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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE 

Family Day Care Homes in Connecticut: 
A Program Review 

SUMMARY 

In January 1980, the Legislative Program Review and Inves
tigations Committee (LPR&IC) initiated a program review of family 
day care homes in Connecticut, focusing on the roles of the major 
agencies governing the regulation of such homes and the need for 
day care services. The committee's interest in this area was 
motivated by the recognition that a state day care policy does 
not exist. 

The committee decided to examine only family day care homes 
1n order to become familiar with the concepts and issues relevant 
to day care while maintaining a manageable scope for the review. 
Day care centers and group day care homes will be discussed in a 
follow-up study. It is the hope of the committee that a coordin
ated and integrated comprehensive plan and day care policy for 
the state will result from the two studies. 

Assessment of the need for increased availability of day 
care services included an examination of the growth of women and 
mothers in the work force and estimates of the future growth of 
various occupational categories in the state. Day care providers 
were also asked their perceptions of the need for additional day 
care services. 

Currently, responsibility for the regulation of day care 
services is fragmented. In the area of day care homes alone, 
five governmental entities are involved--the Departments of Chil
dren and Youth Services (DCYS), Income Maintenance (DIM) and Hu
man Resources (DHR), the Office of Child Day Care and the Child 
Day Care Council. The two agencies with major roles are DCYS, 
which issues the family day care horne licenses and regulations, 
and DHR, whose responsibilities include carrying out the various 
processing and inspection activities required for the licensure 
of a horne, public information efforts, and the provision of tech
nical assistance to day care horne providers. 

In an effort to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the operation of the family day care horne program in the state, 
the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee made 
recommendations in seven areas. These proposed modifications 
are intended to focus on changes in program activities and admin
istrative structures which should facilitate the provision of day 
care horne services in the state. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

Role Definition of the Principal Agencies 

1. All jurisdiction over family day care homes should be consol
idated in one agency--the Department of Human Resources. 

2. DHR should formalize and publish the major goals and objec
tives of the family day care home system. 

Level of Regulation 

3 . The present level of regulation for family day care homes 
should be continued. 

4. The legislative subject matter committee having jurisdiction 
over this area in 1981 should reevaluate the issue of licen
sure for family day care homes . 

Standardization of Procedures 

5. The Department of Human Resources should standardize its dis
trict office procedures for the initial licensing of family 
day care homes and the renewal of day care licenses. 

6 . DHR should ensure that a mechanism exists to handle complaints 
against day care providers and that follow-up investigations 
will be made . 

7. All visits to day care homes, both those made at license re
newal time and those made for purposes of monitoring, should 
be unannounced. 

8. DHR should develop a procedure whereby periodic, unannounced 
visits are conducted on a random sample of approximately 20 
percent of the active day care homes. Homes against which 
complaints have been filed should be monitored more fre
quently. 

9. District offices should also be responsible for dealing with 
local fire marshals. 

Public Infor mation Efforts 

10. The Department of Human Resources should undertake a system
atic and on-going public information campaign to educate the 
public and relevant social s ervice agencies about family day 
care homes in general. 
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11 . DHR should also provide specific information 1n the areas 
of : 

A) Li censing - the requirements for licensure, any costs 
associated with the licensing process, the benefits of 
licensure , and enforcement of licensure; or 

Certification - any costs assoc i ated with the certifica
tion process , the benefits of being a certified family 
day care home provider, and eligibility criteria for 
certification; 

B) Referrals - where parents desiring family day care ser
vices can obtain specific information about the program ; 
and 

C) The complaint process for dissatisfied consumers and 
providers . 

12 . DHR should inform day care providers about other individuals 
in their neighborhoods who are also day care providers. DHR 
should also inform day care providers about available educa
tional and training opportunities . 

The Child Day Car~ Council 

13 . Section 19-43c of the Connecticut General Statutes should be 
amended to change the membership of the Child Day Care Coun
cil from 11 members to 13 members . The Commissioner of In
come Maintenance and a provider representing day care oper
ators should be added . 

Regulatory Changes 

14 . The current state capacity limit regulations should be 
changed to conform to the proposed federal regulations . 

AFDC Day Care Payments 

15 . The AFDC fee payment rate should be set per child rather than 
on the basis of the number of siblings cared for in a home. 
In addition , separate half- day and full - day rates should be 
set for AFDC children . In order to accomplish these changes , 
the Department of Human Resources , in consultation with the 
Department of Income Maintenance , should compute a fair rate 
for AFDC children . 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Child day care is a service which provides parents or guar
dians who are working or away from home with care for their 
children during a portion of the day. Currently , the form of 
child care used most often for all age groups- -other than the 
child remaining in his or her own home--is the day care home . 1 

Day care centers which are another common form of care also 
provide educational and social services for children. The 
state and federal regulatory requirements of these two types of 
service differ to reflect the limits and needs of the respec
tive settings . 

The need for child care differs depending on a number of 
factors including the age of the child , the income of the fam
ily , and the employment status of the parent(s) . Child care is 
a concern for increasing numbers of parents who choose to re
main in the work force after the birth of a child . The "latch
key syndrome " --a child coming home to an empty house--is of 
paramount consideration to parents who need supervisory care 
for a school age child during part of the day . In addition , 
competent care for infants and toddlers is needed by many parents . 

The demand for and availability of day care services in the 
United States has been increasing steadily for several years. 
The location and quantity of e x isting resources , however , are 
insufficient to meet the needs of all who would like to use such 
services . In addition , concerns have been e xpressed about the 
quality of care being provided . 

The June 1980 meeting of the Eastern Region White House 
Conference on Families in Baltimore , Maryland , addressed the 
issue of day care in its recommendations . The conference ap
proved a statement calling for a policy that government at all 
levels promote the development of alternative forms of quality 
care , both center and home based , in order to assure that child 
care programs involve families and reflect their diverse values 
and choices for their children . 

In response to similar concerns , the Legislative Program 
Review and Investigations Committee (LPR&IC) initiated a 

Office of Assistance for Planning and Evaluation , The Appro 
priateness of the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements 
(FIDCR) : Report on F1nd1ngs and Recommendations (Washington, 
D. C.: United- States Department of Health , Education and Wel
fare , June , 1978) . 
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program review of family day care homes in Connecticut in Jan
uary 1 980 . The committee ' s interest in this area was particu
larly motivated by the recognition that a state day care policy 
does not exist . At the outset of this review , three state de 
partments- -Children and Youth Servi ces , Income Maintenance a n d 
Human Resources--had major roles in the regulation of family day 
care homes . This fragmentation of functions among various state 
departments precipitated a question about the efficiency and 
effectiveness of a service operating under a multitude of admin
istrative entities . 

Instability within the day care home field has been in
creased by current federal guidelines which tend to discourage 
continuity of service , limit public knowledge about family day 
care , and produce variations in both fee schedules and minimum 
quality standards . Furthermore , control over operating stan
dards and the uniform collection of data- - important not only to 
agencies with jurisdiction in this area , but also to family day 
care providers and consumers of care--have not kept pace with 
the accelerating need for quality care . 

The rationale for reviewing only family day care homes 2 

was to familiarize the committee with concepts and issues rele
vant to day care , while maintaining a manageable scope for the 
review . Privately and publically funded day care centers , group 
homes , and other innovative before and after school programs are 
not reviewed in this project . It is the committee's intention 
to review these types of day care in a second study . A coordin
ated and integrated comprehensive plan , including recommenda
tions from the second study , could culminate in a day care pol
icy for Connecticut . 

This review analyzes the roles of the major agencies gov
erning family day care homes, coupled with a focus on family day 
care home providers , whose views are critical in the development 
of day care policies . The committee believes the state should 
identify the critical components necessary for a comprehensive 
day care policy and begin to standardize those elements across 
all day care services . 

2 Family day care is usually provided for a fee , by individuals 
who care for several children in their home . It is usually 
distinguishable from other day care by its location in a home 
within the consumer's neighborhood , a less formal and more 
personalized administrative operation , generally more flexible 
hours and days , and its small- group composition , which may in
clude siblings . Under C. G.S . Section l9-43b(c) , a family day 
care home is defined as a private family home caring for not 
more than four children not related to the provider where the 
children are cared for not less than three nor more than 12 
hours during a 24 hour period and where care is given on a reg
ularly recurring basis . 
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Methodology 

A variety of evaluation methods were utilized in this re
view. In addition to comprehensive questionnaires mailed to 
providers and structured interviews conducted with personnel in 
the district offices of the Department of Human Resources (DHR), 
information was obtained during meetings with individuals from 
the agencies responsible for ensuring that the state's day care 
functions are carried out. A public hearing was also held by 
the committee on June 11, 1980. 

Provider questionnaires. A questionnaire for licensed fam
ily day care home providers was developed by the LPR&IC staff. 
It was pretested during February 1980 on a pilot group of people 
who work with and train family day care providers as well as in
dividuals trained in the area of program evaluation. Each ques
tion was discussed with this group and improvements and modifi
cations were subsequently made. 

Access to a list of the approximately 2,500 licensed family 
day care providers was provided by DHR. 3 A randomly selected 
sample of 500 (20 percent of the population) was selected and 
mailed the questionnaire. A month later, a second random sample 
of 300 (12 percent) was selected. The total sample of 800 was 
subsequently reduced by 41 because of surveys returned by the 
U.S . Postal Service as undeliverable. During February and March 
1980, 386 responses were received for a return rate of 51 per
cent. 

The questionnaire was designed to measure a number of topi
cal issues regarding child day care. It contained questions 
about the family day care home caregivers' history in the area 
of day care, including how they found out about licensure and 
why they decided to get a family day care license, their inter
action with the state and local administration of family day 
care, and their feelings about licensing standards, training, 
the application process, home inspections and technical assis
tance. Four detailed questions concerned characteristics of 
the children served. The final section of the survey asked 
about the family day care providers themselves. (See Appendix 
III.) 

3 As of October 1, 1980, there were 2,594 licensed family day 
care home providers in Connecticut. Licenses are issued an
nually to individuals for use at a specified address. (See 
Appendix II for a copy of the application form.) 
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A modified caregivers' questionnaire was sent to all of 
the family day care horne providers of Child and Family Serv
ices, Inc. (CFS) . 4 Because these individuals receive exten-
sive training and are guaranteed payment by CFS for children 
cared for, the committee was interested in whether or not there 
would be any differences between their responses and those of 
the DCYS licensed providers. All 38 CFS caregivers were mailed 
questionnaires. One survey was returned incomplete; 22 question
naires were filled out and returned for a 59 percent response 
rate. (See Appendix IV.) 

Structured interviews. Face-to-face interviews, using a 
structured format, were conducted with each of the six district 
office human resource managers and ll of their day care special
ists . The questions focused on staff experience with the admin
istration and provision of day care services, the interaction 
between the district offices and the central day care office, 
day care policy and guidelines, the benefits of licensure, and 
the organizational development and jurisdiction of the family 
day care system. (See Appendix V.) 

Other sources of information. The commissioners from the 
Department of Human Resources, the Department of Income Mainten
ance and the Department of Children and Youth Services and other 
individuals in those agencies responsible for day care program 
activities were interviewed to obtain clarification about issues 
related to family day care and some of the initial results from 
the provider questionnaires. The Director of the Office of 
Child Day Care was also interviewed. 

The Child Day Care Council, which is composed of individ
uals from a diverse , yet representative, constituency of day 
care entities, was also surveyed. Five of the twelve members 
on the council responded to the questionnaire for a response 
rate of 42 percent. Not all questions, however, were answered 
by the respondents resulting in a response rate too low to use 
as a basis f o r drawing conclusions. (See Appe ndix VI.) 

4 Child and Family Services, Inc . is a child placing agency, li
censed under C.G.S., Sec. l7-49a, to place children in foster 
or adoptive homes. It also operates a day care horne program. 
A pre r equisite for acceptance as a CFS family day care horne 
provide r is the completion of basic training cove ring areas 
such as child development, health and safety, child care Tou
tines, creative play and nutrition . On-going training and ed
ucational support visits to the day care homes are provided by 
CFS staff. There are 36 other child placing a gencies in Con
n e cticut, approximately 10 of which operate some type of fam
ily day care horne program . 
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CHAPTER II 
THE NEED FOR AND AVAILAB ILITY OF DAY CARE SERVICES 

Documentation of Need for Day Care 

There has been a dramatic increase in the number of women 
entering the labor force in the United States . In 1940, only 
25 percent of all women worked while in 1979 , over half were 
employed outside the horne . (See Figure II-1 . ) Of the women 
currently in the labor force , seven out of ten are employed 
full time . 

A traditional indicator of need for day care services is 
the number of working women with pre- school children . In 
March 1979 , of all mothers with children under 18 , 55 percent 
of these women were in the labor force . Of those with offspring 
between 6 and 17 years of age , 63 percent were working ; 45 per
cent of the mothers with children under six were employed . 

Figure II-1 . Percentage of Women Over 16 in the Labor Force . 

so 

40 

30 

20 

10 

1900 I 10 ' 20 ' 30 '40 ' SO ' 60 '70 ' 79 

Source : Bureau of Labor Statistics and Bureau of Census data 
used in " The Superwoman Squeeze , " Newsweek , March 19 , 
1980 , p . 74 . 
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By 1990, it is estimated that two out of three mothers 
will be working outside the home and half of them will have 
children under six. Connecticut statistics for 1976 indicate 
that 37 percent of all women in the work force had children 
under 18 and 14 percent had children under the age of six. 5 

Figure II-2 shows the ages of the children of mothers in the 
work force. 

Figure II-2. Percent Distribution of Mothers in the Labor Force, 
by Age of Own Children, Spring, 1976 - United 
States (US), New England (NE) and Connecticut (CT). 

KEY: ~ With children 
~ under 6 years 

D With children 6-13, 
none younger 

With children 14-
17, none younger 

ALL MOTHERS IN THE LABOR FORCE TOTAL NO. 

us W 3 7. 3 WWM ___ 4_3 ._9 ___ ~i,lii;~?]I 1s, 371, ooo 

NE ~ •• ~ ... ~-6~ .... 3 .. 2 .... 1 .. 0 .... ~ .. 60:...,. ______ 4:....:8::...:·:..:0::.._ ___ ___;;11I~~:;.~z]i,i1il 843.000 

CT 

Source: Connecticut Office of Child Day Care, Annual Report 
1978-79, p. 10. 

Studies in the past have found that a definable relation
ship exists between income or marital status and the need for 
day care. 6 In general, the lower a family's income, the greater 

5 

6 

Susan Bucknell, Executive Director, Permanent Commission on 
the Status of Women, Legislative Program Review and Investi
gations Committee public hearing on family day care homes, 
June 11, 1980, p. 39. 

Permane nt Commission on the Sta tus o f Women, Da y Ca r e in 
Connecticut: Problems and Perspectives, July 1975, pp. 
3 6-3 7. 
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its need for day care facilities which will allow both parents 
to work outside the home. It is expected this same relation
ship will be true when a mother is the head of the household . 
As of 1974 , one out of every six American children under the 
age of 11 lived in a single parent family--almost double the 
rate 30 years earlier . 7 Available data on female headed fam
ilies indicate that 54 percent of such women are in the labor 
force . (See Table II-1.) In Connecticut, it is estimated that 
three-quarters of the children under 18 from families with in
comes below the poverty level live in female headed households. 
(See Table II-2 . ) 

Table II-1. Labor Force Status of Female Family Heads , By 
Age , March 1974 . 

Percent in 
Age Population Labor force labor force 

Total 6 , 798 , 000 3 , 679,000 54 . 1 

16 to 24 years 601 , 000 299,000 49.8 
25 to 34 years 1 , 484,000 936,000 63 . 1 
35 to 44 years 1,418 , 000 939 , 000 66.2 
45 to 54 yea r s 1,255,000 867 , 000 69 . 1 
55 to 64 years 904,000 531 , 000 58.7 
65 years and over 1, 136 , 000 107 , 000 9.4 

Source: United States Department of Labor, 1975 Hand Book on 
Women Workers , p . 22 . 

During the period from 1974 through 1985, the number of 
job openings (due to turnover or expansion) in Connecticut is 
expected to be approximately 194 , 000 . The two largest areas 
of new employment are expected to be clerical (52,160 jobs) 
and service (44,130 jobs) . 8 As Table II-3 shows , women are 
almost twice as likely to be employed as clerical workers as 
in any other occupation . 

7 

8 

United States Department of Health , Education and Welfare, 
Is Early Intervention Effective? , by U. Bronfenbrenner, 
(Washington, D. C. : Government Printins Office i 1974) . 

Connecticut Department of Labor , Annual Planning Information 
FY 19 81 , p . 2 6 . 
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Table II-2. Estimated Poverty Levels in Connecticut - 1981. 

Persons below the poverty level 
Related children under 18 below the 
poverty level 

Total 

Persons in 
families 

Unrelated 
persons 

365,820 

199,570 

166,250 

Total 

By age 

under 6 years 
6 - 17 years 

By type of family 
and age 

Male head 
under 6 years 
6 - 17 years 

Female head 
under 6 years 
6 - 17 years 

32,670 
56,600 

13,910 
6,470 

18,760 
so' 130 

89,270 

20,380 

68,890 

Source: Connecticut Department of Labor, Annual Planning 
Information FY 1981, p. 66. 

Table II-3. Major Occupation Groups of Employed Women. 

Professional, technical workers 
Managers, administrators (except farm) 
Clerical workers 
Craft 
Sales workers 
Operatives 
Service workers 

1978 
National 

16% 
6% 

35% 
2% 
7% 

11% 
21% 

1977 
Connecticut 

18.2% 
5.5% 

34.6% 
1.6% 
7.3% 

14.2% 
17.7% 

Source: Unite d States De partment of Labor, 1978 Handbook on 
Wome n Workers a nd 1979 Handbook on Wome n Workers . 
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The issue of need for day care was addressed by a number 
of speakers at the LPR&IC public hearing. Marina Rodriguez, 
representing the Community Council of the Capitol Region, said: 

The need for day care has been identified in 
numerous national and local studies. Factors 
related to the need for day care include the 
continuing increase of women participating in 
the work force , the increase of single parent 
households and the continuing rise in the 
cost of living which in turn has increased 
the number of families with two working par
ents. These changing social and economic 
patterns are bringing more and more parents 
with young children into the labor force, and 
will continue to have tremendous influence on 
the need for expanded and alternative child 
care arrangements. 9 

Reporting on the results of a survey conducted by the 
Hartford State Labor Council, Susan Bucknell, executive dir
ector of the Permanent Commission on the Status of Women said 
that over two-thirds of the people surveyed were single parents 
and a major problem they had was an inability to pay for the 
cost of child care. Other problems cited by respondents were 
a lack of infant and second shift (3 pm - 11 pm) care and the 
limited availability of care for handicapped children. 10 

The day care providers who responded to the LPR&IC ques
tionnaires also said the need for more day care services exists. 
Two-thirds to three-fourths of the respondents said their com
munities need more family day care homes which provide services 
full-time, part-time, night-time, and before and/or after school. 
They also cited similar needs for family day care for infants, 
toddlers, the mentally retarded, the physically handicapped and 
the emotionally disturbed. 

Governmental Role in Day Care 

For the day care services that do exist, varied levels 
of regulation are in effect in the United States. Based on 
information prepared in August 1976 for the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) , 11 every state requires at 

9 

10 

11 

LPR&IC public hearing, p. 82. 

Ibid., p. 40. 

u.s. Department of Health, Education and Welfar e, Social and Re 
habilita tion Service, Child Day Care Ma na geme n t Study, Vol. 
I ; Cr o ss- Site Comparisons (Wash i ng ton, D.C.: Go v ernme n t Print
ing Office, l976), p. 120. 
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least some category of day care home providers to be registered, 
certified or licensed. Thirty-three states, including Connec
ticut and the other New England states, require all caregivers 
to be licensed. 

In Arkansas, a provider must have a license only when 
taking care of more than six children or when serving feder
ally subsidized children. Four other states require certifi
cation or letters of approval in the latter case . In seven 
states, providers must have a day care license if they serve 
more than four children . Arizona certifies all providers while 
Louisiana requires them to receive letters of approval from the 
state. Three states have established registration procedures 
under which the provider must make known his or her intent to 
care for children and to comply with state regulations. 

Monitoring levels also vary from state to state. Data 
from the same HEW study indicate: 

2 states - visit homes monthly; 
1 state - visits only WIN 12 homes monthly; 

14 states - visit all homes quarterly; 
8 states - visit all homes semi-annually; 

15 states - visit all homes annually; 
5 states - visit homes irregularly or as needed; 
3 states - do not visit homes at all; and 
2 states - information not available. 

Thirty-five states reported they offer training and tech
nical assistance to their family day care home caregivers. 13 

The states were then rated on the amount of training provided 
based on the quantity per caregiver and the number of people 
receiving such assistance. Five states were rated as offering 
a high amount of assistance in terms of quantity and numbers. 
Eight states were rated as providing a moderate amount of 

12 Title IVC of the Social Security Act requires states to try 
to place all appropriate welfare recipients in jobs or job 
training. Mothers with children older than six are required 
to register for work or training under the Work Incentive 
Program (WIN) as a prerequisite for receiving Aid to Famil
ies with Dependent Children (AFDC) payments. The federal 
government pays 90 percent of the cost of day care for chil
dren of WIN trainees. 

13 HEW, Child Day Care Management Study, p. 137. 
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training. Fourteen states (including Connecticut) offered low 
amounts of such assistance. The remaining states either pro
vided no training assistance or the amount could not be deter
mined. 

The assistance offered in Connecticut is of a varying na
ture. If the district offices or the central office of DHR 
receive information they believe will be useful to the provi
der, the material is passed along to the day care provider. In 
addition, providers may request technical assistance from the 
agency . As part of the LPR&IC surveys for this study, DHR dis
trict office managers and day care specialists were asked how 
often day care providers receive assistance from the district 
offices . The responses ranged from seldom for assistance in 
the areas of activities and meal planning to very often in 
areas such as help in filling vacancies and business advice 
(fee collections). (See Table II-4.) 

Table II-4. Assistance to Day Care Providers from DHR Dis
trict Office Staff 

Area of Assistance 

Activities planning 
Meal planning 
Child discipline and behavior problems 
Information on child development 
Information on health and safety 
Help in filling vacancies 
Information on service agencies (food stamps, 

counseling, abuse questions, etc.) 
Information about associations for day 

care providers 
Business advice, like fee collections 
A review of and helpful comments about 

their work 

How Often Received 
(most frequent response) 

Seldom 
Seldom 
Occasionally 
Occasionally 
Occasionally 
Very often 

Occasionally 

Occasionally 
Very often 

Occasionally 

Source: LPR&IC Day Care District Office Interview Survey 
(Question 12) 

Existing Day Care Services in Connecticut 

Demographic data were obtained from the questionnaires sent 
to licensed Connecticut family day care providers and Child and 
Family Service (CFS) caregivers about the age, schooling, race, 
income and any governmental assistance received by the 
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respondents. The data indicate a number of differences between 
the two groups of providers. (See Figure II-3.) 

On the average a licensed Connecticut caregiver has been 
providing family day care services for 47 months, a CFS care
giver for 36 months. The national average is 52 months. A 
Connecticut caregiver has been a state licensed family day 
care operator 40 rnopths on the average and a CFS provider 37 
months. A child remains in the care of a state licensed provi
der an average of twelve months and in the care of a CFS pro
vider an average of 10 months. 

Awareness of licensing process . Sixty-five percent of the 
Connecticut providers who responded to the survey knew a day 
care license was required when they first started to care for 
other people's children while 96 percent of the CFS respondents 
knew a license was required . When Connecticut providers were 
asked how they found out a license was needed, the most common 
responses were a neighbor or friend who was not a provider (29 
percent), another day care worker (28 percent) or someone from 
the Department of Human Resources (24 percent). Sixty-one 
percent of the CFS caregivers learned that a license was required 
from another day care worker. 

Both Connecticut and CFS caregivers indicated that they 
thought it was very important that a medical exam for the pro
vider (57 and 75 percent respectively) and reference letters 
(56 and 76 percent respectively) be required of a day care horne 
operator before he or she is licensed. Eighty-two percent of 
the CFS r e spondents f elt that completing training in child de
velopment before licensure was very important and nearly three
quarters said training should be completed in the areas of dis
ciplining children, nutrition and activities planning . Be
tween 34 and 43 percent of the licensed providers thought these 
items were very important. Six out of ten of the state licensed 
provide rs indicated a l ead ~aint inspection of the horne should 
be done prior to licensure. 4 

Almost half of the Connecticut providers indicated it 
took from two weeks to a month following their application be
fore a licensing representative visited their day care home 
for the first time; 28 percent were visited in less than two 
weeks. Sixty-two p ercent of the CFS providers said the 

Connecticut does require a medical exam and a lead paint 
inspection. State regulations also mandate other health 
and safe ty requirements. 
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Figure II-3. Characteristics of Licensed Family Day Care Home 
Providers and CFS Day Care Home Providers. 

KEY: 111111111 Licensed Providers CFS Providers (% of respondents) 
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Source: LPR&IC Staff Analysis of Committee Questionnaire Results. 
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licensing representative came by in less than two weeks while 
one-third responded that it took between two weeks and a month. 

When asked how frequently a licensing representative 
should visit a family day care home to check licensing stan
dards, Connecticut providers indicated twice a year and CFS 
caregivers said six times per year. District office staff 
responses were split between once and twice a year; they agreed 
that unannounced licensing visits are the most effective. 

Relationship with other state agencies . Seventy-six per
cent of the Connecticut providers indicated the staff of each 
district office was easy to deal with, three-quarters found 
DHR easy to deal with and 73 percent found DCYS easy to deal 
with . The district office staff interviewed felt that staff 
from the other district offices, and DHR, DCYS and DIM were 
cooperative. 

Fee structure . Connecticut providers responding to the 
questionnaire indicated they take a number of factors into 
consideration when setting the fee for a child. Two-thirds 
consider the number of hours each child receives care, nearly 
half take into account whether care is provided for two or 
more children from the same family and whether the fee is set 
by the week or by the day . Thirty-seven percent of the re
spondents consider the age of the child. 

Possible barriers to expansion. Although there are nearly 
2,500 licensed family day care homes in the state, it is es
timated there are many hundreds, possibly thousands, of unli
censed providers. 15 In an attempt to determine why this situa
tion exists, the various groups surveyed were asked why they 
believe people choose not to obtain a license. The primary 
reason cited by nearly two-thi r ds of the licensed providers 
and CFS caregivers was that a license limits the number of 
childr en that can be c ared for. 

Another reason suggested by more than half of both groups 
of respondents was that people don't want state agency person
nel coming into their homes. Fifty-nine percent of the licensed 
providers, but only 41 percent of the CFS caregivers thought a 
de sire not to list day care income for tax purposes deters 
people f r om seeking a license. The most common reasons identi
fied by the DHR district office worke rs were the number of 
children being cared for and tax avoidance. 

Westinghouse Learning Corporation and Westat Re sea rch, Inc., 
Day Care Surve y--1970: Summary Repor t a nd Bas ic Analysis, 
(Washington, D. c. : Off ice o f Economic Opportunity, 1971) . 
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The issue of why individuals don't license their family 
day care homes was also addressed at the LPR&IC public hear
ing. Dale Maynard, director of policy and licensing for the 
Department of Children and Youth Services, stated "some in
dividuals simply do not know that they must be licensed until 
they seek to advertise and learn that the newspaper will not 
accept an ad unless proof of licensure is supplied."~ He added: 

Others hesitate to pursue licensure because 
they feel the state will impose a fee for 
studying their homes or they don't want 
personal information released or they don't 
want to report the income for tax purposes. 
I suspect that in Connecticut and across 
the country , the majority of family day 
care services are being offered by provi
ders who have never sought nor received a 
license from a state, county or municipal 
authority. 17 

Frances T. Roberts, director of the office of child day 
care, testified that her office receives numerous telephone 
calls from people who are not aware that a license is needed 
in order to operate a child day care home. She said: 

I think if we're ever going to get expansion 
of day care in the next ten years, it's 
going to be in family day care . But in or
der to achieve that, I think that the sys
tem has got to be accessible, acceptable, 
[and] known to the bulk of the providers 
and the clients .... w 

Accessibility to day care homes is further limited by 
caregivers who stop providing service temporarily or perman
ently. According to testimony presented at the committee's 
public hearing by a community council representative, in a 
survey of 100 licensed day care homes, only 60 were taking or 
seeking children at the time of the survey.~ Likewise, half 

16 LPR&IC Public hearing, p. 15. 

17 Ibid. 

18 Ibid. , p. 6 3. 

J9 Marina Rodriquez, Planner, Community Council of Capitol 
Region, Ibid., p. 83. 
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of the licensed Connecticut providers and one quarter of the 
CFS caregivers who responded to the LPR&IC surveys indicated 
that since first being licensed there have been periods of 
time when they stopped offering day care services . A variety 
of reasons for this decision were given by both groups . 

Thirty-five percent of the licensed providers and 15 
percent of the CFS caregivers said they didn ' t have enough 
children to care for; 20 percent and 15 percent respectively 
said they needed more income . Other answers noted by 20 
percent or more of the licensed providers were : needed more 
time for other interests , poor parent cooperation and found 
different employment . Only two percent of the respondents 
cited difficulty meeting the state requirements or lack of 
technical assistance from the district office as reasons why 
they stopped providing service . 
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CHAPTER III 
THE REGULATION OF DAY CARE HOMES IN CO~NECTICUT 

Administrative Responsibility 

Throughout the twentieth century, the state of Connecticut 
has been concerned about the institutions and individuals who 
care for children on a temporary or permanent basis. As early 
as 1911, the state required those who cared for or boarded more 
than four dependent children under 16 years of age to obtain a 
license from the state board of charities (1911 Public Acts, 
Chapter 62). By the 1920's, the state required those caring 
for one or more children to obtain a license from the bureau of 
child welfare (1921 Public Acts, Chapter 383). In 1935, the 
licensing authority was given to the commissioner of welfare 
(1935 C.G.S. Section 717c) and in 1945, he was authorized to 
fix the maximum number of children to be boarded or cared for 
(1945 C.G.S. Section 392h). 

The concept of caring for a child implied in these early 
statutes encompassed temporary and permanent short and long term 
care . The inclusion under these statutes of family day care 
homes as discussed in this report has evolved with the develop
ment of the day care horne as it is known today. It should be 
noted that the services provided by day care homes are used as 
temporary protective care for abused children as well as general 
care when parents are absent for a portion of the day. 

Modifications to the child care statutes continued through
out the 1970's. A 1973 change (Public Act 73-62) made it pos
sible for child care providers to receive licenses from either 
the welfare commissioner or the Commissioner of Children and 
Youth Services. In 1974, child welfare services were transfer
red into one centralized agency--the Department of Children and 
Youth Services (DCYS) . An agreement was reached between the 
state Welfare Department and DCYS to permit the signature of 
the DCYS commissioner to appear on family day care licenses 
while the staff performing the licensure functions would remain 
in the welfare department. The title of the State Welfare De
partment was changed to the Department of Social Services (DSS) 
1n 1975. 

In 1976, the Committee on the Structure of State Govern
ment (the Filer Commission) e xamined the structure and organi
zation of all state agencies and prepared recommendations for 
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consolidating those with similar responsibilities. Utilizing 
some of the committee's findings, the General Assembly passed 
the 1977 Reorganization Act and placed major responsibility 
for day care in the newly created Department of Human Resour
ces (DHR). During this same legislative session, a formal def
inition of a family day care home was adopted (Public Act 77-
15 7) • 

DHR began operating in January 1979 and carried out the 
on-going recruitment, study and decision-making activities 
affecting family day care licensing, although the signature on 
the family day care home licenses continued to be that of the 
commissioner of DCYS. During 1978, the Child Day Care Council 
developed and recommended the adoption of revised licensure 
regulations, but there was confusion about which agency had the 
authority to review and promulgate the regulations. 

In 1979, the General Assembly passed new legislation trans
ferring the authority for licensure back to the Department of 
Children and Youth Services (Public Act 79-631). As a result, 
it is DCYS which must issue the regulations and once again a 
split in the oversight of day care homes exists. 

According to testimony at the LPR&IC public hearing, DHR's 
current responsibility and goal for the family day care system 
is to provide an adequate number of day care homes throughout 
the state, to make citizens aware of the law requiring licen
sure, and to monitor and provide advice to homes so parents can 
feel confident when placing their children in them. 20 The con
current role of DCYS is to issue new and renewal licenses and 
establish regulatory standards for the operation of day care 
homes. The involvement of the Department of Income Maintenance 
workers is limited to informing AFDC recipients about the avail
ability of day care services and making referrals to DHR workers. 
Currently, payments for day care are processed as part of DIM's 
regular payments system. 

In order to carry out its day care functions, DHR has dis
trict offices in Bridgeport, Hartford, Middletown, New Haven, 
Norwich and Waterbury, which are also frequently used as offices 
by personnel from the Departments of Children and Youth Services, 
Income Maintenance, and Labor. The DHR employees include social 
workers, community relations specialists, day care program spe
cialists and social service aides. These individuals are 

20 Gertrude Mero, chief of day care, DHR, LPR&IC public hearing, 
p. 45. 
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responsible for initial and renewal licensure inspections, ap
plication processing, complaint follow-ups, approving AFDC ar
rangements, training and other technical assistance activities. 

The Department of Human Resources is also the designated 
Title XX Agency in the state. As a result, it receives $4 mil
lion in training funds from the federal government and some of 
this money is used to pay for the training of staff in qualified 
day care facilities and homes. In order to conform with new fed
eral regulations, training activity will be expanded in the fu
ture to cover more day care providers. 

DHR also handles the Work Incentive Program (WIN) which 
provides AFDC mothers with institutional or on-the-job training 
and, if necessary, remedial education in order to help them ob
tain marketable skills. Many of these women use family day 
care homes to provide substitute care for their children while 
they are participating in the program. 

Two other state entities are also involved in overseeing 
aspects of day care. The Office of Child Day Care was created 
in 1975 to provide advocacy, coordination and planning for day 
care services of all types throughout the state (C.G.S. Section 
4-60o). The three person staff is headed by a director appointed 
by the governor. Originally under the Department of Community 
Affairs for fiscal and budgetary purposes only, the office has 
been located within DHR on the same basis since the latter's 
creation in January 1979.21 

The mandated responsibilities of the office include iden
tification of existing child day care services and development 
of a plan to coordinate those services; identification of fund
ing sources; development of recommended regulations for child 
day care services, including parent-controlled, non-profit day 
care cooperatives; and review and comment on preliminary plans 
of other state agencies administering state and federal funds 
for day care services. 

The Child Day Care Council was established under Section 
19-43c of the Connecticut General Statutes in 1967. It is an 

21 During the 1980 legislative session, a bill (sSB 693) to 
transfer all administrative functions of the Office of Child 
Day Care to DHR was considered, but it did not pass. Funds 
for the operation of the office during FY 1980-81, however, 
were included in the DHR budget. As a result, although the 
mandate and statutory responsibility of the office continues, 
no funding has been appropriated to it for FY 1980-81. 
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11 member advisory body composed of the commissioners of the 
Departments of Children and Youth Services, Education, Health 
Services 22 and Human Resources; the director of the Office of 
Child Day Care, who serves as chairperson; and six gubernator
ial appointees. Of the latter members, one must be a member of 
a community action program, one must be a member of a child 
development or early childhood education department of a Con
necticut college or university, another must be the parent of 
a child enrolled in a tax supported day care facility and fi
nally, there must be the parent of a child enrolled in a pri
vately supported day care facility. 

The council serves in an advisory capacity to the Office 
of Child Day Care, makes recommendations to the Commissioner 
of Health Services with regard to day care centers, and advises 
the state agencies concerned with the regulation of family day 
care homes. The council is required by statute to hold public 
hearings on all of its recommendations. It must seek input 
from the parents of children using day care services, adminis
trators of the services and other interested parties. 

Day Care Regulations 

The Department of Children and Youth Services (DCYS), in 
accordance with its statutory authority (C.G.S. Section 17-48), 
promulgates the regulations relating to child care facilities 
in Connecticut. The regulations governing the operation of 
family day care homes 2 3 define the conditions constituting fam
ily day care, set minimum requirements for the persons to be 
present during child care and the safety of physical surround
ings, require that basic attendance and emergency information 
records be kept, and require water and lead paint tests in cer
tain instances. DCYS expects to submit proposed revised regu
lations concerning "The Operation of Child-Caring Agencies and 
Facilities" to the Regulations Review Committee in December 
1980. 

2 2 

23 

The primary role of the Department of Health Services (DOHS) 
in the area of day care concerns day care centers, which the 
department is r e sponsible fo r licensing under C.G.S. Section 
19-43e. However, the agency staff do perform tests on water 
samples taken from wells at day care homes. 

Connecticut Regulations, Sections 17-48-52 through 17-48-72. 
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In March 1980, the U.S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare (precursor to the Department of Health and Human 
Services) issued new federal regulations governing family day 
care homes that serve children whose fees are paid by the gov
ernment. 24 These regulations cover such areas as program ac
tivities for children, training, nutrition, health and safety, 
physical environment, social services, parent involvement and 
group composition. The regulations took effect on October 1, 
1980, except the training provisions, which become effective 
April 1, 1981. 

Administrative Costs of Regulation 

The state of Connecticut collects no fees for the family 
day care horne licenses it issues and all assistance provided by 
the state in this area is completely free. There are costs in 
operating the program, although no one is sure exactly how high 
they are. In an effort to assess the scope of the expense in
curred by state government in the administration of this program, 
the committee gathered data on the family day care horne related 
expenditures of the major agencies involved in regulating the 
program. 

Because the Department of Human Resources is responsible 
for a majority of the functions associated with the licensure 
of day care homes, it has the highest identifiable costs. Dur
ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1981, DHR expects to spend 
approximately $587,000 on personnel for family day care horne 
licensing and approval of AFDC child care. Only $43,250 of this 
amount is state support. The remainder of the funds are a com
bination of 100 percent federal funds, 90 percent federal reim
bursement from the WIN program and 75 percent reimbursement from 
Title XX funds. This money is used to pay the full salaries of 
38 employees in the six district offices and all or part of the 
salaries of six individuals in the department's central office. 25 

The 1979-80 estimated expenditure for the Office of Child 
Day Care was $176,624. Approximately $139,000 was included in 
DHR's FY 1980-81 budget for the operation of the office. 26 

24 Federal Register, Vol. 45 No. 55, March 19, 1980, pp.l7883-
17884. 

2 5 July 16, 1980 letter from Commissioner Ronald E. Manning to 
LPR&IC staff. 

2 6 Office of Fiscal Analysis, Connecticut General Assembly, The 
State Budget for the 1980-81 Fiscal Year, September, 1980-,-
p. 208. 
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The Department of Children and Youth Services indicated 
it did not have any personnel directly assigned to family day 
care homes. An inconsequential amount of time is spent by fos
ter care licensing personnel handling the renewal of licenses 
for homes providing both day care and foster care, but even in 
combination with time spent on administrative issues, the total 
cost is too small to be measured by the agency. 2 7 

Positions within the Department of Income Maintenance can 
be categorized on the basis of day care in in general, but not 
family day care homes specifically. DIM is primarily involved 
in day care indirectly through the processing of payments for 
child care. By allocating the estimated time per month spent 
on day care in their Fiscal Services and Budget Office, and the 
actual percentage of cumulative paid day care cases to cummula
tive AFDC cases from July 1, 1979, through May 30, 1980, the 
department calculated its 1979-80 personnel costs for the total 
day care program at $18,827.2 8 

27 

28 

July 30, 1980 letter from Commissioner Mark J. Marcus to 
LPR&IC staff. 

July 7, 1980 letter from Commissioner Edward W. Maher to 
LPR&IC staff. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Role Definition of the Principal Agencies 

As discussed earlier, five state governmental entities are 
presently involved with family day care homes in Connecticut. 
The Department of Children and Youth Services is responsible 
for licensing family day care homes; the Department of Human 
Resources is authorized to contract with DCYS to ensure that 
the duties and functions necessary to provide for the efficient 
and effective delivery of services to children are carried out; 
the Department of Income Maintenance processes state payments 
for day care; the Office of Child Day Care is mandated to iden
tify, inventory and plan for the coordination of existing child 
day care services; and the Child Day Care Council makes recom
mendations to state agencies concerned with regulating family 
day care homes. 

The results from structured face-to-face personal inter
views, LPR&IC questionnaires, and the committee's public hear
ing on family day care homes indicated strong support for con
solidating all the responsibilities in this area within one 
agency. Many comments were received about the difficulty of 
obtaining unanimity among the various agencies currently in
volved in the policy and implementation aspects of family day 
care services. 

A DHR representative who testified on behalf of the commis
sioner at the committee's public hearing said the individuals 
from the various agencies involved in day care have worked to
gether for many years. He noted, however: 

•.. it would seem to be that just like with 
DCYS who licenses their own foster homes and 
institutions, and have the appropriations and 
utilize those facilities almost exclusively 
that the Department of Human Resources ought 
to have the same kind of authority over the 
programs for which they're paying for ser
vices .••• 29 

2 9 Lawrence Marostica, director of field operations, DHR, LPR&IC 
public hearing, p. 7. 

25 



The representative from DCYS indicated he concurred with 
the comments made by DHR with respect to jurisdictional prob
lems and reiterated that the relationship between the agencies 
has been cooperative. He added, " ••• it would appear obvious 
to me that a single administration having responsibility for 
this particular area would most likely be more efficient, but 
at the present time I'm not prepared to answer the question of 
which agency."30 

The comments from the DIM representative also supported a 
centralized administrative approach. He said: 

I think one of the things htat has happened 
as the result of the splitting of the depart
ments are the issues ..• [of] how do you coor
dinate and consolidate and integrate services 
when you fracture them into three separate, 
agencies . •. . I'm not so sure that great effi
ciencies occur when you separate things of 
that nature. Also , I might add, that one of 
the concrete areas that seems to be more dif
ficult when you have three agencies handling 
a delivery system is in the area of writing 
policy .. • • It's very difficult to get three dif
ferent bureaucracies together in order to come 
out with a consolidated program.31 

The Chief of Day Care for DHR, indicated that the only in
stance in which the department's staff must seek input from DCYS 
district office staff is in cases involving neglect and abuse. 
She agreed that there was no discernible disadvantage to elimin
ating DCYS from the licensing process and having either the com
missioner of DHR or DIM sign the licenses and promulgate needed 
regulations. 32 

At this time, the Legislative Program Review and Investiga
tions Committe e be lie ves consolidation of jurisdiction for day 
care homes would be most appropriate. Accordingly, it is the 
recommendation of the committee that all jurisdiction over fam
lly day care homes be consolidated 1n one agency--the Department 
of Human Resources. 

30 Dale Maynard, director of policy and licensing, DCYS, Ibid., 
p. 17. 

31 John Ely, District Director, DIM Hartford District Office , 
Ibid. , p. 28. 

32 Gertrude Mero, Ibid., p. 50. 
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This change should be accomplished smoothly because DHR 
already has the staff and is familiar with the programmatic 
and licensing functions for family day care homes. It is ex
pected that the department will assess its operation and rec
ommend those organizational changes that it believes are nec
essary to carry out its increased responsibilities. Further
more, it is the belief of the committee that DHR will be better 
able to provide policy development when it also has statutory 
licensing responsibility. 

The LPR&IC does recognize that some of the entities in
volved with family day care homes, in particular the Office of 
Child Day Care, also have responsibilities in the area of day 
care centers. It is the intention of the committee to examine 
the issue of consolidation of all day care services in its sub
sequent report on day care centers. As part of that examina
tion, the most appropriate roles for the various governmental 
organizations involved in day care will be considered again. 

A number of desirable goals can be achieved because of the 
existence of a family day care home system. At the present 
time, however, there is no prioritized enumeration of these 
goals for Connecticut. As a result, no inherent day care policy 
exists for this state. In order to provide program direction, 
and in conjunction with its preceding finding, the Legislative 
Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends that the 
Department of Human Resources formalize and publish the major 
goals and objectives of the family day care home system. This 
formalization should articulate a policy developed after con
sultation with the district offices, family day care providers, 
and parents who have used licensed family day care services. 
The policy goals should also be reviewed by the Child Day Care 
Council. 
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Level of Regulation 

The regulation of family day care homes varies throughout 
the United States. The three most common types of governmental 
control are licensure, certification and registration. Under 
the most restrictive form of regulation, a person must obtain 
a license from a recognized authority in order to perform the 
specified activity and some demonstration of competence is re
quired to obtain the license. A certification process provides 
verification that an individual has certain skills, but it does 
not prevent others from engaging in an activity as long as they 
do not claim to be certified. Registration requires individuals 
who wish to engage in a particular activity to list their names 
with an official body, but there are no restrictions on who may 
list their narne.33 

In a majority of states , all day care horne providers must 
be licensed, while in other states certification is used only 
for providers serving federally funded children. In Connecti
cut, there is a statutory requirement that all homes (or more 
specifically the day care horne provider at a specified location) 
be licensed (C.G.S.- Section 17-48) . It is the recommendation 
of the Le gislative Program Review and Investigations Committee 
that the present level of regulation be continued. 

The committee believes the current system of regulation 
may insure the best quality of care and provide more profession
alism to caregivers. However, there was not total agreement 
among all committee members on this issue . Re cognizing that the 
decision to license or deregulate an area affecting state resi
dents is essentially a political decision, the committee recom
mends that the legislative subject matter committee having jur
isdiction over this area in 1981 reevaluate the issue of licen
sure for family day care homes. 

Of particular concern to committee me mbers is the fact that 
the current licensure system is actually closer to a certifica
tion mechanism and it may be misleading to call the Connecticut 
process ''licensure." A true system of licensure would mandate 
that only licensed persons be allowed to operate family day care 
homes. In fact, at the present time in Connecticut, it is esti
mated that hundreds of unlicensed individuals are providing child 
care s ervices which fal l under the legal definition of a family 
day care horne. 

33 Milton Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1962), pp. 144-145. 
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While efforts are made to license these people when they 
are found to be operating day care homes illegally, enforcement 
of the law is not rigorously pursued. Likewise, penalties for 
violating the law are limited and rarely if ever invoked. As 
a result, some parents in the state are using homes that have 
not been inspected and licensed by the state while others are 
using licensed homes. 

Additionally, under licensure a provider would have to dem
onstrate competence in order to operate a day care home. Pres
ently state inspectors check the physical conditions of a house, 
verify the medical condition of the residents of the horne as 
well as past or pending charges of crimes against persons or 
child abuse, but they do not test the competency of a prospec
tive provider for specific training or knowledge. 

According to a letter from the Department of Human Resour
ces, applicants are rarely refused a family day care horne li
cense. It was stated that : 

Usually it becomes obvious (1) that certain 
corrections in the environment would be neces
sary before a license could be granted, or (2) 
that the applicant has personal problems which 
would interfere with the provision of a healthy 
environment for day care children. After an 
open discussion about these concerns with the 
licensing worker, the applicant may decide not 
to make the corrections required, or may agree 
that some personal problems need to be resolved 
before caring for others' children. As a re
sult, the application for licensure is voluntar
ily "withdrawn." 34 

In those instances where a license has been refused, among the 
most frequently cited reasons were: fire or housing code viola
tions; disapproved woodstoves or space heaters; medical problems; 
or poor relationship with applicant's own children witnessed dur
ing interview. 

In an effort to facilitate the consideration of this issue 
by the standing committee, the LPR&IC believed it was important 
to outline the options available to the state in this area. Ac
cordingly, the arguments for and against varying levels of regu
lations are presented below. 

34 July 22, 1980 letter from Gertrude H. Mero, Chief, Day Care 
Division, DHR, to LPR&IC staff. 

29 



Licensure. Under a true licensure system, certain stan
dards must be met by successful applicants in order to demon
strate their competence to practice. Only individuals who are 
licensed can operate a day care home and the enforcement of the 
standards is the responsibility of an agency or regulatory board 
or commission. If a provider loses his or her license, then he 
or she cannot continue to operate a day care home. 

In order to obtain a family day care home license, the 
state would most likely conduct an initial inspection of the 
potential home to check for lead paint and test houses with well 
water. The day care provider would have to present evidence of 
certain skills. He or she would have to receive his or her li
cense before the service could be provided. An annual inspec
tion of the home and evidence of the continued competence of 
the provider could be required. 

ADVANTAGES: The existence of a licensure requirement in
dicates to the public that all day care homes and providers meet 
approved minimal standards. If in fact state inspections and 
monitoring of the care being provided are taking place, then 
the government acts as the enforcer of standards for the pur
chasers of family day care services. This may reduce the time 
and effort parents and guardians must expend to ensure their 
children are receiving quality care. 

The Director of Field Operations for the Department of Hu
man Resources testified that "The primary reason for licensing 
is to assure that the provider has the kind of environment that 
you would want your child to be placed into." 35 The Director of 
Policy and Licensing for the Department of Children and Youth 
Services "Having become involved in licensing I have a 
strong personal and professional preference for saying that li
censing takes place because it does, at least, assure some de
gree of control and accountability for the particular area." 
He added, " ... the intent is to assure that minimum care, qual
ity of care , is given by the provide r to the child." 3 6 

DISADVANTAGES : The licensure process does not necessarily 
assure that a day care home meets all quality standards. If it 
focuses only on the physical condition of the home and not on 

35 Lawrence Marostica, LPR&IC public hearing testimony, p. 8. 

36 Dale Maynard, Ibid . , p. 20. 
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the competency skills or training of the provider, then it will 
be difficult to use the existence of a license as a basis for 
assessing the care that will be provided within the day care 
home. The argument is often made that only a child's parent(s) 
or guardian(s) can judge whether a particular day care home is 
safe, appropriate and acceptable for the child and the govern
ment should not be involved in such determinations. 

Another disadvantage to licensure is that it tends to dis
courage prospective day care operators from entering the field. 
It creates barriers which restrict entry and it places a limit 
on the number of children that can be cared for . In addition, 
a day care license requirement may promote an artificial fee 
structure, which may result in higher charges. 

Limited awareness about the need to obtain a license before 
opening a day care home means that many people who presently op
erate homes without a license are in violation of the law. Le
gally, they could be prosecuted for operating unlicensed homes. 
Nonenforcement of a particular law, as is currently the case in 
this instance, can lead to disregard for other laws. It has 
been argued that since few complaints about day care homes are 
filed annually, 37 it would seem more sensible to eliminate licen
sure than to turn uninformed, unlicensed individuals into law 
breakers. 

Certification . Under a certification system, those indi
viduals wishing to receive this designation agree to provide to 
the state certain information which confirms that they meet spec
ified criteria. In this way, the regulatory agency can determine 
whether the family day care home and its operator meet certain 
minimum qualifications, although they do not necessarily test 
competence. Under such a system, a noncertified person is 
allowed to operate a day care home, but only those people who 
meet the certification standards may advertise their homes as 
state certified . If a home does not maintain acceptable stan
dards, the provider can be decertified and lose his or her right 
to advertise as such, but he or she can continue to operate a 
day care home. 

37 In 1979, DHR received 32 complaints against licensed family 
day care homes. The most frequent types of complaints con
cerned over-enrollment, poor housekeeping and disputes over 
fees . Other reports concerned child abuse, physical safety 
hazards, antagonism between neighbors, lack of supervision, 
suspicion a home was unlicensed, poor nutrition and inappro
priate discipline. 
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ADVANTAGES: A list of certified homes which have been 
inspected by the state would be available to parents. They 
would then have the option of deciding between a certified or 
noncertified day care horne. Providers would have the option 
of being certified or noncertified. If any capacity limits 
were imposed on certified homes, noncertified providers would 
be free to serve more children, which might lead to an increase 
in the number of available day care services. This system of 
limited governmental intervention would allow parents to decide 
the size and type of day care horne desired for their children. 

DISADVANTAGES: Day care homes which are not certified 
would never be inspected by the state. The state would not be 
able to assure that minimal standards are being maintained in 
all day care homes. Parents would have to assume a greater 
share of the burden of determining whether a day care horne is 
safe and meets minimum specified criteria. Some professionals 
argue that many parents may not be able to make such a decision. 
It is the belief of some people that the role of the state is 
to ensure that at least some family day care homes exist which 
meet minimum standards. 

Registration. Under a registration system, individuals 
who want to perform a specific activity must file their names 
and addresses with a designated agency. Generally, there is 
no pre-entry screening, but it is possible to set up a system 
which has a registration requirement in combination with mini
mum practice standards set by a regulatory agency. In this 
latter case, the process is not e xclusionary, but it requires 
registrants to meet certain minimum standards. In the case of 
day care homes, such a requirement might be the absence of past 
convictions or pending charges of child abuse. 

ADVANTA GES : This system would provide consumers of child 
care services with a complete list of individuals providing the 
services sought. The reduced restrictions on entry should ex
pand the availability of family day care services. At the same 
time, parents can be assurred of a certain level of care if the 
state selects the minimum standards version of this option. 

DISADVANTA GES : The total scope of the state's knowledge 
about day care homes would probably be reduced because although 
all providers would have to register, they would be providing 
less information about their homes and themselves. As a result, 
the parents of a child would have to take greater responsibility 
for obtaining sufficient information to make a decision about 
where to place their children. 
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No state involvement. An alternative to the regulatory op
tions already discussed is the complete removal of the state from 
this area. The state would neither certify, register nor license 
day care homes. Judgement about the quality of a horne would be 
the responsibility of the parents of children needing such care. 

ADVANTAGES: Parents would be free to decide for themselves 
which family day care horne is the best one for their child. A 
market system should develop as the providers compete to provide 
services at acceptable standards. Price competition might also 
develop. Without restrictions, more individuals might open day 
care homes which could lead to an increase in the total number 
of day care spaces available. If more homes did open, parents 
would have a wider selection of caregivers to choose from. 

DISADVANTAGES: Day care horne providers would not have the 
need to pass annual licensure inspections as an incentive to 
keep up health and safety standards in their homes. Parents 
would have to decide for themselves without any information from 
governmental sources about the quality of services available 
from various family day care homes. For some parents this might 
be impossible. Likewise, there would be no screening of child 
abusers under this option. 

A problem would arise with AFDC children who receive day 
care. Federal regulations mandate that AFDC children be placed 
in homes that meet all requirements concerning the total number 
of children that can be cared for at any one time. 

Deterrning the need for regulation. In making a decision 
about what level of regulation is most appropriate in Connecti
cut, it is helpful to reconsider the intent and purpose of 
government regulation. A report by the Council of State Govern
ments on the issue of occupational licensing identified three 
major questions for consideration. Basically, a state should 
consider the level of risk to consumers' life, health and safety 
or economic well-being; whether potential users of the service 
have the knowledge necessary to properly evaluate the qualifi
cations of those offering the service; and whether the benefits 
to the public clearly outweigh the harmful effects that may re
sult, such as decreased availability and increased cost. The 
choice of certification or registration rather than licensure 
may depend on the degree to which the level of risk to the con
sumer is present and the availability of other forms of redress. 38 

38 Benjamin Shirnberg and Doug Roederer, Occupational Licensing: 
Questions a Legislator Should Ask (Lexington, KY: The Council 
of State Governments, 1978), p. 4. 
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Standardization of Procedures 

As mentioned previously , the DHR staff who work in the dis
trict offices are responsible for many of the activi ties connec
ted with obtaining and retaining a family day care license . 
While all of these workers are implementing the same state re
quirements , there are apparently some differenc es in the way the 
various offices handle the timing and scope of aspects of the 
licensure and monitoring process. For e x ample , according to 
respondents to the LPR&IC provider questionnaire , a n applicant 
for licensure may wait anywhere from a few days to a month or 
more before a district worker visits the home for an initial 
inspection . In an effort to facilitate the provision of consis
tent service for all providers throughout the state , the LPR&IC 
recommends that DHR standardize its district office procedures 
for the initial licensing of family day care homes and the re 
newal of day care l i censes . 

In addition , the Department of Human Resources should ensure 
that a mechanism exists to handle complaints against day care 
providers and that follow- up 1nvestig~tions will be made . While 
only 32 complaints were filed against licensed caregivers during 
1979 , it is important that a standardized process exist to guar
antee that a fair evaluation will be made in each instance and , 
if warranted , that a course of corrective action will be taken . 

In conformance with statutory requirements and in order to 
insure that day car~ homes continue to meet licensure standards 
after the initial application inspection is conducted , district 
office staff currently visit licensed homes annually . Nationally , 
the frequency of such monitoring visits ranges from monthly to 
never; the most common frequencies are quarterly (14 states) and 
annually (15 states). As a means of improving the value of this 
activity, the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Com
mittee_ recommends that all visits to day care homes, both those 
made at license renewal time and those made for purposes of mon-
itoring, be unannounced . . · 

Based on the comments of respondents to the provider ques 
tionnaire, 41 percent of whom stated they would like to have two 
or more visits per year by a licensing representative , and the 
feelings of the district office staff that semi-annual visits 
would increase quality of control, the committee recognizes that 
one visit is inadequate. It recommends that DHR develop a pro
cedure whereby periodic, unannounced visits are conducted on a 
random sample of approximately 20 percent of the active day care 
homes. The committee also recommends that homes against which 
complaints have been f1led be mon1tored more frequently. 
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The performance of these additional visits should be pos
sible without any increase in the size of the district office 
staffs. The committee believes the department will be able to 
use existing resources to carry out this task by having workers 
already out in the field make additional stops in the same vicin
ity on days when they have extra time. 

The issue of safety standards for homes with woodstoves was 
raised during the district office interviews. The responsibility 
for inspecting stoves has fallen to the individual towns and, as 
a result, the requirements differ from town to town. The sugges
tion was made that the state fire marshal promulgate safety stan
dards for homes with woodstoves. A recommendation has been sug
gested in the area of policy development that DHR establish a 
uniform procedure to be used by the district offices in dealing 
with local fire marshals. The Legislative Program Review and 
Investigations Committee recommends that the district offices 
should also be responsible for dealing with local fire marshals. 
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Public Information Efforts 

Currently, no centrally determined policy exists for dis
seminating public information to either providers or consumers 
of day care services . Each district office is free to deter
mine what outreach methods it will use to inform unlicensed 
providers of the need to obtain a license and to let parents 
know that the services of the office are available to help in 
a search for a suitable day care home . 

The need for expanded efforts in the area of public infor
mation was expressed during the committee ' s public hearing b y 
both agency officials and day care home providers. As mentioned 
earlier , many providers do not know they must be licensed until 
they try to advertise in the newspaper and find out their ad 
won ' t be accepted without proof that they a r e licensed . One 
speaker said , "The . .. issue of recruitment efforts will involve 
e x tensive work in the area of public awareness . We need to 
alert the public sector of the need of this service in the hopes 
of securing more interested homemakers in becoming licensed . " 39 

I n o r der to ensure a consisten t state wide effort , the 
Legislative Program Re vie w and Investigations Committee-r8c
ommends that DHR undertake a systematic and on-going public 
information campaign to educate the public and relevant social 
service agencies about family day care homes in general . The 
Department of Human Resources should undertake this campaign 
whether a s y stem of licensure or c e rtif i cation is in e ff e ct. 

of: 
DHR should also provide specific information 1n the area s 

1) Licensing - the requirements for licensure , any costs 
associated with the licensing process , the benefits of 
licensure, and enforcement of lice nsure; o r 

Ce rtification - a ny costs associate d with the c e rtifi
cation process, the benefits of being a certified family 
day care home provider, and eligibility criter ia for 
certification; 

2) Re f e rrals - whe r e parents d e sir ing f amily d ay care s er
vice s can obtain specific i n f o r mat ion about the pro gram; 
and 

3) The complaint process fo r dissatisfied consumers and 
providers. 

39 Gertrude Mero, LPR&IC public h e aring , pp. 45-46 . 
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Concern has also been expressed about the lack of mutual 
support groups through which day care horne operators can ob
tain support , training and referrals. A representative of 
the Community Council of the Capitol Region testified, "There 
is a need to develop a mechanism that links potential users 
with available services so that we can insure maximum use of 
the existing day care homes and provide an on-going mechanism 
for monitoring the quality of care provided . " 40 

As a step toward meeting this need, the Legislative Pro
gram Review and Investigations Committee recommends that DHR 
inform day care providers about other individuals in their 
neighborhoods who are also day care providers. DHR should 
also 1nforrn day care providers about available educational 
and training opportunities. The department should decide the 
best mechanism to make this information available; one possi
bility would be at the time of initial licensure. 

40 Marina Rodriquez, Ibid., p. 84. 
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The Child Day Care Council 

As described earlier in this report, the Child Day Care 
Council was established in 1967 to advise the Office of Child 
Day Care and to make recommendations about day care centers 
and family day care homes to the respective agencies involved 
in regulating those services. The council currently has 11 
members--the Director of the Office of Child Day Care, six mem
bers appointed by the governor from various categories and four 
commissioners (Children and Youth Services, Education, Health 
Services and Human Resources). 

Unofficially, the Commissioner of Income Maintenance, or 
his representative, has attended Child Day Care Council meet
ings for the last few years. The commissioner is able to offer 
valuable advice and comments concerning AFDC regulations which 
affect child day care. However, since he is not a formal member, 
he is unable to vote on any of the issues being considered by 
the council. 

Another perspective currently missing from the council is 
that of a provider of family day care horne services. The addi
tion of such a representative would bring to the council the 
views and expertise of those who run day care homes and centers. 
The council presently contains two parent representatives. One 
is the parent of a child enrolled in a tax supported day care 
facility and the other is the parent of a child enrolled in a 
privately supported day care facility. 

It is the recommendation of the ~egislative Program Re
view and Investigations Committee that Section 19-43c of the 
Connecticut General Statutes be amended to change the member
ship of the Child Day Care Council from eleven members to 
thirteen members. The Comm1ssioner of Income Maintenance and 
a provider representing day care operators should be added. 
The provider representative would become the seventh member 
appointed by the governor. 
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Regulatory Changes 

There is often a lag between the promulgation of new state 
regulations and the time when changes in federal regulations 
impacting the operation of a state program take effect. In 
the area of family day care homes, new federal requirements 
effective on October 1, 1980, necessitate revisions in state 
regulations for homes providing federally funded services. 

A problem affected by regulations that was of particular 
interest to the committee concerned the number of children 
that may be cared for in a single family day care home. At 
the present time, except in limited situations, Connecticut 
regulations prohibit a provider from caring for more than four 
children not related to him or her. Proposed draft state reg
ulations would allow five children to be cared for, if only one 
child is under age two, and six children, if no children are 
under two years of age. 

Under the new federal regulations, a provider caring for 
children who are all two years of age or older is allowed to 
have six children in the home as well as two additional school 
age children before and after school. The provider's own chil
dren younger than six and not in full day school count towards 
the group size requirement. (See Table IV-1) . 

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee 
recommends that the current state capacity limit regulations be 
changed to conform to the proposed federal regulations. Such a 
change might help decrease turnover among providers. It should 
also respond to concerns that have been expressed about the 
"latch-key syndrome," a situation where a child returns from 
school to an empty house. The committee believes it is impor
tant to support actions which may lead to increased availability 
of before and after school care. 
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Table IV-1. Capacity Limits--group size 1 for day care homes. 

Federal Regulations 

When children of all ages are cared 
for, including children under age 
two, group size shall not exceed 
five. No more than two of these 
children may be under age two. 

If no children are under age two, 
the group size at any given time 
cannot exceed six; except two ad
ditional school age children may 
be cared for before and after 
school hours. 

If all children are under age two, 
the group size shall not exceed 
three. 

Proposed State Regulations 2 

The home shall not contain more than 
two children under age two. When 
the group includes one or two chil
dren under age two, the size shall 
not exceed five. 

When no children are under age two, 
the group size cannot exceed six. 

1 Group size - Total number of children in the home, including the provi
der's own children who are not enrolled in a full-day program and the 
number of children for which the home is licensed. 

2 Existing state regulations require that no more than four children unre
lated to the day care operator may be cared for at any given time; with 
the approval of the commissioner, not more than six such children of 
whom at least five are of common parentage may be cared for. (Sec. 17-
48-45, Connecticut Regulations.) 

Source: LPR&IC Staff Analysis of "HEW Day Care Regulations," 
Federal Register, Vol. 45, No. 55, March 19, 1980, 
p. 17884, Section 71-44 and the proposed revised reg
ulations (17-48) of the State of Connecticut, Septem
ber 22, 1980, concerning "The Operation of Child-Caring 
Agencies and Facilities", Section 17-48-107. 
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AFDC Day Care Payments 

Obtaining sufficient financial remuneration for the ser
vices that are provided in a family day care horne has been 
cited by many people as a problem. This concern is especially 
applicable when AFDC funded children are the recipients of the 
services. 

The current AFDC fee schedule, which has been in effect 
for more than 15 years, pays $25 per week for the first child 
from a family placed in a horne, but only $5 for a second sib
ling. No payments are made for any additional children from 
the same family. The Department of Income Maintenance is 
allowed to make exceptions to the fee limits if extenuating 
circumstances exist. When children from the same family are 
placed in different homes each is eligible for the $25 payment. 

A representative from DHR indicated that present funding 
levels are probably not adequate and the obvious solution to 
this problem would be to pay more money. However, he pointed 
out that action would probably result in a doubling of the ap
propriation needed for this expenditure category. 

The DCYS representative also agreed that revenues available 
to providers are inadequate, especially considering how long ago 
the standards for AFDC children were set. The speaker from DIM 
did point out that the $25 and $30 per week fees being discussed 
are frequently for part time care, particularly after-school 
care. In such cases, the rates are more realistic. However, 
for children with special problems or for care of a longer dur
ation, the department representative agreed the rates are low. 
He also noted that DIM has the authority to approve higher rates 
in appropriate cases. 

Testimony at the LPR&IC public hearing stressed the need 
to place a priority on ensuring that day care services are 
available to AFDC mothers. There are 45,500 active AFDC fami
lies in Connecticut of whom at least 6,500 mothers are enrolled 
in work programs. The ability of such women to receive train
ing, obtain employment and move off governmental assistance is 
facilitated by the availability of child care services. It ap
pears realistic that the cost of placing AFDC children in day 
care homes would be less e xpensive than maintaining the s e fami
lies on state aid indefinitely. 

Evidence gathered from the LPR&IC provider questionnaire, 
shows that the ability of DIM to get payments for day care 
s e rvice s to caregivers on a timely basis does not appear to 
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be a significant problem. Among the 193 respondents who said 
they discontinued service for a period of time, only four per
cent cited the failure of the state to provide payments for 
AFDC children on time as a reason for their withdrawal. Under 
the current system, the AFDC day care parent receives the 
weekly fee from DIM and in turn pays the day care home provi
der. 

To help alleviate some of the problems in this area, the 
Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee recom
mends that the AFDC fee payment rate be set per child rather 
than on the basis of the number of siblings cared for in a 
horne . In add1tion, separate half-day and full-day rates should 
be set for AFDC children. In order to accomplish these changes, 
the Department of Human Resources, in consultation with the De
partment of Income Maintenance, should compute a fair rate for 
AFDC children. 
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APPENDIX I 

GLOSSARY 

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) - an income main
tenance program which is administered by the Department 
of Income Maintenance . The program is funded by a mix 
of state and federal money . Any parent or relative who 
has a dependent child or children and meets specified 
eligibility criteria can receive AFDC assistance for such 
child or children . 

capacity limit - a limit on the number of children that can be 
cared for at any one time in a day care home . 

Child and Family Services , Inc . (CFS) - a child placing agency 
licensed under C. G. S . Sec . 17-49a to place children in 
foster or adoptive homes . CFS also operates a day care 
home program . 

Child Day Care Council - an 11 person advisory council which in
cludes representatives of the agencies involved in day 
care as well as public members . It serves in an advisory 
capacity to the Office of Child Day Care , makes recommen
to the Commissioner of Health Services with regard to day 
care centers and advises the state agencies concerned 
with the regulation of family day care homes (C . G. S . 
Sec . 19-4 3c) . 

Department of Children and Youth Services (DCYS) - the agency 
which has statutory responsibility for licensing family 
day care homes in Connecticut (C . G. S . Sec . 17- 48) . 

Department of Human Resources (DHR) - the agency which carries 
out the on- going recruitment , study and decision-making 
activities affecting family day care licensing . 

Department of Income Maintenance (DIM) - the state agency re
sponsible for administering state and federal i ncome 
assistance programs such as Aid to Families with Depen
dent Children , Supplemental Security Income, food stamps 
and Medicaid . 

family day care home - a private family home caring for not more 
than four ch1ldren not related to the provider where the 
children are cared for not less than 3 nor more than 12 
hours during a 24 hour period and where care is given on 
a regularly recurring basis (C . G. S . Sec . 19-43b(c)) . 
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latch-key syndrome - a child coming home to an empty house. 

licensed capacity - the number of children unrelated to the fam
ily day care home provider who may be accepted for care 
at any one time . 

Office of Child Day Care - provides advocacy, coordination and 
planning for day care services of all types throughout 
the state (C . G.S . Sec. 4-60o) . 

provider - a person who runs a family day care home . 

\'lork Incentive Program (WIN) - an employment and training program 
which requires mothers with children older than six to 
register for work or training as a prerequisite for re
ceiving AFDC payments . 
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APPENDIX II 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTME.KT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

Dear 

We have received your request for a family day care license. 
Enclosed are the papers required to begin the process: an 
application form and a medical approval form for each member 
of the household. A stamped return envelope is included for your 
convenience . 

When these papers have been completed and returned to our office, 
we will send out reference letters to the four people you list on 
your application. For this reason, please give their specific and 
corrent addresses. 

After three reference letters have been received in our office, we 
will contact you for an appointment. Our visit to your home will 
consist of a personal interview, an inspection of the home and aatdoor 
play area, and supportive advice. 

Please tell us if you have a wood stove or space heater or if your 
water comes from n well. A written certificate of inspection is 
required; we will be glad to contact the health or other appropriate 
officials for a free inspection. 

Thank you for inquiring about famil~" de.y ca!'e. If you have questions, 
please feel free to contact us~ 

Sincerely yours, 

The Day Care Unit 

ENC: Application 
Medical forms 
Return Envelope 

Phone: 
P.O. Box 786 1179 Main Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06101 /'/ro 

A n Equal Opportunity Emp loyer 
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APPLICATION FOR FAMILY DAY CARE LICENSE 

DATE _________________ _ 

APPLICANT'S NAME---------------- DATE OF BIRTH------

STREET ADDRESS OR RFD NO. --------------------------------------------
TOWN OR CITY------------------------

STATE ______________ _ 

TELEPHONE NO.----------------- OCCUPATION-------------------------

PLEASE GIVE FULL DIRECTIONS FOR REACHING YOUR HOME: ___________ _ 

Names of Adults and Children 
Living in the Home 

Boarders or Roomers 

Type of Home-------

Hours in Home School Grade/Occupation Date of Birth 

Hours in Home Occupation 

Owned or Rented No. of Rooms -------------------- ---

Are there schools within walking distance of your home? Please name them: ----------------
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

Regarding: 

Dear 

The above-named family has applied for a Day Care License to care 
for unrelated children in their home and has given your name as a 
personal reference. 

In approving families for child care, naturally we want people who 
love and understand children; who can supervise and keep them safe; 
who have a good reputation in the community and can instill in 
children those qualities that make for good citizenship and good 
character. 

~e would appreciate from you an expression of your opinion as to 
their suitability as a day care family. 

Please use the space below and the reverse side for your comments. 

You will find a self-addressed, stamped envelope enclosed for your 
convenience. 

Thank you for assisting us in this manner. 

Sincerely yours, 

Day Cere Unit 

ENC: envelope 

Phone: 

P.O. Box 786 1179 Main Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06101 

An Equal Opportunit.r Employer 
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APPENDIX III 

Licensed Family Day Care Home Provider Questionnaire 

We appreciate you taking your time to fill this out. Please answer 
every question on both sides of every page. Thank you. 

Family Day Care Home Provider 

1. How many years have you been a family day care provider? 
Ave. 47 months 

2. How many months have you been a state-licensed family day care 
provider? Ave. 40 months 

3. How many months does the average child remain in your care 

4. 

on a full day basis? Ave. 12 months 

When you first started to care for other people's children, did you 
know that a state day care license was required to run a family 
day care home? Please circle YES 63% NO 37% 

5. How did you discover that a state day care license is required? You 
may circle more than one item. 

29% a. neighbor or friend (who ·is not a provider) 
16% b. news media 
28% c. another day care worker 

2% d. church or civic group 
1% e. local school personnel 
5% f. someone from the Department of Health 

24% g. someone from the Department of Human Resources 
6% . h. someone from the Department of Children and Youth Services 

6. How many people of each of the following age groups currently live in 
your household? Write in number of persons in each group. 

a. adults 
b. children age 13 to 18 
c. children age 5 to 12 
d. children less than 5 years old 
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Average Answer 

1 
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7. Below are listed some reasons why family day care providers get a 
day care license. Please circle how important EACH item was to you 
when you first decided to get a day care license . 

Very 
Imp , 

Somewhat Not Too Not At All 
Imp . Imp. Imp . 

a . to get help filling my 
vacancies .. . •.. .. .. . ... , , , , .. , 26% 

b . to receive state money , ..... , ... ·8% 
c . to receive workshop training 

by the state .. , •. , ........ , . .. 12% 
d . to receive information on things 

like health , safety, program 
planning, and activities ,.,, .• 35% 

e . to provide me with an associa-
tion of day care providers . , , , 21% 

f . to give my work importance .•.. , . 39% 
g . to have trained people review 

and comment on my work . ... , .. . 30% 
h . because I thought I had to ... . .. 42% 

18% 18% 
-6% 9% 

18% 1.8% 

25% 16% 

19% 20% 
21% 14% 

23% 17% 
18% 11% 

38.% 
78% 

53% 

24% 

41% 
26% 

31% 
29% 

8. Please circle if your community needs MORE, the SAME NUMBER , or FEWER 
types of FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES . Please answer EACH item , 

My community needs : More 
Same 

Number Fewer 

a . full-day family day care ...• o· ··•·• · ········ ·74% 
b . part-time family day care . . . . .. , .. , . ... . , .... 66% 
c. night-time family day care .. ... .. .. . . . , .. ,, .. 65% 
d . before and/or after school care .........••.. . 67% 
e. infant family day care ....... ... ... . .......... 77% 
f . toddler family day care .••.. . .. , . . , .... , • . , . . 65% 
g . family day care for the mentally retarded , , . . 73% 
h . family day care for the physically 

handicapped . . ... , . .... ,., .. . , .... , .. . , •.... , 73% 
i . family day care for the emotionally 

disturbed .... . . .. . .. .. . ........ . .. .. ... .. .. 71% 

21% 
28% 
26% 
28% 
18% 
30% 
20% 

21% 

21% 

9 . Since you were first licensed as a family day care provider, have 

5% 
5% 
9% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
8% 

6% 

8% 

there ever been times when you did not provide family day care services? 
Please circle YES or NO . 

YES 50% NO 50% 
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9a . IF YES, please tell us which of the following best describes why you 
stopped your family day care service during those times . You may answer 
more than one . Please circle answer(s) . "I discontinued service because": 

35% a . 
20% b . 
20% c . 

2% d . 
4% e. 

23% f. 
21% g . 
17% h . 

4% i. 
1% j . 

10% k . 

I didn ' t have enough children (applicants) 
I found different employment 
I needed more income 
I had difficulty meeting the state requirements 
I just didn '· t like the job anymore 
I needed more time for other interests 
poor parent cooperation 
parents did not pay on time 
state did not provide payment for AFDC children on time 
lack of technical assistance from the district office 
I moved 

10 . Please tell us how easy or difficult it has been for you to deal with 
EACH of the following state agenties . 

Not Too 
Difficult Difficult 

a . the staff of your district 
office ....... .. ......... . ...... 76 % 20% 2% 

b . Central Day Car e Office .......... 76% 20% 2% 
c . Dept . of Children and Youth ...... 73% 22% 2% 

Services ........... , .•..... . ... 

11. Have you read the state standards for licensed day care? 

YES 90% NO 10% 

11a. IF YES , how clear are the licensing standards7 

Impos-
sible 

1% 
2% 
3% 

Very Somewhat Not Very Not At All 
Clear Clear Clear Clear 

The licensing standards are ...... . . 77 % 18% 4% 1% 

12 . Some people decide not to license their day care home . Which of the 
following do you think are the most important reasons why people choose not 
to license their day care homes . You may circle more than one answer . 

53% a . they don't want state people coming into their home 
42% b . they don't want state people telling them what to do 
10% c . they don ' t want the state to release their name to parents 
67% d . because a license limits the number of children they can care for 
13% e . because it means extra work for them 
10% f. because a license increases their costs 
59% g . because they would prefer not to list this income on their taxes 
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13. How many people do you know of who are currently providing family day 
care without a license? Please circle the number. 

0 56% 1 13% 2 11% 3 7% 4 5% 5 2% 6 1% 7 1% 

8 0% 9 0% 10 1% More than 10 3% 

14. How important do you think it is to have each of the following com
pleted before being licensed as a family day care provider. 
Please answer each item. 

a. 
b. 
c . 
d. 
e . 
L 
g. 
h. 
i. 

Very 

~ 
training by the state in nutrition ......... . .... 34% 
training by the state in child development ...... 40% 
training by the state in disciplining children .. 43% 
training by the state in activities planning . .. . 36% 
medical examination for you ....... . ............. 57% 
medical examination for others in household ..... 41% 

t . t. f h 44% wa er lnspec lon o my orne..... . ..... ... ... . ... o 

lead paint inspection of my horne ................ 62% 
reference letters ................. . ............. 56% 

Somewhat 
__!~ 

41% 
39% 
33% 
37% 
26% 
25% 
29% 
21% 
32% 

Not At 
All Imp. 

24% 
21% 
24% 
27% 
17% 
34% 
28% 
17% 
12% 

15. After your application to become a family day care provider was completed 
(medical exam in, water inspection done, references in, etc.), how long was 
it before a licensing representative first visited your home? Please circle 
ONLY ONE answer . 

28% a. less than two weeks 
45% b. between two weeks to one month 
16% c. one month to six weeks 
'9% d . more than six weeks 
1% e. the licensing representat-ive never visited my home 

16. Which items did the licensing representative check in your home when he 
or she first inspected your home. You may circle MORE THAN ONE item. 

76% a. poisons out of children's reach 
55% b . electrical appliances in good repair 
50% c. fire extinguisher available 
52% d. safety of toys 
58% e . posted emergency telephone numbers 
35% f. meal plans 
57% g. your rules for children 
55% h. your plans for children's activities 

17. In your opinion, what is the minimum number of times a year a licensing 
representative should visit a family day care horne to check licensing 
standards? Please WRITE IN NUMBER. 

Ave. twice a year 
WRITE IN NUMBER OF TIMES 
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18. Please check how often you have received assistance from your district 
office for EACH of the following . 

I have received assistance for : 
Very 
Often 

a . activities planning ..................... 5% 
b . meal planning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 6% 
c. child discipline and behavior problems .. 4% 
d . information on child development .. ..... . 7% 
e . information on health and safety ....•... 11% 
f. helping me to fill vacancies ............ 17% 
g. information on service agencies .· ........ . 6% 
h . information about associations for 

day care providers ...................... . 6% 
i. business advice, like fee collections ... 4% 
j . a review of and helpful comment 

about my work ....................... . •... "8% 

Occa
sionally 

10% 
12% 
10% 
17% 
24% 
26% 
13% 

12% 
9% 

18% 

Seldom 

14% 
13% 
15% 
15% 
18% 
15% 
12% 

14% 
15% 

15% 

Never 

71% 
69% 
71% 
62% 
47% 
42% 
69% 

69% 
72% 

59% 

19 . What is the highest level of schooling you have completed? Please circle 
one number. Average level of schooling completed. ___ 1 _2_. _4~y_e_a_r_s __________ ___ 

20 . Please note how many children you presently care for of each of the . 
following racial groups . 

WRITE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
Average 

a. White 1 to 2 
b. Black 0 to 
c. His anic 0 

d . Oriental 0 
e . American Indian 0 

21. How often do you use EACH of the following reasons to set the fee per 
child? Please answer EACH item. 

Very Occa-
Often sionally Seldom 

a . parents' or guardians' income .. . .... 29% 19% ----rrr 
b . if child has special needs .......... 22% 29% 10% 
c. bargaining with parents ............• 13% 17% 16% 

d . child's family situation ...... . ..... 32% 23% 11% 

e . welfare workers' recommendation to 
parent for AFDC children ............ 13% l5% 6% 

f. recommendation of district office , ..• 11% 12% 6% 

g . providing care for two or more 
children from one family , , , , , • , , , , , . 49% 26% 8% 

h . child's age . ~ ~ , , , , , , , , , " -: , , , , , -: , ~ , "! ~ 37% 22% 10% 

i. if the fee is set by the week 
versus by the day, ~ . , , , , ~ ~ , ~ -: , , , " , , , 48% 22% 7% 

j . number of hours child receives 
care , . 't • -: , , , , , ~ , , ~ , , , • , , , , , , • , , , • • , • 67% 14% 3% 

k. if the child brings 1 unch , , , • , , . , . , . 36% 17% 6% 
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Never 
41% 
38% 
54% 
34% 

66% 
71% 

17% 
32% 

23% 

15% 
41% 



22. What is your age? Average 37 
--------~--------------------

WRITE AGE 

23. What is your race? Please circle number under answer. 

White Black 

74% 20% 

Hispanic 

5% 

Oriental 

0% 

American Indian 

0% 

24. Please circle one answer which is closest to your total yearly family 
income before taxes. 

21% a. less than $5,000 
16% b. $5,000 to $9,999 
21% c. $10,000 to $14,999 
21% d. $15,000 to $19,999 
13% e. $20,000 to $24,999 

8% f. more than $25,000 

25. Where is your family day care home located? Please circle number 
under answer. 

Rural Urban Suburban 

23% 36% 40% 

26. Please circle any of the following which assist your personal living 
expenses . You may circle MORE THAN ONE. 

13% a. AFDC 3% d. SSI 

3% b. WIN 1% e. GA 

0% c. CAMAD 82% f. None of the above 
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APPENDIX IV 

CFS Family Day Care Home Provider Questionnaire 

We appreciate you taking your time to fill this out. Please answer 
every question on both sides of every page . Thank you. 

Child and Family Service Provider 

1. How many years have you been a family day care provider? 
Ave. 36 months 

2 . How many months have you been a state-licensed family day care 
provider? Ave. 37 months 

3 . How many months does the average child remain in your care 
on a full day basis? Ave . 10 months 

4. When you first started to care for other people's children, did you 
know that a state day care license was required to run a family 
day care home? Please circle YES 96% NO 4% 

5. How did you discover that a state day care license is required? You 
may circle more than one item. 

35% a . neighbor or friend (who is not a provider) 
17% b. news media 
61% c. another day care worker 

4% d . church or civic group 
0% e . local school personnel 
0% f. some one from the Department o f Health 
9% g . some one from the Department of Human Re sources 
4% h. someone from the Department of Children and Youth Services 

6. How many people of each of the following age groups currently live in 
your household? Write in number of persons in each group . 

a . adults 
b . children age 13 to 18 
c . children age 5 to 12 
d. chi ldren less than 5 

0 

years old 0 
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WRITE NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD 
Average Answe r 

2 
to 1 
1 
to 1 



7. Below are listed some reasons why family day care providers get a 
day care license. Please circle how important EACH item was to you 
when you first decided to get a day care license . 

Very Somewhat Not Too Not 
~ Imp. Imp . 

a . to get help filling my 
vacancies . .. " ... .. , . , .. , ._ , , . . t 67% 22% li% 

b . to receive state money ,. , , ...... 37% 2.1% 16% 
c . to receive workshop training 

by the state . ..... . . , .... .. ... , 86% 5% 1.0% 
d. to receive information on things 

like health , safety , program 
planning, and activities . • , .. , 77% 23% 0% 

e. to provide me with an associa-
tion of day care providers , .. , 59% 29% 12% 

f. to give my work importance ., .. ,, 50% 33% 6% 
g . to have trained people review 

and comment on my work .... , ... 5$% 32% 5% 
h . because I thought I had to . . , .. , 3;3% 13% 13% 

At All 
Imp . 

D% 
26% 

0% 

0% 

0% 
11% 

5% 
40% 

8 . Please circle if your community needs MORE , the SAME NUMBER, or FEWER 
types of FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES . Please answer EACH item , 

Same 
My community needs : More Number Fewer 

a . full-day family day care , ... , . . .. , . . ... . . .. , .. 90% 
b . part-time family day care. · . .. ... . . , .. . . . ..... 53% 

10% 0% 
41% 6% 

c. night-time family day care ....... , . ... , . . ,, .. 46% 38% 15% 
d . before and/or after school care .. ...... ,, , , .. 81% 13% 6% 
e . infant family day care ..•. .. .. ... , . . , . . .. , . . , 72% 
f . toddler family day care .•.• . , ... ,.,,., .. , ,. , , . 76% 
g . family day care for the mentally retarded , , ,. 80% 

28(. 0% 
24% 0% 
13% 7% 

h . family day care for the physically 
handicapped ........... , . , , .... . , . , ... , , ..... 73% 27% 0% 

i . family day care for the emotionally 
disturbed ........... . ....... .. .. . . . . . .. , . . . 71% 14.% 14% 

9. Since you were first licensed as a family day care provider , have 
there ever been times when you did not provide family day care services? 
Please circle YES or NO . 

YES 25% NO 75% 
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9a. IF YES, please tell us which of the following best describes why you 
stopped your family day care service during those times. You may answer 
more than one. Please circle answer(s). "I d'iscontinued service because": 

15% a. 
0% b. 

15% c. 
0% d. 
0% e. 
0% f. 
0% g. 
0% h. 
0% i. 
0% j. 
0% k. 

I didn't have enough children (applicants) 
I found different employment 
I needed more income 
I had difficulty meeting the state requirements 
I just didn't like the job anymore 
I needed more time for other interests 
poor parent cooperation 
parents did not pay on time 
state did not provide payment for AFDC children on time 
lack of technical assistance from the district office 
I moved 

10. Which of the following best describes why you got your license with Child 
& Family Services, rather than the state? Circle one item only. 

50% a. I was referred to Child & Family Services by another family day 

14% b. 
5% c. 
0% d. 

32% e. 

care provider 
I thought I could get rnore'rnoney per child 
I didn't want to deal with the state 
I was referred to Child & Family Services by Info Line 
I wanted the training offered by Child & Family Services 

11. If you have ever had a state family day care license (not from Child & 
Family services), please write in the number of years you had that state 
license. (If you have never had a state license write in zero.) 

Average: 0 to 1 year 

12. Some people decide not to license their day care horne. Which of the 
following do you think are the most important reasons why people choose not 
to license their day care homes. You may circle more than one answer, 

59% 
41% 

0% 
64% 

14% 
5% 

41% 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

they don't want state people corning into their horne 
they don't want state people telling them what to do 
they don't want the state to release their name to parents 
because a license limits the number of children they can care for 
because it means extra work for them 
because a license increases their costs 
because they would prefer not to list this income on their taxes 
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13. How many people do you know of who are currently providing family day 
care without a license? Please circle the number, 

14. 

0 70% 1 17% 2 0% 3 0% 4 4% 5 4% 6 0% 7 0% 

8 0% 9 0% 10 0% More than 10 0% 

How important do you think it is to have each of the following com-
pleted before being licensed as a family day care provider. 
Please answer each item. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
L 
g. 
h. 
i. 

Very 

training by the state in nutrition .............• ~ 
training by the state in child development ...... 82% 
training by the state in disciplining children .. 71% 
training by the state in activities planning .... 70% 
medical examination for you ..................... 75% 
medical examination for others in household ..... 70% 
water inspection of my home ...................•. 47% 
lead paint inspection of my home ................ 63% 

76% reference letters. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . o 

Somewhat 
I~ 

---z9% - -
18% 
29% 
30% 
25% 
30% 
42% 
21% 
18% 

Not At 
All Imp. 

0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

11% 
16% 

6% 

15. After your application to become a family day care provider was completed 
(medical exam in, water inspection done, references in, etc.), how long was 
it before a licensing representative first visited your home? Please circle 
ONLY ONE answer. 

62% a. less than two weeks 
33% b. between two weeks to one month 

0/o c. one month to six weeks 
5% d. more than six weeks 
0% e. the licensing representative never visited my home 

16. Which items did the licensing representative check in your home when he 
or she first inspected your home. You may circle MORE THAN ONE item, 

68% a. poisoris out of children's reach 
32% b. electrical appliances in good repair 
32% c. fire extinguisher available 
59% d. safety of toys 
55% e. posted emergency telephone numbers 
55% f. meal plans 
73% g. your rules for children 
64% h. your plans for children's activities 

17. In your opinion, what is the minimum number of times a year a licensing 
representative should visit a family day care home to check licensing 
standards? Please WRITE IN NUMBER. 
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18. Please check how often you have received assistance from your district 
office for EACH of the following . 

I have received assistance for: 
Very 
Often 

a. activities planning . . .. . . .......... ... .. 68% 
b. meal planning . ..................... ..... 62% 
c. child discipline and behavior problems .. 50% 
d. information on child development ........ 55% 
e . information on health and safety ........ 67% 
f. helping me to fill vacancies ............ 65% 
g. information on service agencies... ...... 0% 
h . information about associations for 

day care providers ................. ..... 11% 
i. business advice, like fee collections ... 11% 
j . a review of and helpful comment 

about my work .. .. .. .... ........... .... . . 45% 

Occa
sionally 

9% 
24% 
25% 
27% 
19% 
15% 
26% 

32% 
11% 

30% 

Seldom 

9% 
5% 

10% 
5% 
0% 
5% 

21% 

11% 
11% 

5% 

Never 

14% 
10% 
1?% 
14% 
14% 
15% 
53% 

47% 
67% 

20% 

19. What is the highest level of schooling you have completed? Please circle 
one number . Average l evel of schooling comple t e d! 11 years 

20. Please note how many children you presently care for of each of the 
following racial groups. 

WRITE NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

a. White 
Average 

2 

b. Black 1 to 2 
c. His anic 0 
d. Oriental 0 
e. American Indian 0 
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21. What is your age? Average 43 
--------~--------------------WRITE AGE 

22. What is your race? Please circle number under answer. 

White Black 

35% 57% 

Hispanic 

4% 

Oriental 

4% 

American Indian 

0% 

23. Please circle one answer which is closest to your total yearly family 
income before taxes . 

10% a. less than $5,000 
38% b. $5,000 to $9,999 
29% c. $10,000 to $14,999 
10% d. $15,000 to $19,999 
14% e. $20,000 to $24,999 

0% f. more than $25,000 

24. Where. is your family day care home located? Please circle number 
under answer. 

Rural Urban Suburban 

9% 48% 43% 

2)_. Please circle any of the following which assist your personal living 
expenses. You may circle MORE T~N ONE . 

23% a. AFDC 0% d . SSI 

9% b. WIN 0% e . GA 

68% . c . CAMAD 0% f. None of the above 
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APPENDIX V 

Day Care District Office 

Interview Schedule 

1. What is your current position in district office (TITLE)? 

2. How long have you been in your current position? 

3. How long have you been with the district office? 

4. How long have you been working in the area of day care? 

5. Briefly describe your training and experience related to day care . 

6. For each of the following types of day care please tell me if you think your 
region needs MORE, the SAME NUMBER, or FEWER types of FMIILY DAY CARE HOMES. 
Does your community need more, the same number, or fewer: 

Same 
More Number Fewer 

a. full-day family day care . ..................... 3 2 1 
b. part-time family day care ..................... 3 2 1 
c . night-time family day care •.............•..... 3 2 1 
d. before and/or after school care ............... 3 2 1 
e. infant family day care . ....................... 3 2 1 
f. toddler family day care ....•••......•......... 3 2 1 
g. family day care for the mentally retarded ....• 3 2 1 
h. family day care for the physically handicapped 3 2 1 
i. family day care for the emotionally disturbed. 3 2 1 

7. Please tell us how easy or difficult it has been for your office to deal with 
EACH of the following state agencies. Has it been easy, not too difficult, 
difficult, or impossible to d eal with: 

a.the staff from other district offices ••• 
b. Central Day Care Office (DHR) •......... 
c . DCYS • •• ••••••• •••• ••• •• ••••••••• • -••• ••• 

d. DIM •......•..•••....•.....•.•..•••.•.• 
e. Other •..•...•......•..... •... •..•...... 
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Easy 

4 
4 
4 
4 

Not Too 
Difficult 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Impos-
Difficult sible 

2 1 
2 1 
2 1 
2 1 



8. What written materials are provided to licensed family day care providers? 

9. 

- When are these materials provided? (i.e. at time of initial licensure, 
renewal, sporadically throughout the year, or only upon request) 

Some people decide not to license their day care home. For each of the follow
ing I will read , please tell me what you think are the most important reasons 
why people choose not to license their day care homes. Do they not license 

. their homes because: 

a. they don't want state people coming into their home 
b. they don't want state people telling them what to do 
c. they don't want the state to release their name to parents 
d. because a license limits the number of children they can care for 
e. because it means extra work for them 
f. because a license increases their costs 
g. because they would prefer not to list this income on their taxes 
h. other ------------------------------------------------------------------------

10. How important do you think it is for providers to have training in each of the 
following before being licensed as a family day 
is very important, somewhat important or not at 
.••.••• before being licensed. 

care provider? Do you think it 
all important to have completed 

Very Somewhat Not At 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 

Imp. Imp. All Imp. 
training by the state in nutrition ••....•.•.••. 3 2 1 
training by the state in child development .•... 3 2 1 
training by the state in disciplining children. 3 2 1 
training by the state in activities planning .•. 3 2 1 
medical examination for you. . • • • . . . . • . . . . • • • . . . 3 2 1 
medical examination for others in household ...• 3 2 1 
water inspection of my home •.•................. 3 2 1 
lead paint inspection of my home .•...••..•.•... 3 2 1 
reference letters .................•.•••••.•.••• 3 2 1 
other ..•....••..•..•.•.••........•..•..•••••..• 3 2 1 

11. In your opinion, what is the m1n1mum number of times a year a licensing represen
tative should visit a family day care home to check licensing standards? 
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12. Please tell us how often day care proveders receive assistance from your district 
office for EACH of the following. Please tell us if they receive assistance very 
often, occasionally, seldom or never. 

How often do they receive assistance for: 

a. activities planning .....•.•...••..•.. 
b. meal planning . ........ ., ............. . 
c. child discipline and behavior problems 
d. information on child development ••••• 
e. information on health and safety ••••• 
f. helping me to fill vacancies •••. . •.•• 
g. information on service agencies (food 

stamps, counseling, abuse questions, 
etc. ) ...................... · . · · · · · · · 

h. information about associations for day 
care providers • •••..•..••.•• • ...•.•.• 

i. business advice, like fee collections. 
j. a review of and helpful comment about 

my work . ............................ . 
k. other -----------------------------------

Very 
Often 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

Occa
sionally 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

Seldom 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

Never 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

13. We are interested in your perceptions of how much "support" your office receives 
from the central office (DHR). For each of the following please tell us whether 
you Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree or Strongly Disagree. 

a. the central office stands behind the d.o. license 
enforcement efforts 

b. the central office supports the d.o. efforts to 
have a license revoked 

c. the central office provides assistance to the d.o. 
concerning training for day care providers 

d. the central office provides information and an 
explanation to the d.o. concerning any changes 
in day care regulation 

e. the central office seeks your input in developing 
policies 

f. the central office seeks your input in developing 
procedures 
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SA 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

A D SD 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 



14. What are the family day care policy and guidelines under which you operate? 

Who developed this policy? 

How responsive is the policy to the needs of Connecticut citizens? 

How operable is the policy in terms of program implementation and success? 

What role does the central office have in development of day care policy? 

What role does the day care council have in the development of day care 
policy? 

15. Do you establish yearly goals in terms of the number of licenses granted & 
renewed? 

What are these goals? 
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16. Many people have noted, nationally and in Connecticut, that a license limits 
the number of children and income a provider can have. 

a. Why should an individual get a license in Connecticut? 

What are the real benefits for the provider? 

b. Can anything be done or, should anything be done to change present capacity 
limits to allow greater flexibility depending on the provider's experience 
and preferences? 

c. What are the benefits of licensure to the public? 

d. How do you insure continued quality assurance? 

17. What staff do you presently have working in family day care service provision? 

- Describe staff a. 
b. 

for each c. 
job category d. 

roles 
responsibilities 
qualifications 
training 
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18. What kind of staff turnover does your d.o. experience? 

- What causes this turnover? 

- How can it be minimized? 

19. How does the split jurisdiction over family day care affect the administration 
and program effectiveness of family day care policy? 

20. Do you have the opportunity or desire to initiate or develop innovative program 
planning? 

21. Please describe the structure and system of family day care administration and 
planning prior to Executive Reorganization? 

22. Please describe the system presently in operation? 

What are the major pitfalls and/or benefits of this "new" system? 
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APPENDIX VI 

Child Day Care Council Questionnaire 

What is your position or title and the agency 
~----------------------------

or department for which you work~------------------------------------------

1. What percentage of the Child Day Care Council's meetings do you attend? 

Please circle one number only. 

1 Almost 100% 

2 More than 50% 

3 From 25% - 50% 

4 Less than 25% 

2. How much time , outside the Child Day Care Council's meetings do you spend 
on Council activities? Please circle one number only . 

1 0-4 hours per month 

2 5-8 hours per month 

3 9-16 hours per month 

4 17 or more hours per month 

3. How long have you served on the Child Day Care Council? Please write 
in numbe r of years. 

Write Number of Years 

4. Which of the following responsibilities are most integral to the current 
and future goals of the Child Day Care Council? Please number in order of 
i mportance (1 = most important to 6 =least important). 

______________ identify and inventory existing child day care services 

______________ develop and revise child day care regulations 

______________ study and identify funding sources 

______________ recommend regulations to effectuate the development of parent 
controlled non-profit cooperative day care arrangements 

develop a plan to coordinate existing and future child day 
care services 

______________ r eview a nd c omment on pla n s of othe r s t a t e agen c i e s a dmi nis
tering state and federal funds for child day care service 

______________ Other, please specify. 
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s. On a scale from 1 (Very Effective) to 4 (Not Effective) , please rate the 
Child Day Care Council ' s overall performance in each of the following 
functions . 

Very_ Effective Not Effective 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 a. identify and inventory existing 
child day care services 

1 2 3 4 b. develop and revise child day care 
regulations 

1 2 3 4 c. study and identify funding sources 

1 2 3 4 d. recommend regulations to effectuate 
the development of parent controlled 
non-profit cooperative day care 
arr angements 

1 2 3 4 e. develop a plan to coordinate existing 
and future child day care services 

1 2 3 4 f. review and comment on plans of other 
state agencies administering state 
and federal funds for child day 
care service s 

1 2 3 4 g. other (please specify) 

For each option circled 1 (Very Effective) or 4 (Not Effective), please 
explain the rea sons for your r a ting . 

6. Please c i rcle whether you think the Child Day Care Council should have 
statutory responsibility, advisory capacity ; should not have this responsibility ; 
or should have another type of responsibility for each of the following roles. 
Circle one answer for each item. 

Should not Other Role 
Sta tutor y Advis ory have this (pleas e 
Responsibili t y_ Capacity_ responsibil i ty_ explain) 

1 2 3 4 a. to develop family day care 
policy_ 

1 2 3 4 b. to educat e the public about 
family day care pr ovision 
and nee,d 

1 2 3 4 c . to provide oversight and 
monitoring of f amily day 
care implementat ion 

1 2 3 4 d . program deve lopment for 
family day ca re 

1 2 3 4 e . program i mplementation of 
family day care 
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7. On a scale from 1 = Excellent to 4 =Poor, please rate each of the following 
relationships in the day care system. 

Excellent 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Poor 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

a. The Child Day Care Council and the Department 
of Human Resources (DHR) 

b. The Child Day Care Council and the Department 
of Children and Youth Services (DCYS) 

c. The Child Day Care Council and the Department 
of Health Services (DOHS) 

d. The Department of Children and Youth Services 
and the Department of Human Resources 

e. The Department of Children and Youth Services 
and the Department of Health Services 

f. The Department of Children and Youth Services 
and the Department of Income Maintenance (DIM) 

g. The Department of Human Resources and the 
Department of Health Services 

h. The Department of Human Resources and the 
Department of Income Maintenance 

i. The Department of Human Resources and the 
district offices 

j. The Department of Income Maintenance and the 
district offices 

For each item you circled 1 (Excellent) or 4 (Poor), please explain the reasons 
for that rating. 
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8. Do you feel that the effective operation of the Child Day Care Council 
is impeded by any statute, regulation, or policy? Please circle Yes or 
No. 

Yes No 

Sa. If you answered yes to Question 8, what do you feel is the major 
impediment to the Child Day Care Council's effective operation? 
Please circle one number only. 

1 Statutes are unclear 

2 Statutory responsibilities are non-operable 

3 Lack of agreement in goals between the members of the 
Council (Please explain) 

4 Poor role definition of the Council 

5 Other (Please specify) __________________________________ _ 

9. Please tell us what you think the current and future goals should be of 
the Child Day Care Council? 

10. We would like to know how you perceive the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the current family day care home system. Please include: 

a. Suggestions or comments concerning the current regulations: 

b. Comments about the administration of family day care: 

c. Communication and coordination between the departments having 
jurisdiction over family day care: 

d. Other issues which you feel impact upon the efficiency and effec
tiveness of the family day care system: 

71 



11 . What do you feel are the key elements to include in a family day 
care policy in Connecticut for the next 5 years? Please include : 

a . Who you feel should be responsible for developing this policy : 

b. Who should be responsible for implementing the policy : 

c . Who should be responsible for monitoring the policy implementation : 

12 . Please tell us what effect you think the elimination of the Office of 
Child Day Care would have on the Child Day Care Council : 

13. Please tell us what effect you think the elimination of the Office 
of Child Day Care would have on family day care service provision 
and need : 
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APPENDIX VII 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM REVIEW 
AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE 
LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING, 18 TRINITY ST., HARTFORD, CT 06115 (203) 566-8480 

May 20, 1980 

RE: Family Day Care Public Hearings 

FROM: Michael L. Nauer, Director 

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 
currently conducting an evaluat i on of family day care, will 
hold a public hearing on this topic Wednesday, June 11, 1980 
at 1:30 p.m. in the Appropriations Committee Room (310), State 
Capitol, Hartford. The hearing will address the structure, 
systems and regulations of licensed family day care homes in 
Connecticut. 

The Committee is interested in hearing the views of the dis
trict offices, state agencies, professional associations, 
citizen groups, service providers and service recipients. 
The Committee would appreciate the coordination of presenta
tions from within organized groups to avoid repetition and 
promote concise testimony. 

If you or other individuals from your office or agency would 
like to be scheduled to testify, please contact Elaine 
Anderson at the Committee office (566-8480). You are 
strongly encouraged to present your views. 

mlg 
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE PUBLIC 
HEARING ON FAMILY DAY CARE, JUNE 11, 1980: WITNESS LIST 

Mr. Lawrence Marostica 

Mr. Dale Maynard 

Mr. John Ely 

Ms. Susan Bucknell 

Ms. Gertrude Mero 

Ms. Frances Roberts 

Ms. Shirley Brunkhardt 

Ms. Connie Williamson 

Ms. Marina Rodriguez 

Ms. Chandra Wagar 

Ms. Nan Abell 

Ms. Merilee Milstein 

Mr. Allen Peichert 

Director of Field Operations, Connec
ticut Department of Human Resources 

Director of Policy and Licensing, 
Connecticut Department of Children 
and Youth Services 

Director of Hartford District Office, 
Connecticut Department of Income Main
tenance 

Executive Director, Commission on the 
Status of Women 

Chief of Day Care, Connecticut Depart
ment of Human Resources 

Director, Office of Child Day Care 

Coordinator of the Family Day Care 
Program, Child and Family Services, 
Inc. 

Licensed family day care home provider 

Planner, Community Council of the 
Capitol Region, Inc. 

Licensed family day care home provider 

Day Care Committee of Greenwich 

Parent who has had children in family 
day care 

Citizen 
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APPENDIX IX 

AGENCY RESPONSE 

It is the policy of the Legislative Program Review and 
Investigations Committee to submit a late draft of each report 
to the appropriate agencies for comment prior to publication. 
Because of modifications, additions and deletions made during 
the preparation of the final draft , topics or page numbers 
referenced in the agency responses may not correspond to the 
information in this report. Written comments were solicited 
from the Departments of Children and Youth Services, Human Re
sources and Income Maintenance as well as the Office of Child 
Day Care. 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES 

ELLA GRASSO 

GOVERNOR 

Michael L. Nauer, Director 
Legislative Program Review and 

Investigations Committee 
18 Trinity Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06115 

Dear Mr. Nauer : 

MARK J. MARCUS 

COMM ISS/O N ER 

November 18, 1980 

We agree with the Committee's conclusion that all jurisdiction for the 
administration of family day care should be within one agenc~ and we have 
no objection to the Department of Human Resources being the agency of choice. 

We do request, however, that the concept of day care be broadened from 
that which is solely employment related to also encompass day care as a child 
welfare service . It is important to the clients of the Department of Children 
and Youth Services that State policy consider day care in this light and give 
it the same prominence that day care for working mothers enjoy. Day care 
should be viewed as a child protection service, and as one of the options 
available to prevent out-of-horne placement of children. The Federal guide
lines for Title IV-B also embrace and require this concept. 

As the Committee moves into the second phase of its study, my staff and 
I will be pleased to assist in any way which would be helpful. I particularly 
recommend the expertise of Raymond Farrington, Director, Division of Childrens 
and Protective Services, telephone 566-5506. 

Commissioner 

Ivffi-1: bnl 

Copy : Deputy Commissioner Charles A. Launi 
Deputy Commissioner Amy B. Wheaton 
Raymond Farrington, Director, Childrens 

and Protective Services 

Telephone: (203) 566-3536 

~ • Hartford, Connecticut 06115 
170 Sigourney Street 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

November 21, 1980 

Mr. Michael L. Nauer, Director 
Legislative Program Review and 

Investigations Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
18 Trinity Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06115 

Dear Mr. Nauer: 

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on 
the first draft of the Family Day Care Home Report of the 
Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee. The 
work done by the Committee and its staff represents the first 
major examination of the Family Day Care Home system. 

I also wish to express my appreciation for having had the oppor
tunity of contributing to this effort and that you found our staff 
cooperative and helpful. A number of the recommendations have 
been implemented by the Department of Human Resources and others 
are in the process of development. 

I wish now to make comments on each of the recommendations in 
your report. 

1. Consolidation of Jurisdiction of Family Day Care Homes 1n 
our Agency, DHR. 

This recommendation is appropriate since DHR now, in fact, has the 
staff which does the family day care home assessments and the 
appropriations to pay for the care of AFDC children of mothers who 
are in work or training. As the State agency responsible for the 
WIN (Work Incentive Program-AFDC) family day care homes are a 
major resource. This dual responsibility gives DHR an incentive 
to assure quality care. Furthermore, DHR is the Title XX agency 
and has the responsibility for implementing the Federal Interagency 
Day Care Regulations (FIDCR) which impact on family day care. 

2. Goals and Objectives of the Family Day Care Home System. 

I wish to commend the Committee for this recommendation. As the 
agency which has the appropriation which I have referred to pre
viously and assuming that DHR becomes the agency with overall 
jurisdiction in the family day care system, it is appropriate that 
DHR establish goals, objectives and policy. In addition, as the 
Title XX agency responsible for implementing the Federal Day Care 
Regulations, we are required to meet the standards in those 
regulations to assure continuation of Federal funds. I am pleased 
to advise you that DHR had made substantial progress in relation to 
an overall day care policy and has had a task force at work since 

Phone: 
P.O Box 786 tJ7·9 Mail! St - Hartf9rd, Conn. 06101 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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early July on the implementation of the Federal Day Care Regulations. 
It is my intention to request that the Day Care Council and other 
interested individuals or groups review and comment on the goals, 
objectives and policies which will be forthcoming. 

3. Level of Regulation 

The licensing of family day care homes must continue if those who 
use this service will have confidence in those who give the service. 
It is similar to the licensing of foster homes which also is re
quired in the Statutes of the State of Connecticut. 

It is my intention to strengthen the licensing procedure. I have 
given a priority to the use of Title XX Training funds so that the 
DHR staff who do family day care home studies and the family day care 
providers themselves may become more proficient. 

4. Standardization of District Office Procedures 

In the organizational plan of DHR, all day care functions have been 
brought into a single division of day care in the Bureau of Field 
Operations. Mrs. Gertrude Mero is the Chief of this major division 
within field operations. The staff involved with family home studies 
and their supervisors have participated in major in - service training 
programs as one way of assuring standardization of procedures. In 
Addition, a Field Office Coordinator for agency family day care horne 
activities has been assigned by Mrs. Mero to assure standardization 
and quality performance in the District Offices. 

In this regard, I assure that there is a mechanism for handling all 
complaints against day care providers which include prompt follow-up 
investigations. In such cases, unannounced visits are a standard 
practice of DHR. 

Oversight/monitoring functions will continue by DHR district offices 
and will include field visitations to day care homes a s well as 
state/local relationships with fire marshalls. 

5. Public Information Efforts 

May I advise you that DHR has a policy for disseminating public 
information to either providers or consumers. I have previously 
referred to the Day Care Division of the Department. Mrs. Mero 
has given careful attention to recruitment of potential homes as 
a part of our efforts. (Please see Attachment A as an example.) 
In addition, there have been many group meetings 
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held on a Regional Basis. We have also provided information on 
request of currently licensed homes. Because of our efforts, 
newspapers will not accept advertisements unless a family day 
care home can provide their license number . 

However, it is my intention as the policy of this agency that an 
intensive effort be made to make the family day care resource better 
known to the public at large and that unlicensed providers become 
aware that they are violating the State Statutes if they provide 
care to children in their homes who are not related to them. 

I also encourage the Committee to use its influence to secure prompt 
adoption to of the State Day Care Regulations which I understand 
that DCYS will soon submit to the Legislative Regulations and Review 
Committee. 

May I also comment further in regard to training of family day care 
home provide r s. During the period October 1, 1979 through 
September 30, 1980 DHR initiated several programs for training under 
the Title XX program. (Please see Attachment B) I have previously 
indicated that during the current year, the Department has made a 
major committment to train family day care home providers under 
Title XX. The Federal Day Care Regulations require that training 
be given effective April 1, 1981 . We have proceeded well in advance 
this requirement to a ssure that tra ining is available. Our contracts 
with colleges and universities have in the past included curriculum 
development costs. Therefore, family day care home providers not und 
Title XX may participate at their own cost as well. 

6. Change in the Compositions of the Child Day Care Council 

I have no objection to the increas e in the membership of the Child Da 
Care Council from eleven to thirteen members. However, there 
apparently is some misunderstanding that the Council qualifies as 
the advisory body required in the Federal Day Care Regulations. I 
feel I must caution the Committee if it is being so advised, the 
Council will not meet the requirements of the Fede ral Regulations. 
(Please see Attachment C which i s an extract f rom the Re gul a tions). 
The Re gulations stat e t h a t the " agency" (Titl e XX agency-DHR) sha ll 
have a Day Care Advisory Council which I intend to establish. The 
Child Day Care Council is not an advisory council to the Department. 
It was created for a different purpose . The Advisory Council en
visioned in the Regulations is appointed by the Commissioner o f the 
State Tit le XX Agency. I believe i t would r equire legisl a tive actior 
on the p a r t of the General Assemb l y to modi fy the purpose and the 
appoint ing a u t ho r ity o f the Child Day Ca r e Council b efo re i t wou l d 
be able to function as required in the Federal Re gulations. In 
addition, it is not representative of the Advisory Council in its 
current makeup. 
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7. Capacity Limits for Day Care Homes 

Please be advised that the current capacity limits for day care 
homes have been changed to conform to the Federal Regulations. 
Following a Regional meeting in June 1980, called by the Boston 
Regional Office of the Department of Health and Human Services, 
on the new regulations, DHR advised DCYS of the capacity limits 
and a change was made. As I advised you previously, the State 
regulations are to be filed soon with the Regulations and Review 
Committee. 

8. AFDC Day Care Payments 

I concur that the present rate for family day care payment is 
probably not adequate. I am very concerned, however, since DHR 
has the appropriation formerly in the DIM budget~ which would not 
support an increase in rates. The current rates have been in 
existence for many years, a simple adjustment to account for cost
of-living based on the present rates would require substantial 
new funding. 

Following the June 1980 Regional meeting to which I referred to 
above, I instructed our Policy Division to initiate a study of all 
day care rates. I did so because Section 71.58 of the Federal 
Regulations specify that "in establishing rates of payment for 
child day care services the State agency shall take into account 
the costs to the facility of meeting this part". Since rates 
should be based on costs to begin with, and not the number of 
children from a family, I felt compelled to initiate a rate review. 
A rate based on current cost would certainly require additional 
funding. 

May I thank the Committee again and compliment it and the staff on 
this major effort. 

S1~nc ly, 

• 1 ... '-.,.. • 

Ron d E. Manni~ 
Commissioner 

REM/11 

Attachments 
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GEORGE B. COLEMAN 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE 

December 4, 1980 

Mr. Michael L. Nauer, Director 
Legislative Program Review and 

Investigations Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
18 Trinity Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06115 

Dear Mr.Nauer: 

TELEPHONE 
(203) 566-2759 

In reply to your letter of November 6, 1980, we have re
viewed the draft of your committee•s report of Family Day 
Care Homes. We found the report to be essentially accurate 
and satisfactory, and we have no further comments to offer. 

We appreciate having had the opportunity to contribute to 
your study and to review your report. 

GBC:ELD 

XC: John Ely 
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~~~ 
GEORGE B. COLEMAN 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

110 Bartholomew Avenue- Hartford, Connecticut 06115 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
OFFICE OF CHILD DAY CARE 

Frances T. Roberts, Director 
1179 MAIN STREET 

Michael L. Nauer, Director 
Legislative Program Review and 

Investigations Committee 
Connecticut General Assembly 
Legislative Office Building 
18 Trinity Street 
Hartford, CT 06115 

Dear Mr. Nauer, 

HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06101 

November 10, 1980 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the first draft copy of your 
committee's report on Family Day Care Homes. It is an impressive document 
which brings together a lot of information that has been difficult to obtain 
and makes a number of very useful recommendations for the future. 

In general, I am in agreement with all of the recommendations as far as they 
go and to the extent that I understand them. The area that is not clear to 
me is that of the functions which the committee recommends that the Office 
of Child Day Care and the Child Day Care Council continue to perform in rela
tion to the Family Day Care Home program. 

Presently, the statutory mandates of the Office of Child Day Care relate to 
child day care services. These services are defined in Section 19-43b as 
being of three types: day care center, group day care home, family day care 
home. The responsibilities of this office, as defined in Section 4-60o and 
reported on Page 24 of the draft copy, relate to day care services and thus 
the mandated functions of planning, coordination and advocacy would relate to 
Family Day Care Homes as well as to the other two types of services. The 
mandate to "review and comment" on preliminary spending plans also relates to 
day care services and thus to all three types as defined in Sec. 19-43b. 

It would appear to me that the recommendation concerning the development of 
policy goals by the Department of Human Resources, to be reviewed by the Child 
Day Care Council, (Page 34) ought more properly to be carried out in conjunc
tion with the Office of Child Day Care. This would appear to me to be neces
sary unless the policy goals which DHR addresses are limited to the operational 
aspects of those homes from which tax-funded services are purchased and/or 
specifically to the regulatory functions for all homes licensed by the state. 

I am sure that your staff was aware that by far the majority of homes licensed 
by the state are in fact used by consumers who pay for services directly to 
the provider. The involvement with the state of these consumers and providers 
is thus limited to assurance that the facility used is properly licensed for 
their protection, just as a restaurant or barber shop might be. Even if DHR 
has the legal responsibility for licensing all homes, as your report recommends 
and I support, I do not believe that this agency alone should write policy 
goals for the whole system when there is an Office of Child Day Care with its 
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present mandates. Perhaps the report is predicated on its early demise, 
but we are not slated for Asunset" for a few more years! As long as we 
are alive and well, we have as much interest in family day care homes as 
in day care centers, if not more! 

As for the Child Day Care Council, Sec. 19-43c was amended in 1977 to 
give it responsibility for making recommendations 11 to the state agencies 
concerned with the regulation of family day care homes." This function 
is correctly identified on Pages 24 and 25 and again on Page 31 of your 
report, as is the function of the Office of Child Day Care along with 
DCYS and DHR. 

Hhat is not clear is the meaning of the recommendation on Page 33 that "all 
jurisdiction over family day care homes be consolidated in one agency - DHR." 
The key question is whether the Committee is recommending the consolidation 
of the legal responsibilities now held by DCYS and the operational functions 
now carried out by DHR into one agency, which I support, or whether the 
Committee is suggesting that the "recommendation" function of the Council 
and the "planning, coordination and advocacy" function of my office be elim
inated. Naturally I would oppose the latter. And the reason why I say the 
report is unclear as to what the Committee means is that another recommenda
tion suggests the addition of a family day care home provider to the Council, 
by which I would assume that the Council would continue to make its recom
mendations to the agencies involved. 

Let me again reiterate my support for all of the recommendations, and remind 
the committee of my interest and support of their efforts by attaching to 
this memo copies of letters addressed to staff and chairman over the last 
two years. 

The areas which I regret to see were not successfully addressed in the report 
are those which my office has found impossible to get from the department 
formerly administering the purchase of service money for day care which runs 
about $5.5 million annually. (This is the function which was transferred 
from DIM to DHR effective July 1, 1980.) No one seems able to give informa
tion on the number of children for whom day care services were purchased; 
the ages of children for whom services were purchased; the type of service 
that was purchased, i . e., family day care homes, day care centers, child's 
own home or relative's home. This information is necessary in order to have 
a base line on which to project increases or decreases resulting from changes 
in policy or formula. 

Without this information, I cannot accept the observation by the 11 represent
ative from DHR" that a change in funding level or policy would "pr obably 
result in a doubling of the appropriation needed" as stated on Page 51 of 
the report, Since we do not really know what we are buying now, nor for 
whom and whether full or part day, we cannot predict how much higher the 
cost would be of an equitable formula based on a per child rate as recom
mended by your committee . I heart i ly endorse the recommendat i on on Page 52, 
which as you know was the basis of leg i slat i on int roduced by th i s o f f ice in 
1978 and 1979 which came out o f Human Serv i ces each year with a JF only to 
die in the Appropriations Committee when no accurate fiscal impact statement 
could be made. 
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I would like now to comment briefly but systematically on the recommen
dations contained in the LPR & IC Report. 

1. Role definition of the Principal Agencies. 

As discussed in depth earlier in this letter, I support the consoli
dation of the licensing function in DHR because I do not feel that 
DCYS has sufficient program involvement to give this area adequate 
priority. For 16 months they have had clear legal responsibility for 
promulgating new and much needed regulations and are just now moving 
these to the Regulations Review Committee to be read into the December 
meeting. 

I am still concerned about the possible conflict of interest in DHR 
licensing what it will pay for, and would much prefer to see all three 
types of licensing done by the Health Department which has no vested 
financial interest and is perceived by providers and consumers as a 
neutral entity. However, I recognize the fiscal reality that the Health 
Department would have to have funds transferred from DHR in order to 
carry out this additional responsibility, and I know this would be dif
ficult to achieve at the present time. 

2. Major goals and objectives. 

I support the concept of the development of goals and policy guide
Unes, but feel it should be done in conjunction with this office as 
noted above. I also want to comment on the statement that there exists 
no coherent day care policy for this state. In 1973, a policy was drawn 
up by a committee chaired by Commissioner Reuben Figueroa of DCA; it 
was never clear whether their charge (and product) related only to state
funded day care or all day care services. Similarly, the comments of 
LPR&IC's report do not differentiate among the family day care homes 
which serve AFDC children and the homes which are funded through Title XX 
(both the appropriate province of DHR) and those which are merely 
regulated by the state and thus would benefit from the input of other 
constituencies such as those which are representated on the Day Care 
Council. 

The Council has from time to time discussed the development of a state 
day care policy as a support to its responsibilities in the regulatory 
area. I would also remind the Committee that part of the original 
mandate to the Office of Child Day Care was to "develop a plan to 
coordinate existing and future child day care services." It was asked 
to report to the Governor and General Assembly and didso on April 15, 
1976. No action was taken other than acknowledgment of its receipt, 
but the 11 plan" has been on file for lt~ years with the Governor and both 
houses of the General Assembly. 
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3. Level of regulation. 

I support continuation of regulation at the present level until the 
Committee on Human Services has the opportunity to re-evaluate the 
issue of licensure of family day care. In 1977, this office intro
duced the concept of registration in place of licensure in the same 
bill which sought to consolidate the licensing of all day care services 
in the State Department of Health as had been recommended by several 
bodies including the Commission on Children's Services (and later the 
Human Services Reorganization Commission.) In the discussion in your 
report, reference is made to "certification" as an alternative to 
licensure and there is no reference to "registration," the method 
currently in use in Michigan, Texas and Massachusetts. If the com
ments made in connection with "certification" are meant to cover a 
registration process, they are over-simplified and sometimes in error. 
Under registration, the provider attests to the fact that she meets 
the state's requirements by signing the registration forms, and agrees 
to unannounced visits by the state to ensure that she performs as she 
has stated she does. There are sample visits, drop-in visits and these 
are not limited to an initial period but could and should continue to 
occur as long as the provider remains on the registration rolls, and 
more frequently if complaints are received. 

As for the alternative of "no state involvement," in addition to the 
fact that federal reimbursement under AFDC might be jeopardized, I do 
not feel it would be proper for the state to make referrals on the 
basis of a 11 list11 about which we know nothing. This office receives 
daily calls from parents seeking care for their children. Without some 
form of licensure or registration, we would have less information to 
give them than we do presently and Dlffi would have little incentive to 
collect such information except for placing children paid for under tax 
funds. We would be going backward in demonstrating our concern for 
children's safety and well-being and assisting the parents/¥inding care 
with which they can be comfortable. 

4. Standardization of Procedures. 

I agree with the recommendation as it applies to initial licensing; 
renewals; complaints and investigations; unannounced visits on a random 
basis; and dealing with the fire marshals with a uniform procedure. I 
do not agree that these additional visits can necessarily be made 
without an increase in the size of the district office staffs, and think 
this should be piloted in two District Offices for 6 months before it is 
adopted as policy. 

I also note that while a mechanism to handle complaints is suggested, 
there is no fine or penalty mentioned nor a procedure to close down an 
undesirable home after efforts to help the provider meet standards has 
failed. 
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5. Public Information Efforts. 

I recognize the need for disseminating information to providers and 
consumers, and support the recommendation concerning a public relations 
campaign to recruit providers and educate parents, but remind the Com
mittee that such a campaign will cost money. It should include TV and 
radio spots, billboards, ads in daily, foreign language and weekly news
papers. It is certainly worth doing, but I think it would require a 
state appropriation. This office has published a guide to day care for 
parents in Fnglish and Spanish, but recognizes that the printed word has 
a limited audience and that mass media gets the message across. 

6. Regulatory Changes. 

As chairperson of the Child Day Care Council, I heartily support the 
additions of a family day care horne provider and the official member
ship of DIM; actually, I would like a second provider and the Department 
of Consumer Protection, making a total of 15. For the record, the 
attendance of DIM's representative has been at my request as chairperson 
of the Council, since I thought that DHR had succeeded DCA, and DIM had 
succeeded DSS, for Council purposes. lvhen I discovered my error, I felt 
DIM's presence was valuable and should continue. Actually, most issues 
are resolved by consensus rather than formal vote at Council meetings, 
but I would welcome making DIM a full-fledged member by statutory change. 

As for the recommendation concerning change in capacity limits for 
family day care homes, I would like to have an in-depth discussion of 
this recommendation at the next meeting of the Child Day Care Council. 
This would of course require legislative change as well as changes in 
regulations. 

I would also like to bring to the Council the recommendation concerning 
changes necessary to conform to the proposed federal regulations, 
because I am not aware that any are needed. The state's licensing 
regulations are for all homes, whether reirnburseable or not, and they 
represent a minimum standard as do the regulations for licensing day 
care centers. Funding agencies may ask for higher standards as a 
condition of funding; this higher or different standard need not be 
imposed on all of the homes in the state unless there is a conflict 
which I do not presently perceive. 

7. AFDC Day Care Payments. 

As noted above I heartily endorse the recommendation concerning payments 
for AFDC children, and urge that fiscal impact information be developed 
so that sufficient funds can be appropriated to DHR to enable them to 
change the present policy based on siblings to one based on a per-child 
rate as recommended by LPR & IC. This could be accomplished by a change 
in policy rather than requiring legislation. 

FTR:rnarn 

atts. 
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Sincerely, 

Frances T. Roberts (Mrs.) 
Director 
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