
bill one of my highest pr;onues o . N , ; o .

In Wisconsin, there are_almost 6,500 children from 4 000 famlhes on waltmg hsts for child care.
Senator Kohl’s leg1slatzon creates a tax credit for “employers who get involved in increasing the'
¢ Supply of quality child care by, for example, building and subsidizing an entire child care center or
‘\reserving slots for employees in an existing child care center. j’rhc credit is deSIgned so that any
“company, small o1 large, has an incentive in prowdmg child care to its employees. Studies show
. that organizations that provide child care benefits to their empioyces tend to attract better quahﬁed
' apphcants keep their employees loriger; and expenence ‘lower levels of absenteeism. The credit is . .
limited to 50% and capped at $150,000 per year. Kohl saJd hc would pay for .the incentive by

closing certain loopholes in the current tax system

e o i % e o g PR i o i ot s e 4 s e ot
[PO—— T i

s

Senafor Kohl s bill was_lauded in thls month s issue of ‘Workmg Mother“ magamne} Kohl said
he s will begin buxldmg bipartisan support. ahd recrumng Senatc COSPONSOTS to strcngthen the bill's
prospects for becommg law | . ; ‘ Lo ‘
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CHILD CARE INITIATIVE
PROPOSED BY SENATOR HERB KOHL (D-W1)

Senator Kohl mtroduced a tax credit proposal desxgned to prowde an mcentwe to private -
‘sector businesses Wlllmg to take actions that increase the supply of quahty child care. His bxll
will make the credu available for child care supply i mcreasm&, activities such as:

J Expen;es related to. the acquisition, expanswn or repair of an on- or near-site day care
‘center, after hours care facility, or sick child facﬂxty This credit would also be available
for a consortium of businesses that joined together to create a child care center ‘

*  Direct company sub siciization of the operating costg of a child care facility .

. Th‘e’cdst of a cdmpany?s contfact witHa'VChild Caré Res&mrée and'RefeI;raI'serviéé

’ | A company’s reservatlon for their employees of cfuld care slots )m a hcénsed child care
faczlxty

. ' Company expeﬁdxtures on rrammg <md cémmumg cducatxon for c}nid care ;workerq

‘The credit would be 50% for eligible activities and capped at $150 000 per year.
Safeguards in the legislation enisure that the cornpames receive the tax credits for capital
expenditures that go toward facilities that stay in operation for several years and that prxmarlly

serve their employees. The credit sunsets after three years. -

. The credxt can be paid for by the elimination of tax loopholés that haw outlived their
‘useﬁslness A cost estimate of the leglslatlon 1s not yet avmlable however this proposal will not
increase the budget deﬁcn :

!
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LOLLIPOPS 0 senstor Herb kot o-wis) or |
encouraging businesses to do their part for the nation’s children Kohlhas
proposed a tax aredit for companes that support child care by providing

- direct child care subsidies to employees or canters, sponsoring 3 -

resource and referral agency or paying for training of child care providers. -
Under the proposal. businesses would be aredited for SO percent of the
costs. with a maximum credit of $1 50,000 per year. "This is not the anly
answer but it is a significant way 1o provide for child care aswe move into .

 the twenty-first century" Kohl says. Me estimates tha cost of the credit to

be about $2 billlon over seven years—the sam price as one of the 20 _
B-2 bombe:s scheduled to be made in the next two years,
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JOINT COMMIT‘TEE ON TAXATION
washmgmn Eﬁt 20515—6453

JAN 31 1997

Honorable Heibertfxohl
United States Senate
‘Washington, DC 20510-4903 L

Dear Senatcr Kohl:

ThlS letter is in response to your request dated January 6,
1997, for a revenue estimate of your bill to allew employers a
credit for the gross expenses of provzdlng Chlld care sexvices to

their emplo)ees

Specifically, your bill would grant employers a tax credit
equal to S0 percent of the qualified child care expenditures (up
to a maximum.of $150,000)" pald or incurred by the employer during
the taxable year to acquire, construct, rehabilitate, expand, or
operate a qualified child care fac;llty For purposes of this
proposal the term "qualified child care facility"” means a child
care center: . (1) the principal use of which is to' provide child
care, (2) wnlch complies with all appllcable laws -and regularions
of a State or unit. of local government in'which it is located,
and (3) which is not a principal residence (within' the meaning of
.Internal Revenue Code section 1034) of the operator of the
facility. The enrollment in the qualified child care facilircy

- must be open to the employees of the ‘taxpayer durinyg the taxable
vear and the use and the eligibility ‘to use such a facility must
not discriminate in favor of employees of the taxpayer who are
highly compensated employees (within the meaning of Internal
Revenue Code section 414(q)) .. If, as of the close of any taxable

. year, there is a recapture event w1th respect to any qualifiad
‘child care facility of the taxpayer, ‘then the tax of the taxpayer
for such taxable year.shall be increased by the product of the
aggregate amount of credits allowed resulting from qualified
child care expenditures for all prior taxable years and an

.appllcabl recapture percentage

It ie assumed that thzs blll would be effectlve for taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1996, and would not apply to
‘taxable years beginning after December 31, 15%%. :The effect on
Federal fiscal ‘year budget rcce;pts is shown below.


http:qualifi.ed
http:a�maximum.of

ve-Jibd PRl SEN, HERB KOHL 0 . T0 94567431
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Qtongres’s of rbe @mteb States
JmNrCommnwao~1AxAﬂo~
Washington, BT 20515-6453 -
‘Honorable Herbeit Kehl , S . Page TQQ ‘
United States Senate : b ' ) o '
. ' Fiécal Yearo
AiBillions of. DollargL_
) e -W‘J/u,‘_mr
1997 1998 19 2 2000 2001 2002 \1997- 2002
0.2 -0.4 =0 /s 0.7 -0.5 -0.1 ”—wéf'éﬁ?

NOTE: Detalls do not. add to totals due to
rounding.

I hope .this information is helpful to you. 1f we can be of

further asszstance in this matter, please let me know

g plncerely,

0

_ Kenneth J. Kies

i
|
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" Child & Dependent Caré Tax Credit — Options for Exww

1wmmm7

Estimated Costs (1997-2002):
_Treasury Estimate: __ _$42 bﬂhon
'JCT Estimate: R YA bxﬂmn -

St < e s St ) i

This proposal would have 3 main componems

(1) Increase the income levels betwaen which the credit rate phases dawn 'l'hc credit rate.
would phasc down from 30% at $17,000 to 20% at $45,000 (wmpamd to $1 0 000 and

$28,000 under current law). o , ,
. ; ) )
(@) Increase creditable child care expenses for all eligible children. ‘The credit rate would \'K)\"’\

be applied 10 up to $2,500 in child care costs for one chz Id and to $5,000 for two or
morc children (compared 1o $2,400 and $4,800). This would increase the maximum
crcdn for one child 16 $750 (fmm $720) and for two children to $1,500 (fmm $1 440)

@) Increase creditable ciuld care apenses substammﬂy ﬁwher for cbiizb-en ages 0-5.
This would recognize the higher costs of child care for younger children. The credit rate
would be applied to up to $4 000 in child care costs for one child'and to $8,000 for two
or mare children (compared to $2,400 and $4,800) below age 6. . This would increase
the maximum credit for onc child to $1,200 and for two chxldren 10 $2,400.

Those who would bencfit most from this cxparmon are sinple parents w:th young children.
Taken togcther, the first two components would account for $2.1 billion of 1otal costs (the
majority of which would be duc to increasing the credit rate phase-down income levels rather
than increasing creditable expenscs). Increasmg crcditable expens&s snbstanually further for
young chxldren would cost $1.5 billion. : ' ;

Esti 1 Costs [1292-2592]' ‘:‘ o
Treasury Estimate:  $3.7 bxlhon
JCT Estimate: n/a '."

S,
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- Background on the Clnld & Dependent Carc Tax Credxt

The Child & Dependent Care Tax Credxi 1s an income tax credit for 1axpaycrs who jncur
S employment-related expenses for child carc or other dependent care. :
. Eligibility, The credit is availablc to smgle parcats who work and to{two-parent families
© in which both parcats work. ¥amilies in which one parent is either 'full-time;student or
physically incapable of caring for him- or herscif are also eligible. Dependenls must be
under age 13 or incapablc of canng for themselves in arder to quahfy for the crcd:t.

. Credit amount. The maximuem allowable credit for families with anc : child in care ranges
from $720 for families whase incomc does not exceed $10,000 to $480 for those whose
income is sbove $28,000. The maximum credit for families with 1wo or morc children in
care ranges from $1,440 to $960. The credit may not exceed the earmngs of the lesser-

. carning spousc in a two-parent famxly. There is no income ceiling or further reduction in
credit for families that eam more than $28,000. The credit is detcnnmed as follows
- The tax law limits crcdnable expenses 16.52,400 | for one cmld and 54 800 for two
-or mofe children.” Iﬁ7two~parcnt familics, creditable cxpcnses may not exceed the

\earncd income of the lesser-earning spouse, f

¢ e s

- Thc actual credit is an mcome-based sliding-scale percentage of “incurred
crednable expenses/ The percentage is set at 30 pereent for families with income
“f or below $10,000 and drops one percentage point for each $2,000 increase in
carnings until carnings reach $28,000. ‘The pescentage is set at 20 percent for
incomes at or above $28,000. (fhe maximum allowable credit for 2 fatm}y
eaming $28,000 with one child in carc is therefare 0.2¢32, 4-00 or $480 )
(

° Claiming. The creditis a non-reﬁmdahle tax cxpmdxtun: claimed by taxpsyers on their
annual tax rcturn. ‘T'axpayers ﬁ:st campute their Federal income tax Hability and then
subtract their dependent care u’edu 10 amive at a final liability amount. Because it is non-
refundable, the dependent care cxedxt may not exceed & raxpayer's Federai tax liability.

— [ Since lcw-mcome fwmhes whosc cartied income e falls bciow 310, 000 bave Jitle "~ -
g or no tax hablhly, they are relatively umable 1o benefit fmm the credit. In

! addition, other l6w-income camers who earn shghﬂy more than $10,000 are not

f ablc to claim the maximum credit because the maximum credit amount is greater
~_than their tax liability.- (Thcy can claim-a portion-less-than the maximum credit

.. amount) Table 1 shows the claimable credit for retums with maximum allowable

expenses in 1993, As illustrated, the maximun credit amount for a single
dependent caonot be claimed until 2 family eamns approxxmately $18,000 and for
~two or more depcndcnts urtil a family earns approximately $22,000 (depending
on whcthcr the tax relum is filed jointly or as a head of househo}d) ‘

~ . Rarticipation. me 1976 to 1993 the number of farmhm who cla:med the child and 4
o~ dependent care credit increaséd ftom 270 6.1 million, 1 the aggregate amount of credits
L claimed increased from $0.5 billion to $2.6 billion, and the average amount of crecht

. 11 - ‘
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claimed per famﬂy increascd from 3206 10 $4200. _

IRS data from 1992 show thm 13 percent of the l:eneﬁt from thc aedlt accrues to
families with AGT of less than $20,000; about 48 percent to fimilies with AGI
between $20,000 and $50, 000; and about 38 percent to famlhcs with AGI above
$50,000. Lcss thun onc pereem of head of household returns with AGI less than
$10,000 were projected 10"e191m the dependent care credit in 1993 (primarily
" because they do not have po:nuvc tax liabilities, and they may not be using cash
child care arrangements), compaxed to over 79 percent for hcad of household

returns with AGI between 810 000 and $30,000. S ‘
Table 1. Clsimabe Credit for Maximam Allowable Expenses, 1993¢ :
. Joint Return . Head of honsehnld ;
Adjusted Gross ' - (
1ncome 1 Dependents |, 2 Dependents . 1Dependents | | 2 Dependents
$10,000 o 0 [ ol - CQ
$14,000 | 0 o
$18,000
$22,000
$26,000
$28 000+ : . X ol
¢Shaded areas repusml the maxirmum claimable cruht fcr an mcome Tevel thshadcd areas are

: amounts less then the maximum claimable c:edn. . § '
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CHILD & DEPENnéﬂT CARE TAX CREDIT @cT6)

Options for ﬁsmg the DCI‘C tn Make a Major Incrcase in Volmne or
Quality of Child Care for Working Penplc

3
| ;
Caurrent Law and Administration Proposals | i

A family with two working parents and one child carning $18,000 total per ymr wonld quahfy
for 2 non-refundable current Jaw dependent care tax credit of up to $624, a reﬁmdabic current
Jaw eamned incomc tax credit of $1,131, and potentially a small portion of thc Administration’s
proposed non-refundable $500 child credxt If the full amount of each of thesc credits is assumed
(which is not likely to happen because thc family’s tax liability is not high enough to qualify for
the full non-refundable credits), the mtal cmdu 10 1hs: farmly would bej Jusl ovcr S2,.‘200

Coxsts of Child Care L

HHS cstimates that child carc for those in welfare-t0-work programs costs an avcmge of $3,700
per year in 1996. (Other estimatcs may be lower.) The maximum value of each credit combmed

would cover only shghﬂy more than half the fu)l cost of the faxmly‘s child ¢ carc.

Summary of Options :
]

Depending on the definitian, child care for lower ingome families is provided by the Federal
Govemnment through a number of sourcas Hecad Start, Title I, the Social Strvices Block Grant,
the Child Care & Development Block (mam, At-Risk Child Care, Trapsitional Child Care, and
AFDC/JOBS Child Care. Expanding the child & dcpcndmt care 1ax cred:t isone way to help
cover more child care costs for workmg famll;cs ‘

DCTC Options (Treasury Pricing Ncgdgd) ' o j

Kgfgndgb_g. Smcc !ow—-mcome famnlles gcm:rally beneﬁt less fmm lhe DCTC bm&usc
their tax liability is not high enough to qualify them for the full benefit or to quahfy alall,
one option to expand the credit is to make it refundable. This would qualify those with
little or no tax liability for the cyedit and increase the number of familics receiving
Federal subsidies for child care. The Coalition balanced budget proposal and the
Stenholm/Deal welfare mibxm pmposal included this provision. Assumingan -
implementation date of Jammry 1, 1997, JCT estimates of cost wonld probably be
approximately $2.1 billion over 6—ycars and $0.2 billion in 2002 (based on scoring of the
Stenholm/Deal bill). Txcasury scoring is higher ~ $4.2 billion -- due to different *
assumptions about takc-up raiés. (Treasury also does not gmcmlly favor reﬁmdable
credits apd might argue against this option.) _ ki

d

2. mmmﬁ_me&m The current maximum allowable cfedn for a family
~ .~ with anc child renges from $720 for those with income below $10,000 to. $480 for those

. carning above $28,000. The average credit claimed was projected to be 8435 in 1954. By
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companson, HHS estimates of the averagc full-time cost of pmv»dmg child care to those

in welfare-to-work programs are $3 700 per year in 1996. To more atcurately reflect

actual expenses for child care, lheﬁamoum of the dependent care tax credit could be
increased. There are a couple of ways 16 do this, although we do not: ‘have any cost
estimates for these options. These options could be phawd in and/or combined.

a.  Increase the limit on crcd:!able expenses. Undcr current law, filers can only
claim credit on a pereentage of actual dependent costs, with é $2.400 limit on
expenscs for one child and a $4,800 limit on expenses for 1wo or more children. -

‘These limits could be increased. For example, if the HHS wetfan reform estimate

_ of average child care costs ($3,700) werc used, the mammum allowable credit -

~would be increased to $1,110 (from $720) for filers with income below $10,000,
and to $740 (from $480) for filers with income abcve $28, 000 Other ways to
increase the limit on cmd:tablc expenses are to allow highcr | ‘costs for filers with -
more than two children (mth:r than limit the creditable expenses for them to the
same level as filers with | two children), or vary creditable expcnm by the ape of
children in carc. a '

By
’3
i
‘1

b. Increasc the credit percentage. Currently, the cmdxt is calculated as a peroentagc
of costs, with lower-income familics allowed to claim a greater pereentage (30%)
of costs than higher income familics (20%) The credit percentage could be
increased 1o 35% and 25% respectively, raising the actual credit to $840 (from -
$720) for filers with income below $10,000, and to $600 (ﬁ'orn $4380) for filers

‘ wnh income above $28, 000

c. Charzge the rate at which the credit percertage is phased doim The credit rate
currently phascs down from 30% to 20% within the i mcvme range of $10,000 to
$28,000. 'The rate could be phased down more gradually, i 1 ¢., from $10,000 to
$45,000, to allow mase wnh loxwr income to claxm a larger credxt. Lo

i ilics i i ild Care AnolberOPuomsto
increase the allowablc credu amount for fi Iezs who decuwwu that ‘child care was provided
by high quality child cate pro\ddCls, such as those that have received accreditation from a
. nation child care board. (HIIS has been considering child care performance mcasures
bascd on the number of providers that have been nationally accredited, so it appeers that
such documentation could be provided by filers. This would havcto be explored further,
however.) The increasc could be provided in the form of a hzghcr credit rate for those
who document the usc of high guality child carc. We thmk Traasmy may Objlxl lo this
proposal based on feasibility/enforceability concems. ’
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Child Care Options
(Dollars in Billions)
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These optlons help low-income working fam;hes get child care as&stance 'mthout 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 families s‘lrugglmg fo enter the workforce and
low-income working families struggling to'stay off welfare. These options outline different ways to target
additional child care funds to working poor famnh&s - the first is a revenue ophon the other two are
entitement options. .

4
>
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1. Make the Child & Dependent Care Tax Cradrt (DCTC) refundable
- By 2002 this benefits over 2 million Iow—wage tax filers who have little o no tax liability.

R R

01 11 19 13 14 5.4.9
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2. Increase child care funding for working fammes
This benefits 500,000 children in FY 2002 in families eaming up to 85% of State med&an mccme

0.2 03 05 - 10 15 35
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3. Increase after-schoo! child care funding for latch-key cmldran in worklng poor farmlies.
This benefits 1 million schoolage children in FY 2002. T §
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CIILD CARE OPTIONS !

These options help lcw‘mcomc workmg families get child care assistance wnhout going ﬂxrough
the welfare linc. While the new welfare reform bill added essential new chﬂd care Tunds, it also
tightcned the competition for these resources between welfare familics su'ug,g,lm g to cater the
workforce and low-income working familics struggling to stay off welfare! These options outline
difTerent ways to tarpet additional child care funds to working pocor famlhes - thc ﬁm isa
revenue option, the other two are enmlanun options.

. ! .
E

1. Make the Child & Dcpendent Cnre Tax Credit (DCTC) Refundablc

. R[QDQﬁﬁl Beeause the DCTC is non-rcfundable only peoplc who have tax liabilitics can
benefit from it, excluding many ]ow—wage working familics. Makmg‘th: credit refundable
would reach many of the working families who currently reccive no child care assistance.
Assuming intcractions with the proposed $500 child credit, this pmposal would cost $4.9
bllhon over FY98-02 and $1.4 b:lhon inFY02.

* . Impagl. By 2002, relundability would benefit over 2 million tax ﬁlcrs with an ‘average

’ crodlt of $500-$600 per tax filer. Mostof these filers have income below $30, 000

»  Treasury notes that administration of the credit may be dxﬁ' cult, I.uw-mcomc families need
funds for child carc in “real time,” but most will not be able to obtain'the credit until they
filc a tax return at the end of the ycar. Moreover, the IRS cannot verify child care,
expenditures prior to the payment of the credit, which could cause coinpliance problems.
HIIS belicves that administration bf the credit’s refi undabi!ity should not be a problem.

%%: c

2. Increasc Child Care Funds to Rcach Half A Million More Chlldrcn in Workmg Families.

»  Proposal. The Child Carc & Dcvelopmcm Block (Jmnt is a direct mb51dy program (with
discretionary and mandatory funding streams) for low-income workihg families earning up
" to 85% of State median incomc. This proposal would cost $3.5 billion over I'Ys 98-02 and
$1.5 billion in }Y02.  These dollars would be mandatory and matchc;d with State funds.

«  Topact. This option targets a larger individual subsidy to a smaller number of low-income
warking familics. The fumilies of 500,000 children in FY02 would receive an average
Federal payment of $2,700 per year toward their child care expenscs; This would provide

. critical support to workmg faxmhcs who would otherwisc be unable to remain ofl welfdre

3. Incrcase Child Care Funds for 1 gll!hon Morc latc.h-l(ey Chﬂdrcn in Workmg anilms

»  Proposal. This would support services for more chxldmn than Opuon 2, sincc school age
care is pari-time and maximizcs use of school facilities. This proposal would cost $4.0
billion over FY's 98-02 and $2.0 billion in FY02. Like Option 2, State match is ‘assumed.

.= lmpact. This targets a smaller individual subsidy to a larper number of working families.
‘The families of approximaicly 1 million school-age children in FY02 would reecive an
average Federal payment of $1,800 per year loward child care expenscs. This would help
more familics move from part-time work, proteet children from being left home alone after
school while their parents work, and compicmmt the President’s Ammca Rm-ds ]mnauvc
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March 10. 1997
Deur Colleague: . ‘ L . Co ,

The dcmand for quality. aﬁordubln cl nld care has marcd over the p.bl du:mk Changes in
famxly structure. larger numibers of working mothcrs. and significant changes in social policy
have helped to drive this increase. In fact. 60-percent ol all preschool- aged Kids are now
participating in a child care or early education program. This places a growing strain on the
parents of these 13 mxlhon chlldrcn who are Irying to |uu-,~h. thc constant demands of work and
tannly

'
i

To address this critical family issue [ will mtroducc the: "( hnld Care I \p.msmu /\u" Iatc
this week. Specifically. this legislation includes: .

. 1\ major c.\;pauqon of the Child and Depmd;m Care Tax Ci redit for working’ paumq up to
ma\lmum of $1.620 annuall¥. This bill increases t.mplovmem rélated expensés from
’5 40010 $3. 600 for one child and from $4.800 to $5.400 for two or more children and
allows the maximum 30 percent credit for all 1axpayers with incomes: bdow °5’?0 000. The
credit is phased out for higher income wag earners.

° A shoft-ienm ﬂ:.\lhlc. ;:ranl pmt*lam 10 encourage small busmus@s to work t{mclhcr s
provide da\ care services for their e meloycus%ﬂus i threc-year program that will allaiv
local husinesses to receive funds for start-up costs. training - scholarships. or other related |

a«.lmuu ‘A maximum of $50.000 will-be made available on a'matching grant basis Wy s
:ncouras.\. businesses to provide self-qusmtmm. tacilities. well into the muuﬁ .

. <P-.xpansmn of IRS FLI]LS to aHoW more pmmtc to dedugt home omu. C\p:.nscg Imm 1hu: '
i taxes. T|n< lculslatmn allow:. an exception (o the e\chmve ‘use“ rule permnum. miked ™

'use of space for business and personal purposes’in the casc of taxpayers who Lm}duu -
‘homvb wed business while carm; for dependents.”” :

-

.« anourzwetmm lor older Americans already p'lmupaum in federal l»-nuppnrtad
programs 1 prov Idc child care serw.u; in lhur comuuniles.

IMNyou are imcresled in cosponsoring or have any further, qucstiun,«s. please let me know or
have your stalt contact tHeidi Cashman of my stalt 938. :

- Pat R()vr.l'ls
U8, Senator b
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| ‘, MARCH 25, 1997 -
MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED AND ELENA KAGAN
FROM: ° CYNTHIA RICE
SUBJECT: CHILD CARE [DEAS

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 growing 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 reclplents In addition, there -
are persistent concerns about the quality- of care most chlldren receive in the typ1cal child care
settmg -

Here are a few ideas for ways to address these problerns

. Make the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit Refundable Current tax law
provides a tax credit for child care expenses of up to $2 400 for one child and $4,800 for
two or more children. The credit is not refundable, however 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 Department
estimate was inexplicably twice as high. The Blue Dog budget released last month made
the credit refundable but pa1d for it by eliminating the tax beneﬁt for famllles with incomes
over $100,000. . . - : :

. Endorse Senator Koh!’s “Child Care Expanslon Act. Senator Koh!’s bill provides
tax credits to private companies and institutions to encourage them to build quality child
care centers on-site or near their companies. (Generally, child care centers are considered
to be higher quality than family day:care, which opérate out of individual homes, because
centers have to meet certain state staffing and safety rules.) His bill, introduced in ‘
January, was lauded in a recent edmon of Working Mother magazine. It would provide a

50% credit for eligible activities up to $150,000 per year per business. The Joint Tax
Committee estimates the cost to be $2.6 bllllon from 1997-2002. ?

J ‘Endorse Republican Senator Pat Roberts of Kansas’ “Child Care Expanswn Act.”
His bill would: 1) Increase the amount of the Child and Dependent Tax Credit to $3,600
for one child and $5,400 for two. This would not help the lowest-income faxmhes since
the credit would still not be refundable. 2) Provide matching grants of up 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 home offices expenses from their taxes.
This provision would allow an exception to the ° excluswe use” rule permitting mixed use
of space for business and personal purposes in the case of taxpayers who conduct home-
based business while caring for dependents. 4) Encourage older Amencans participating
in federally-supported programs to prov1de child care services in their commumtxes A '
cost estimate for this bill is not yet avaﬂable ' :
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~ are hereby notified that any disclosure, dissemination, copying or distribution, or the
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The Family Inveﬁtnient Package: A Médcst Prop'osa[

~ Twelve million pre-school children and 17 million school age. chl!dren need child care for all or
part of their 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 are
safe and well-cared for. Yet, good quality care costs more than most working families can afford
to pay. Good quality care costs between $6,300 and $8,500 per year per child, Parents pay, on
average, $3,700 per year, When employers and government invest to help parents bridge the gap
between what they can afford to pay and what good quahty costs, everyone benefits: children arc
more likely to enter school ready to learn, parents experience less stress on the job and at home,
neighborhoods are safer and more welcoming, the nation’s economy is stronger,
It is time to consider investing in fami!iesby supporting their child care needs.
Therefore, we are proposing that Congress and state govemments consn:!er a famlly investment
package. L ‘ . :

The key elernents of the Package are:

° Expansion of the Dependent Care Tax Credit Make the credit. reﬁmdable
- increase the maximum allowable expenditure and change the percentage formula
so that low and moderate income working families get a greater benefit. Every
state with an income tax can also provide a tax credit. Follow Arkansas’s lead by
providing a supplemental tax credit for families who choose licensed or accredited
care. (Reprcscntanve Cynthia McKinney introduced a bill contammg most of thesc
provisions during the 104th Congress.)

e Establish a scholarship furd for early childhood teackers, modeled after the
Eisenhower teacher training grants for teachers of science and math. Improving
the training and compensatwn of child care teachers is the surest way to lmprowm
the quality of child care. ‘ :

’ Create a commum‘ty reinvestment fund to rebuild or create community centers
that include child care, family resource programs, and Head Start, This could be
tied to Empowennent Zones, and to the President's $5 billion school rebuilding
fund, which could mc!ude monies for school age chxld care.

. Expand Parental Leave to allow parents time to attend school meetings, look 1
child care, spend time volunteering in school (as the President has proposed), anl
~ expand coverage of the Family and Medical. Leave Act to mclude employers of 28

or more workers. .

’ Double the Child Care and Development BIock Grant 10 incréase child care
subsidies for the working. poor and to ensure adequate investment in resource and
referral services, tralmng and compensauon for chuid care provxders and
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" monitoring of the health and safety of child care facilities. (Senator Dodd has
introduced S.19 which would authorize this element of the Package.)

» Establish a tax credit for employers that provide child care benefits 1o their
employees. Senator Kohl has introduced $.82 that would create a business-related
‘tax credit for employer-provided child care bencfits, Because expenditures eligible
for the credjt would be capped at $150,000, thls credit would be pamcularly
aftractive to smaller employers. : .

Child Care Action Campaign
March 3, 1997
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Record Type: Reqord

"To: Pauline M. Abemathy, Cynthia A. Rice, Elena Kagan, Jenhifer L. Klsin

cc; o
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 | believe
the Heinz School of Public Affairs offers similar ioan 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 organization is making the loan and then forgiving it under specified
circumstances. So, for example, a university could forgive loans for those who
go into training day care providers or providing day care themselves. Ora
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 proposap.

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, n‘s just
another bullet on a fact sheet.

Mark
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S.19

SPONSOR: Sen Dodd, (introduced 01/21/97)

MAJOR LEGISLATION

TITLE(S): |

0 SHORT TITLE(S) ASvINTRODUCED;:
Working Families Child Care Act of 1997

O OFFICIAL TITLE AS INTRODUCEb:

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

STATUS: Floor Actions

. RRRNONE***

STATUS: Detailed Legislative History
| Senate Action(s)

Jan21,97: T |
Read twice and referred to the Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

STATUS: Congressional Record Page References -

01/21/97 Introductory remarks on Measure (CR §352-353)
01/21/97 Full text of Measure as introduced printed (CR $353-354)

COMMITTEE(S):

O COMMITTEE(S) OF REFERRAL:

Senate Labor and Human Resources
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AMENDMENT(S):

*xxNONE***

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 - 01/21/97 Sen Kennedy - 01/21/97 = .

Sen Mikulski - 01/21/97 Sen Rockefeller - 01/21/97 !
Sen Murray - 01/21/97 Sen Torricelli - 01/21/97 .
Sen Boxer - 01/21/97°  Sen Kerrey - 01/30/97

Sen Kerry - 02/12/97 - ' ‘

DIGEST:
(AS INTRODUCED)

Working Families Child Care Act of 1997 - Amends the Child Care Development Block Grant Act of o
1990 to extend its authorization of appropriations through FY 2002,

Directs the Secretary of Health 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 of assistance 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 of becoming 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

20f3 ' , 0312897 11:52:36
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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 information on access to child care by low-income workjng 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 rise today to introduce the Working Families Child Care Act of 1997. .

Mr. President, balancing the daunting responsibilities of work 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 especmlly 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 a 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 familiés to remain self sufficient without child care
assistance. In a survey of families on a waiting list in one community, it was found that of those paying
for child care, 71 percent faced serious debt or bankruptcy

Currently, in 38 States and the Dlstnct of Columbla the workmg 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 of the
States which don't have a waiting list elther don't keep one, are expecting to create one in the future, or
currently are experiencing a brief respite.

In my own State of Connecticut, 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 Congreés we intensely debated the issue of child care--in the larger context of welfare
reform legislation. The original welfare legislation in January 1995 cut funds for child care and eliminated
critically important health and safety standards. j

In the 104th Congress I continued to fight for child care, offering amendments to increase funding and
ensure quality. While I disagreed w1th the final welfare reform bill, I am pleased that many of these
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.

03/28/97 11:54:47
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The bill I am proposing 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.

'Flrst thxs leglslatlon restores $1. 4 bxlhon in Chlld care fundmg \ J:\
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 certain 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 of welfare reform legislation.

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

— e .x*-\'

Second, it begins to address the shortage of assistance for workmg families, by ra:smg the authonzatlon
for chxld care subsidies for low i income ‘working families from $1 bllhon per year to $2 b11110n per yea??

fr

And ﬁnally, it authorizes $500 rmlhon per year through 2002 to help commumtles meet supply shortages\
in areas such as infant care and school age care/ . A e

Even when subsidies are available, child care can be difficult to obtain. According to the National
Academy of Sciences, there is *Consistent evidence of a relatively low supply of care for infants, for
school age children, for children with disabilities and special health care needs and for parents with
unconventlonal 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 of all typés of child care in rural areas. So, we're not simply talking
about financial assistance for child care, but whether child care actually exists.
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THE PARTIAL-BIRTH BAN ACT OF 1997 (Senate - January 21, 1997)

This shortage of child 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 2 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 of themselves 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 of cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana then children not left home alone. We know
all this, and yet only one third of the schools in low income neighborhoods offer school age child care,
compared with 52 percent in more affluent areas.

For those struggling to make the difficult journey to self-suﬁimency, the lack of available child care
before 9, after 5, and on weekends can be an enormous problem. What‘s worse, such an‘angements put
the safety ofa chlld 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 of child care centers and 6 percent of family day care provide
care on weekends. Yet one third of working 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 prekinderganen programs are part day and part
year. As a result, they often do not meet the needs of parents who work full time. Less than 30 percent of
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.
In my view, we as a nation have a solemn commitment to guarantee that children will not be left to fend
for themselves while their parents are working to put food on the table. :

- Child care is one of the most important ingredients for helping poor working families achieve and
maintain economic security. Like parents in any community and of any financial background, low income
families need to know that when they 8o 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, wbrkmg families to balance the
responsibilities of work and caring for their children. I urge all my colleagues to join together in
: supportmg this legislation--for the good of America's children. :

lof2 S . o : 03/30/97 19:26:21
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S 19 IS
| 10‘5th CONGRESS
1st Session
S.19
To provide funds for child care for low-income workmg families, and for other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
January 21, 1997
Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, 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 workmg families, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatzves of t the United States of America 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 of contents for this Act is as follows:

lof$ . f _ 03/28/97 14:57:56
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Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
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-mcome'working families.

‘Sec. 6. Effective date.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Availability and aﬁ‘ordabnhty of quahty child care is'a major obstacle for workmg parents
who struggle to remain self-sufficient. z
(A) Compared to all other income groups, the workmg 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 of their 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 Illmons and Alabama each have 20,000 individuals on thexr
waiting lists. ~

B
-
'

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

(E) Half of the States and the District of Columbia, even before the enactment of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104-193, 110 Stat. 2105) during the 104th Congress, increased the proportion of
child care slots or dollars gomg 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 for working poor families as a result 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 of child 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

03/28/97 14:57:56
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' care for parents with unconventional or shifting work hours.

(A) A 1995 State study by the Comptroller General of the United States found a
shortage of child care for infants and children with special needs in inner cities, and a
shortage of all types of child care in rural areas.

(B) Only one-third of the schools in low-income neighborhoods offer school-age child
care, compared with 52 percent of schools in more affluent areas oﬁ‘éring such care.

*(C) Eighth-graders who are lef‘c home alone for 11 or more hours a week report
significantly greater use of cigarettes, alcohol, and 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 of child care centers and 6 percent of family day care providers
offer child care on weekends. Yet one-third of working mothers with annual incomes
below the poverty level and one-quarter of mothers with annual incomes above the
poverty level but below $25,000 work on weekends.

- (F) Less than 30 percent of Head Stan program?s operate on a full-time, full-year basis.

SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE FOR LOW—INCOME WORKING FAMILIES

Section 658B of the 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 of fiscal years .
1997 through 2002.

"(b) APPROPRIATION- The Secretary shall pay, from ﬁmds in the Treasury not otherwxse
appropriated, $1,400,000,000 for fiscal years 1997 through 2002, through the awarding of grants
to States under this subchapter for the purpose of providing child care services for families who
have left the State program of assistance under part A of title IV of the Social Security Act because
of employment, families that are at risk of becoming 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 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 618).".

SEC. 4. GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE SUPPLY SHORTAGES.

(a) GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE SUPPL’:Str SHORTAGES- Section 658E(c)(3)‘ of the Child Care
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Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 98580((;)(3)) is amended by adding at the end
the following;

(E) CHILD CARE SUPPLY SHORIAGES-l

*(1) IN GENERAL- A State shall ensure that 100 percent of amounts paid to the
State out of funds 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 geographlc areas within the State that have a
shortage as detemnned by the State, in consultation with localities, of child care
services,

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

(D Infant care Eprograxns.

‘(ﬁ) Before- and after-school Chlld cnre programs.
"(IIT) Resource and referral programs.

‘av) Nontraditional work hours child care programs.

‘(V).Extending the hours of pf_e-ki'ndergarten programs to provide
full-day services. '

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

i

(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
amended—-

(1) by striking "Except as provided in' and inserting the following:
(DIN GENERAL- Except as provided in paragraph (2) and', 'and
(2) by addmg at the end the followmg

i

. '(2) CHILD CARE SUPPLY SHORTAGES- There is authonzed to be appropnated to
carry out sectnon 658E(c)(3)(E), $SOO 000,000 for each of fiscal years 1997 through 2002,

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT- Sectlon 658(c)(3)(A) of the Child Care Development Block
Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858¢(c)(3)(A)) is amended by striking "(D)' and inserting (E)".

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

40ofs ' ' . o 032897 14:57:57
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(a) STATE REPORTING REQUIREMENT- Sectlon 65 8K(a)(2) of the 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 of families described in section 658B(b) that were eligible for but’
did not receive assistance under this subchapter or under section 418 of the Social
Security Act and a description of the obstacles to providing such assistance; and

*(G) the total number of families described in seétion 658B(b) that received assistance
provided under this subchapter or under section 418 of the Social Security Act and a
description of the manner in which that assxstance was prowded ;!

(b) SECRETARIAL REPORTING REQUIREMENT- Sectlon 658L of the Child Care
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42U.S.C. 9858j) i is 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 of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-193,

110 Stat. 2105).
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‘ ‘The announcement could include:

vV

Building on the Militat}"s Model To Improve Child Care Qualit'y

- The mlhtary has been extremely successful in lmprovmg the quality of Chlld care by adOptmg

a unique strategy that includes five key elements: financial support. for programs V
enforcement of standards, accreditation, strong family child care networks, and trammg
linked to compensation. Building on the military’s miodel of i improving child care "quality, the
President/First Lady could 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’s language and cognmve development.’

Release of a’ report on how the mlhtary is workmg wrth the civilian commumty to expand the

‘military’s child care quality model (pending DOD)

)

The establishment of an incentive fund for statés to develop strategles to unprove care
based on these ﬁve key elements (funds woild have to be sdentlﬁed)

Plans to provrde techmcal ass1stance (’I‘A) on these key elements begmmng with specxal
sessions at the national conference of all states in July and the dlsscmmatxon of
promising practicés from across the statés. (Child Care Bureau could incorporate this
~into the planmng for the Natlona] Conference of State Child Care Administrators that
will be held in June)

The development of an ongoing mteragency workgroup to devoted to ways other agenc1es
ccan assist in improving the qual xty of care based on the mlhtary model (chaired by
'HHS and DOD)

A challenge to the natlon s governors that acknowledges the ﬂex1b111ty they have in the
use of the new chrld care funds arid encourages them to double thelr efforts on qualxty
- by mcorporatmg the military model in thexr July plans.

A challenge to the busmess commumty to invest in: lquallty 1mprovements hlghllght those
promising efforts going on across the country and announce the HHS TA effort to
provide TA to states on reaching out to the business community.

In addition, other efforts could be hxghlrghted 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 i in child care.



CHILDCARE AND WELFARE TO WORK
. Chtldcare is comphcated and emotlonal

o ‘Most “welfare” hires will need chlldcare
“and be unable to afford it

« What about the federal (non-DOD)
chlldcare centers

K 'aGSAV;plavns to....

!

CHILDCARE AND AWELI?:‘ARE—TO-A-Wo:RK:

Childcare is comphcated and emotional

. Developmental is better than custodial
— upcoming WH conference on early learning
~ our.centers are high quality‘ | -
* All working parents need care for their children

~ note: 90% of those leavmg welfare are smgle mothers

-« Child care “centers” are very expensive

— affordability study out this month
- — probably takes a GS-11 salary

* No simple solution .

Dave Barram: Cabinet Meeting - April 10, 1997
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Most welfare hlres will need childcare -
| and be unable to afford lt
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| CHILDCARE AND WELFARE—TO—WORK:
. 'About fede‘ral,(non-l)o‘l)) child'care centers
L. 218 centers (GSA 108 Others 110)
e+ No federal subsidies available; no shdmg scaIe
i : i
. unless additional funds are raised |
L e

Have approx1mately 1 OOO vacan01es

note: DOD has 800 eéntérs with’ 200 000 kids;
-provides subsidies of $260M allowmg slzdmg
scale fees that are 1/3 to 172 of cwzltan fees
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CHILDCARE AND WELFARE—TO-WORK:

: GSA plans to

1.... help agenc1es connect employees with local
- sources of child care -
~ there is a wider array of chmces (e.g.. family day care
homes, centers in churches and non-proﬁts)

— provide information about financial subsidies which are
available for those leaving the welfare rolls and may also
be available to some other low income parents

~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’ ablhty to be.
ﬁnanmally stronger

— the answer to the affordablhty dilemma is not additiorial
federal subsidies; it to help centers generate more przvate
; money from more dwerse sources

Dave Barran?: Cabinet Mée}[f?g - April 10, 1997
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
 WASHINGTON, DC 20301-4000

FORCE MANAGEMENT ‘ : APR 8 1997 ‘ v -
POLICY ’ . ;
Ms. Elena Kagan \ .
- Deputy Assistant to the Pre51dent S : L v
for Domestic Policy. . -
Old Executive Office Bulldmg
1600 Pennsylvania Avcnue -
Washmgton, DC 10000 -

Dear Ms. Kagan: - '3 )

‘The following is provided in responSo to your questions regarding the Department’s

 efforts in child care for children zero to three. The Military Child Dcvelopment Programs have
attained a well-deserved reputation for being on the cutting edge of child care in America. We
are proud of our systemic approach to the four components of military child care: child
development centers, family child care, resourcc and referral and school-age care. Our
comnmitment is to provide a quality experience for children regardless of setting. We strive to
ensure equal treatment for all components especially family child care homes. We believe much
of our success 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 options. Our goal 1s to provide'at least onc 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 subsuiy not an individual famlly aubsuly Five key

" reasons for our succeqs are: ‘ '

1. The DoD commitmem to a prescribed level of funding for Child Development Programs. In

~military child development centers, there 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 care providers to

~ provide incentives to care for infants. Tlns commitment of funds allows military programs to
provlde stimulating environments that are staffed with tramed personnel and appropriately
eqmpped both mdoors and out. .

2. Strict oversight and accountability of programs and adhercnce to standards mcluding four
comprehensive unannounced annual inspections. for all fauhtles and programs; one by a-
representative of higher headquarters. There is mandatory correction of deficiencies within
90 days or the program must either apply for a time rcstncted waiver with adequate
compensatory measures or close.” (As a resul t, facilities and programs are in good repair, and
there is high qua 1ty, institutional grade equipment that-contributes to the cognitive
developmcnt of chlldrcn) These inspections result in DoD certification of the progranm.
Certification is closcly monitored. Contributing to comprehenswe program oversight is the -
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- DoD “Hotline”. It is well publicized and accessible world wide. ldentified or anonymous -
- callers can either report child abuse or safety violations at Military Child Development
! Programs or facility deficicncies. These reports are- d111gent1y tracked until a satisfaction is’
achleved :

3. Wages and beneﬁts that contribute to low staff turnover compared to the private sector.
. Military child development center caregiver wages and benefits average approximately $10.
. per hour compared to the minimum wages in the civilian community. While most civilian
chtld care centers offer few or no beneﬁts to direct care staff, most military child care staff
“have a full range of benefits. Asa result of wages and benefits, military caregivers tend to
stay in our child care programs, and the result is ttat chlldrcn have continuity of care so vital
; to their healthy deveclopment. o : :

‘4. Required basic training of caregiving staff which is tied to wages and an “up-or-out”
 caregiving personnel policy requiring the completion of training requirements. All trammg 1$
 competency based and caregivers who do not meet the pcrformancc requxrements are not

; retzuncd

5.0 Cornrnitment for all military child development centers to meet national accreditation
'standards. The combination of the DoD certification and the national accreditation standards
. provides a comprehensive review of all center programs.

As you are aware, Congress has asked DoD to report o the status of any initiatives which
improve the Military Services Child Development Program so as to benchit civilian child care
providers in communities in the vicinity of military installations. Although we have not
completed the report, the Military Services have offered the following suggcstlons that could
assist civilian child caré programs: :
Local military ba:,cs could partner with state and county effor‘ts to provide ernployment ‘
opportunmcs for welfare recipients.. Military programs could provide on-the-job-training
.opportunities, for recipients needing work experience and knowledge of child care program
~“best practices”. Because the competency-based training programs are a key to the quality of
mlhtary child care, thcy could serve as a source of | training for civilians. As in the case of
'Quantico Marine Corps Base, VA., the county is paying the salaries of pérsonnel 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 Development Ccnter gets additional no-cost staff to
supplement existing staff. A similar program could be estabhshed for family child carc '

provrders

1 Each military installation child dcvelopment program within the Urnted States could “adopt-
‘a-center” in their local community. The Child Development Program staff could assist with
local accreditation efforts, help validate the centers’ accreditation self study process, train

management and direct care staff, mentor caregiving staff working on their child
development associate degree, and model/coach effective child care techniques.
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‘Military regional “Child Care Programs of Excellence” or “Master Programs” could be
.established within-existing military programs in dénsely populated areas where several
‘military Services co-exist (e.g., Washington,'D.C; Tidewater, VA, Southern California, etc.).
;These magnet “laboratory programs” would demonstrate effective child care practices in each
‘of the child care components (centers, fdmlly child care homes and school-age care).
Particularly beneficial would be education and training in'the area of infant/toddler
curriculum and environments since many civilian programs have limited amounts of

infant/toddler care. Local civilian child care management trainees could spend two to three
weeks in thesc centers with “hands-on”’ learning experiences, being taught and coached by

the centers’ Training and Curriculum Specxahsts and miilitary management staff. These
“Master Programs” could be modeled on corporate concepts such as “Motorola University”

or Disney’s training program for cxccunves where staff attend training before going to work ,
for the corporatxon -

Mlhtary Trammg and (,urnculum SpeCIahsts could prowde “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 other areas as needed. .

[

DoD could make the military standard facﬂlty and playground desxgns avaﬂable to the
civilian commumtv

DoD could providei“Benchmarks“ in the areas of cost, compensation, evaluation, standards,
and environments on which local child care programs could evaluate themselves.

My point of contact in the Office of Famﬂy Policy is Lmda K Smlth Dlrcctor Office of

deﬂy Po icy, 696 5733

Sincerelry,

Carolyn H. Becraft G/k\
uty Assistant Secretary, of Defense,

(Personncl Support, Families and Education)



Vit uolALUE r‘.:;‘-‘nw; R IR R s B A1 L T A X Fuvls JUu
u\..uuo [- XN I L . . . (DN

'

-
1

AMENDMENT :(; © . Calendar No

!

C P

eare.
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES—104th Cong., 2d Sess.

‘ s.1745

i

oan.«tmwtmn, arc‘ for der»nse actmtxm of the Depart-

“ment of Ewrox to preseribe \‘personne}x strengths for

such Aszeal vew' for the Armed Forces, and for other

purT I7 Obe.:

i
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2 G;EC 1072. SE\.bh OF THE SENATE ON DLPAR’I’MEVT OF DE-
I FENSE -SHARING OF 'EXPERIENCES WITH
4 :  MILITARY cmtw CARE. N .
5 (a) }:‘INDIN(;*"’he Sena.te makes the foilomnw ﬁnu—

6 ings:
7 ‘1) The Departmem ot Defe nse shéuld t;é con-
8 gmwlatefi on ‘the successful xmplement,a.twn of the

Purpose: 'Po' state the Serzsci of the Senate on Department -
of Defense sharing of experiences with military child

To. d*thOI‘léC appzopmatmnh for Uso 11’ year 1997, fo?* military.
uetivities of the ’Dbpartment of Defense, tor. military
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Military Child Care Act of 1989 (title XV of Public

Law 101-189; 10 U.8.0. 113 note).

(2) The actions taken by the Departinent ax &
result of that Aet have dramatically improved the

availability, affordability, quality, and consistenev of

- the child cue services provided to members of the

Armed Forces.

(3) Child care is important to the readiness of

©pem bers of the Arme d F::)rcas beeause smv]e par-

ents zmd couples L miliiary service must have aceess
1o affordab‘}e ro.h%ld care of good quality if they ars
|2 pertuzm Lizelr jobs and I‘Cbp\)[ld etteetwﬁlv f0 lung

work hours or deplovment*‘

a,:_t-z Cl Ald eare 13 unporrmﬂ to Thn retention of
- mewmbers of the Armed Forees in military service be-
cause the dmsatxstact:m' of:.the families of sueh -

. ,:nembers with military life is a primary reason for

the departure of such. inembers from military serv-
ice. |
(b) %LI\SD OF ‘:SLNATE —TIti is rhe sense of the Senate

21 that--

(1) the civilan and mibtary child care commu-

nities, Federal, State, and local agencies, and busi-

nesses and communities involved in the provision of

child care services could benefit from the develop-
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uenx, ot partierst: pr to Lo%er an wummr@ of i,:,\m.‘

inffm'm.:xt.ion, ;-md mat;ermls relating to their exper:i—

enees with the prevision of such serviees s aud to en-

conrage eloser relationships between military iustal-
)

«ations and th@ commuurities that support theni;

(2) sm,h partnerships. wom& be .}onet\cml £ l”

families by heiping providers of child care serviees

exchange ideas about innovative ways tQ _ muh 838
barriers to the effective prov’ision of such serviees;
and -
() t‘rs‘erer are many ways that these partier-
slins ean be d weloped, including— |
(4) eooperation be twpen the directors Qc' :
curriculum specialists of military clild develop-
rhent centers and eivilian child developni&nf
zenters in '1<sxstmg st:(h-(eentcrsv i the aeeradi-
mmon pmcess; | | .
B f;se of famﬁj.‘;sup{_,‘Ot*t’smff e ia::u{("iuct
pzirent & d fa mﬂy wo,x'i'cs;hops for néw parents
ang pa‘.'eri;ts with yoang chiidren in. ramily hous-
ing»onvmﬂ,imfy irstallations and m 'com:%mmities
_in the vicinity of such installations;
() mtemshxpa in Depfwtmem ot Defense
' child care programs for eivilian P}:ulu caze pro-

viders to l;ro_aaen the base of g’ocdw;uahty child
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(¢) REPORT.—Not later than June 80, 1997, the Sec-

retary of Defense shall subzmt to Longress & report on
the status of any mtlahves undertaken this 8&(‘1’.1011, in-
cluding recommendahons for additional ways to improve
the ehxld eare programs of the Department of lefense and -
to nnprove such programs so as to benefit civilian child
care prowders in commumnes in the vzc:tmty of military
installations. - |
SEC. 1079, mcnm m'mmws FOR cmmm TR;AFFIC
o OFFENBES ON MILITARY INSTALLATIONS.
Sectwn 4 of the Aﬂt of June 1, 1948 (40 U.S.C.
318c) is amended to read as follows: ’

“SEC 4 (a.) Exeept as provided in subsectmn (b),
whoever sha]l violate any. rule or regu.lahon promulgated
pursuant to s&ctmn. 2 of t}:us Act may ‘be ﬁned not more
than $50 or lmpnsoned for not more than tlm‘ty days, .
Orboth o '! B

“(b) Whoever shall vxola,te any rule or regulanon for
the control of vehmula.r or pedestnan traffic ou nnhtary“
mstaﬂamonb that is promulgated by the Secretary of De-
fense, or the desiguee of the Seeretary, under the author~
ity delegated pursuant to secuon 2 of this Act may be
fined an amount not t.o exaeed the amount of a fine for
a like or sumlar offense under the erumnal or civil law _

of the State temtory, possessmn or dlstnct where the
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1  “(P) Costs of compensamon (mcludmg bo- |
1 2 muses and other mcentzves) p:—nd w1th respect t0'
3. the services (mglu@mg -t.enmnat:op of semcea)
5: 4 of any one individual to the vextizent that the -
5 total ar;xoqﬁt cf th:f_z compensation bajd ina ﬁs; :
} 6 cal year exceeds $200,000.7. -, |

. 7 SEC.1077. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DEPARTMENT OF DE-

‘ 8 FENSE snma OF EXPEBIENCES UNDER
9 MILITARY YOUTH PROGRAMS.

i 10 (&) Frxmm@s -—The Senate ‘malces the followmg .
11 findings: B .

; 12 | (1) Program of the Depart:ment of Defense for
13 youth who are. dependents of members of the Armed
i14 Forces have not- recexved the same level of attention
15 and resoumes as have chﬂd care prograxm of the
I16 Department since the passage of the "thtary Child
;17 C Carc Act of 1989 (tutle XV’ of. Public Law 101-189 B '
18 10US.C 113 note). -+

{;19 (2) Older chlldren deserve as much attennon to
]120 : their developmental need.s as do younger ehﬂdren '

I§21 (?) The Department bas started to dlrect more’
éZ ‘attentlon to programs far 5ouths who are depend-
23 ents of members of the Armed Forces by fundmg
%4 the Implementatmn of 20 model commumty pm—

B3z ©ius b¥o - A¥ PO st S e
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grams to address the needs of such yuuths
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(4) The iessons learned  from such programs

1
2 eould apply to civilian youth programs as well. _

3 (b) SENSE OF SBNATE.—It is the sense of the Senate
4 that— - | | B
5 . | (1) the Department of Defense, Fede‘ral, State, ,
6  and local agencies, and businesses and communities

7 involved in condﬁcting youth programs could benefit

8 , from the development of partnerships to foster an
9 exchange of ideaé, iﬁ_aformzit:ion, and materials relat-
10 ing to.such programs and to encourage closer rela-
11 ‘cmnshlps betmen military msta,uatmns and the com-

12 munities that suppcrt them;

13 (2) such par;nershlps could benefit all fumilies
14 by helping the providers of services for youths ex-
15 change ideas about innovative ways to address bar-
16 : ners to the eEEectxve provision of such services; and
17 (8) there are many ways that such partnerships
18 could be developed, including—

19 o (A) cooperation between the Department
20 . ‘a;u‘d Federal and State educational agencies in
21 exploring the use of public sehool facilities for
22 * child care programs and youth programs that
23 are mut\mlly beneﬁcml to the Depa.rtment and
24 “civilian comxmmtues and complement programs

+8 1745 E8
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= Iraq. This annual tfﬁzlorl: would be required to be submitted to

3

788 ugp
Transfer of excess personal K
tivities (sec. 1033 ) proper Ly to support law enforcemr_m:t agl

The House bill cantained a provision (sec. 362) tha !
vide permanent authority for the Department of Il)le};n:ew%inm
provide excess personal proparty o state and local law enforcemas
agencies. This proporty includes vehicles, helicopters, weapons,
munition and other property that is needed by law enforceme:
vgenciea, Section 1208 of the National Defense Authonization
gtx'el?;:ca:l ;Y;ars 1922 and 15981 (Public Law 101--189) estabishe

gram to provide excass pe !
igrc_:ement agenci:ais :l‘or usg in drug ente comant aoperty to o
Blon was extended until September 80, 1997 by section 1008
%?;"&'&"i’é‘fls%‘?&“& Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Pub
gram pormoD) da provision would make the section 1208 ip T&h}t{yther %?f m"{;t'a“:i and 11 oclfl agenc;eﬁ.
with a priority to and expand it to all law enforesment activitles el ougo recedes with an ameudment that ;
v to counter-narcotics sotivitiop. gyt The Ilouse recedes with an amendment thet would express the
- The Benate amendment contained no similar provision, ' e of the Congres. . '

.. The Senate recedes with an amendment which would g i
?;:g: at: g‘,g?f;?mcf andlmr-temsrlst Jaw ez?meﬁ:&% Ry 04353 Department of Defense military youth programs (sec.
ties. wou naure L , . .
gﬁcgst of tliransferring g;is eXCoss eq?‘sipmen:htaot zﬁgg mvuladn;;w - i The Senatethamcndmz}\t ,}fgnéu:im;d :x hgfo&)i:i«g; (m. 10'{7&_1;1#& .
ont agenciea except the cost associ i ¢ _express the pense of the Senate ; ‘Department 8-
associated with the management o ‘should share its expericnces in conducting youth programs
othar foderal, state, and local agencles, ) :

the program withie DOD.
Sale by Federal departments or agenciea of chemicals used to m 7, he House bill contained no similar provision. : '
. House recedes with an amendment that would express the

facture consrolled substances (sec. 1034)
of the Congreas.\

. The Senate amendment contained a provision (zec. 1082) ti;a'
m%:lt?u%rﬁ?g t&&ga&e dbghm“i“]” that could be used in the man erly reports regarding coproduction agreements (sec. 1045)
o Bead of the deparioet o micals could be sold; The House bl contained & provision (sec. 1046) that would
d the Arms Export Conirol Act

however, if the head of the department or a;i;emy. certifies
quarter]y reporis to the Congress reguired by this statute in-

re is no reasonable cause to believe the sale will result in dn
' ' information on specified government{-to-government agree-

improper use;
8 on foreign co-production of defense articles.

%h: gouse bill gontalitéﬁd m; similar provision.
ouse recedos w i :
a clarlfying amendment. UThe Senate amendment contalned no aimliar provision.

Subtitle D—Reporta and Studies Tho Senate recedes. :
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ALOPTED Report on witness interview procedures for Depariment of Defense

Annual report vn Operation Provid . crimingl investigations (sec. 1046) .
hanced Southeranatc}g (uéa})@.ﬁ )Comﬁ; ré and Operation - ‘ The House bill contained a provision (sec. 1023) that would re-

. . . s : o ‘5 ‘the Comptroller General to survey and report on the policles
“l'r;r h: m:ﬁ guuf”gg:ﬁf ;P‘:_‘tﬂgﬁm ﬂgi;ec- 132 l{ tglfag would rgs actices olf,‘ all militury criminal ingestlgativo agenel?ls with r:-
, condug . i

rovide Comfort and Enhancet{o Southern Watch over an%ur:ii; ; mﬁmgf" aner in wh;c?x,inten&ews» of wilaesacs and suspects
iThe Senato amendment contained no gimilar provislon.

The Senato recedes with an amendment that wou!ld narrow Lhe
of the survey to the subject of procurement fraud investign-
In the Department of tho Navy.

- In which the services’ processes are coordinated in mattera of
ne, opurational concepls, organization and acquisition strat-

he House bill contained no similar provision. ,

g1 The House recedes with an amendment requiring the Secretarz
fDefense to prepare and submit the report in consultation wit :
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl. , / :

on Department of Defense military child care programs (sec.

250 The Senato amendment contained a prbvision (sec. 1078) that
ould express the sence of the Senate that the Department of De-
80 should share its experiences with providing child care gorv-

Con‘%fess 80 long as the operations continue.
he Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The Benate recedes with a technical amendmeat, V

Annual report on emerging operational concepts (sec. 1042} i ‘on military recdiness requirements of the Armed Furces (sec.

The Senate amendment contained a isi : 1047

s . provision (sec. 1061) tha LY : ,

:g u;ﬁﬁgi"“ th': (E;l%rman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to({mw UThe Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 1063) that
emering o mp?{ ) ongress describing the prucess of defining : Id: establish a requirement for a-one-time report from the
Ging operational concepts in each of the services and the man Balrman of the Joint Chlefs of Staff on the military readiness re-

(22 US.C, 2776(a)) to require =
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the ansesthesia wos eccompluhed. for exam-
pla, uslns 8 novel ¢ or & novel dos-
{og schedule, the objcctive of the claimed
method would include the provision of &

novel use of an apacsthetic in transplan- -

tation swryery and the gge of the-composis
tion of matter ({e., the anaesthetio) would di-
rectly contrituts to the achicvement ¢f the
objective. .-
iz {ntendod that the a.wuubmry of the
_exception in {¢)(IXAXH) for & pateutsd usa of
a. composition of matter can ususlly be de-
clded by & motion %o diamigs or sammary
judgmment under Rule 12(b) or Rule 56, respes-
uvoly. of the Federsl Rules of Civil Prooe-
Fyr example, an' accused Jnfringer
' seekimt to iavoke the relief from remedies
efforded under 287(c)(1) would ordinarily pre-
" vall uoder such a motlon if the tonowtng
conditions are met: (1) the movant shawa by
"plear ‘and convincing svidemoe that the ro-
_ citad nses of .the compositions of matuer,
* . both individnally and ecllectively. Jack nov-
-gliy, and (2) the movant 2130 shows by 8 pre-
--poaderance of the svidence that the yteps of
" the claimed method that do not involve uses
of .compositions of matter (le.,
or surgical proccdurc steps) are, by them-
selves, nuvel and D0n-obvious, provided, how-

.éver, that the movank may concede the mop-
" .obviozaness In lleu of making the roqnired R

evidentiary

ahowling. .
Paragraph (o)(MXxﬂ) excludes from the

' " dafipition of “medical activity'” the practice.

_of & putentsd progess in violation of £ bio-

vechnolagy patent. For the purposes of this
provieton, tho definitica of tac tarm “bio-
. technology pateot” {ncludes a patent On &

. “blotachnolegieal process’ a3 ldeflmed in 35
"U.S.C. §103(b), as well 3 A patent o1 & proc-
_eas of making or using biological materiuls,
"including treatment uaing those materials,
where thass msteﬂus bave ‘been manipu-
"lated ‘ez vlvo r.hc callw or moleculu
-devel.”

- le¥el . includs & _warécy  of
‘substances, Collular suhstanoes netads (bat
“are nop Umited t0) cultured microhial ana
mamrmalian ‘ceils, Intracellular substapecs
irclude (but are not limited &) grnotic ma-
tarials, such es DNA and RNA that is ob-
“tained from wichin ghe cell. Exwracellular
‘substances {aolude (but are pot Iimited to)
proteios and other molectles that are 8e.
eretad or jexcreted by cella. Acellular sub-
.stances include (but are pot Limited o) wi-
‘truses and other vectours ‘br mnsm.tung oe-
retic material,

Ex vivo reenipularion includes propagetion,

' expansion. oclcction, purification, pharma--

crutical treatmeat, or alvcration of the Lio-
logical chorscteristics of these substances
outside of & hunax body.

This definition ezcluded medica! proce-
dures wi‘ch 40 not 1avelve ex vivo celluler of
molecular manipnlation of a biological ma-
terial, For cxample, & patent on a meshod of

“purformoing  heart {Toaasplantatior’ surgery,
including the usc cf & heart-long machine. is
excluded “from this . definition oo two
grounds: O:st, the mathod invoives manipu-
lation in vivg, 7O € vivo, Bnd secand, the

method does 2ot manipulate the oellular or -

molécular characterigtics of the heart. -

The House bl tn¢luded s provialon which
ptohlblt.cd fands. fram baing uged dy the Pat-
.ot and Trademark Office to issue patents
- for surgical and medical procedures aad di-
- aRuoses, with certain excaptions for medical
ang blomedical devices angd processes. ™. -

. Sec. 617—Tne conferemce agreement in-
-cludes gection 617. which aiiminites current

reprogramming Tequiremests which are re-
dondant with secslon €05 of this Act. The
Benate-repurted b inclvdea thls provision

the medical -

Biolog!ca.! muﬂm ‘which may be munip- )
"nlated ez vivo &t the cellnlar or molacular.

.cellmlaz, - .
mmnum "extraccllular, - and  acellalar -

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE

84 stction &0, The Eouu bill contaiged no
gimilar provision,

Sec. . 618 ~The conrervenw lereemens in-
oludes section 818, which permits the Sec-
retary Of Transportation to issue o guaran-
tee under ttle XI of he Merchant Marine
Act, 1685, gpon such terms as the Secretacy
may prescribe, to sssist in the reactivaton
and modernimuior of ¢urrently clogsed shm
yards that historicaily butlt military vessels
if the State in which it is located is maXking

& significant {Inancia) investment and s
pnylng the credit subsidy oSt of the guaraf-
tee. The provisicn requires the Secretary to

‘impose guch conditions Ao arc necessary to

protect the intervyts of the Yuited Btates
fram the risk ¢f & defaglt. Total guarantees

under this’ section are not t0 cxceed
$50,000,000, and no commlitment o guarantee -

ohligutions under this provision.may be is-

‘Sued mors thRp 6ne yesr from the date of e0- - .

aotment of this acetton, The Senau-nwtwd
blll cantained a proviston guder section 6
that provided anthority %0 make these Bnu'-
autees, but did not require Stase. contribu-
tdons or require tha imposition of any condi-
tions relatipg to the .risk of defeult. The

-House bill did nar. oontaln’ m provmon on

this ma.tco:. . . .
'ITI'LE Vn—RESC!BSIONS :
DE'PARWI' OI" JU S'.I'ICE
 apieRAr Amumsm'rmu
wonxmacmu.m'n CT e
RESCI3810%)

'I'hc con!arence agreementc mcludu a ro-
scieaion ‘of $30,000,000 from "unobligated bal-
aboes under this heasing, as proposed.in the
Séaate-reported b1l The House dill did not
!nr.lude s reaussim from tLls account. . .-

. mwmmu AND Mruu.u.m\m smvrcn i

mM’l‘th mﬂ.‘im 13 CH])
casscxssmw L

'I'ae ooufervnoa aa*eemvnt lncludsa A Te- "_ !'!Wﬂ of Defensa Amomum Act. 397, {Re

weission: 6f $34,779,000 from umobligated bal-
ances under this heading, as proposed im tha
Sspate-reported bill. The Houss bill did pot
m«.lude = ruscizsion from this accoumt, . . °

* TITLE VIO—FISCAL YEAR 199
-- SUPPLEMENTAL AND a.s:smssror\r

DEPARTMENT DF .ms'ncs
Fxnmx. mex SrSTEM
ems AND. EXPENSES

Tne contexcnce agreement mr.lndes a
340,000,000 supplemental appropriation for
fiacal year 199G, for tte Fedewul Prison Sys-
wem and makes these funds avallable until

Septamber M, 1997.. in oider to ullow total -

corryover funding far this. account 3 be

- $90,000,000. This provision was not igcluded in

the Housé and Sanars-reported bills, bat ie
necussary -for techinical rcasons to ensure
that adequulc fands are availadle for prison
activations which were schedoled: for 1936,
but have been delaysd until 1967, .

.77 (RESCISSION) ¢ P

sctasion - of -340.000.000 [rom funds &

pRrD-
.priated in flscal year.1896 for the Federu!

Priron System. - Naither cthe Housé mor the
Scante-reported bills inciuded thic rescise
slon. Funding i& available for rescission a8 a
result ‘of dalayed activations of  prijons
scbeduled: 1O open in figcal yesr 1996. ‘Thia

provision, in conjuncuien with the. peevious’

provigion. {8 nccessary ta ensure that addi-
tional resources may 0atry forwurd from fis-

-cal year 1996.t0 fiscal yvar 1997 to support on-
gmng pnsor. system oneuuom o

'ud_,:

- statement of the managcra to the contrary.

. 1987 (Public Law 100-118) and by the Budget

Tho’&o'n':e'ném _agroement includes & ro-- -lated classified annexes uod ceports, and bhe

.the Department  of Defensa Appromatlmﬂ

~Tect r.he Department of Defense to’ m.n

September 28, 1996
TITLE IX-~FISCAL YEAR 1997 DISASTER
ASSISTANCE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
ECONONIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINIGTRATION

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASBISTANCE |
The confecence - agreement includes
$25,000,000 1n emergency fiscal year 1997 fund-
ing for infrastruoture expanses related to're-
covery eIIorLs associated with . Hurricaneés

" Fran and Hortenee and other aariral disas-

ters. instead of $18,000.000 Fequested 88 & £y~

.cal yaar 1896 emergeacy aupdplmenm appro-

priaticn. Amounts provided undcr this ace
count are designated 48 emergency require-
ments pursuant to the Balanced Budget and

a.mended.

- Emergency Deflaft- conml Ach of 1985, os

- .+ RELATED Ac:ncr . .

SMALL BUSDIESS ADMDNIETRATION ' *
msm LOANE PROGEAM ACCOUNT '~

" In’sddition to smounts yrovided under
‘title V.of the hil, the confersnge agreement -
provides an additional $113,000,000 in emex-
geney fiscal year 1997 subsidy appropriations
for dimasater joans for recovety elforts related
to Hurricanes Fran ang Hortenge, and othar

.natural disasters.

In edditon to iﬁxéunua provided uder .
title V of the VI, the confarence agrcemast .
includes an additiopal 322,000,000 in gmer-

_ geney fiscal year 1957 funding for administra-

tive expensss Necessary Lo Carry cut the dis-

. aSter loam program tor Hwricanes Fren and

Hortense and othar dntural diaasters, {nstead

of $22000.000 requestcd a8 & fiscal year 1098

emergency Suppleroental - appropriation.
Amounts nrovided under this acconnt are

. designated a9 emergancy requircmcits par- .

guant to_the Rudget .and Emer-
gency Deuctt Contrgl Act of 1965 a8 amend-

o *bwnoum('b)“ AL ot

DEPARWT 0? DETENSE APPB.QPHJATIONS
- Acy, 1887,

" THe’ confmnqa agraement o, the Depur.-'

corporates séme of the provisions ¢f Hoth the
Hnwwd&mumdonaormhm.m
anguage and allocations set farth ia Houee
Report 104617 and . Senata | Raporc -'104-288
should be complied with unless swuncmy
addressed ‘in the "sccompanying ‘bill “ana

m“ 0}‘ PROGRAM,. PBOJECZ'. AND
-ACTIVITY

" The cmteraes egree that for uxe parpom
of the Balanced Budget ana Eriergency Defi-
¢It Contrul ‘Aat of 1685 (Public Law Y9-177) as’
amended by the Balanced Budges and Emer-
gency Deficit Comtrol Reaffirmation Azt of

Enforcertont Act of 1000 (Public Law 101-808), -
the term program, project, and activity for
approprations contained in this- Act shall be
defined ga the mosat specific Jevel of budget
iterns idantifled {n the Deparument of De-
fense Appropmations Act, 1997, the accomie
panyiog House and Senate Comxmittes re- -
ports, the cunference report and asoomMpany-

‘ing joint explanatory statement of the man- - 3§

gers of the Committes of Conferenge,-the Te- .

P-1 and R~} -budaet justification documents
A8 jubsequently mcdified by .Coagressioral
action. ‘The following- exccpﬂon.m uhe abute
deflnition shell apply: - o :

For the Military Paraonne), ana me Opcr-
ation and Maintenapos accounts; the (XM,
‘“program,. project,.and scuvity” .18 dan.md
a8 the apmromriations scovuvata co

Act. ‘At the time the President.eubmita 2is
‘budget for fiscal year 1898, the. conferess [
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427 .
- of the Department carried out at its facilities;
and | o | |
(B) iraproving youth programs that enable
adolescents to relate to new peer groups when
families of raembers of the Armed Forees are
reloca’oed
() REPORT.—Not later than June 30, 1997, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submilf to Congreés. a report on
the status of any initiatives undertaken this section, in-
cluding recommendations for édditidnal ways to improve
the youth programs of the Depm'tment of Defense and to
impfove such programs so as to benefit 'cofn‘nt;unities in
the vicinity of military mstal]amons
SEC. 1078, SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DEPAR‘I‘MENT OF DE-
FENSE SHARING OF EXPERIENCES WITH
M]LITARY CHILD CARE ‘
(a)  Fivpines.—The Senate_ ‘makes the following |

~ findings:

(1) The Department of Defense should be con-

gratulated on the sucoésshil implementatioh of the |

Military Child Care Act of 1989 (title XV 4;»1.’ Public
Law 101-189; 10 US.C. 113 note).

(2) The a,etioﬁs takeh by the Department as a

result of that Act have 'dra‘lvmatically mproved the

availability, affordability, quality, and consisfency of

i

+8 1746 ES
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. the child care services provided to mémbers of the
' Arroed Forces. " |
| (3) Child care is important to the readiness of
members of the Armed Forces because §ing1e par-
‘ents and couﬁles in military service must have access
-to affordable cl;ild care of good quality if they are
to perform then- JObS and respond effectively to long

WOI‘k hours or deployments

O 00 < N U BWN e

(4) Chﬂd care is mponant to the retention of

ey
o

me.mbers of the Armed Forees in mﬂzmry semce be-

f—
It

cause the dlssamsfaetxon of the families of such
12 members with military life is ‘a primary reason for
13 ‘the departure of such members from military serv-

14 e |

15 (b) SENSE OF SENATE.-——-R is the sense of the Senate
16 that— .~ | |

17 - | 1) the weivi}iaﬁc and military child care commu-

18 nitiés, Federal, State, and local agencies, and busi-
19 nesses and communities involved in the provision of
20 child care services could benefit from ‘the develop-
21 ment of nj‘aartﬁerships‘ to foster an ezchange of ideas, -

| 22 information, and magerials relating to their experi-
23 enceswith the provision of such services and to en-
24 cémge eloser relationships between‘mﬂitary instal-
25  lations and the communities that support them;

S . 18 1745 €S
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families .by helping pi-ow}iders of child care services
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429 | | .
(2) such partnerships would be beneficial to all

exchange ideas about innovative ways to address

barriers to the effective provision of such services;

and

(3) there are many ways that nhese partner-

shlps can be developed, mcludmg—

(A) cooperation between the direetors and

- eurriculum specialists of xmhta:y; child develop-

ment centers and civilian chﬂd development

* centers in assisting such centers in the aceredi-

“tation process; -

‘ing on military insta]lations and in communities

(B) use of family support staff to conduct

parent a;nd famﬂy workshops for new parents

and parents mthiyon.ng children 1 m family hous-

in the. vxc:mty of such mstanamons, |

(C) mtcmsh:ps in Department of Defense
child care programs for civilian child (;are pro-
viders to bmaden the base of goéydvquality child
care services in communities in the vicinity of
rmhtarv 1n°,tdllat10ns, and .;

(D) attendanee by civilian e‘mld care pro-
viders at Department child-care training classes

" on a space-available basis.
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