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Monday, April égi 1987 - 7:00 P.M.
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602
Sitting as Governing Body of the West Hills Service District:
In the matter of Adoption of the West Hills Service District

Budget

Adjourn as the Governing Body of the West Hills Service District and
reconvene as the Governing Body of the Dunthorpe Riverdale Service
District:

In the matter of Adoption of the Dunthorpe Riverdale Service
District Budget

N . / " . 7
. ?ééd a motién to contipiie the a on “gentral unty
Servicezp strictQégd Mid County Service Di%trict to“Monda April 27,
1987 a}/TmOO P.%;“dtkthe G?ﬁﬁﬁam City H 33" NW Pastdan' Parkway

~

Adjourn as the Governing Body of the Dunthorpe Riverdale Service
District and reconvene as the Governing Body of the Central County
Service District:




muLTNOMm~AH CoOuNTY OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR (503) 248-3303 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
PORTLAND BUILDING BUDGET & MANAGEMENT GLADYS McCOY, CHAIR
1120 S.W. FIFTH, 14TH FLOOR ANALYSIS (503) 248-3883 PAULINE ANDERSON
PORTLAND, OR 97204-1934 COUNTY COUNSEL (503) 248-3138 POLLY CASTERLINE
EMPLOYEE RELATIONS (503) 248-5015 GRETCHEN KAFOURY
FINANCE DIVISION (503) 248-3312 CAROLINE MILLER

April 19, 1988

Tax Supervising and
Conservation Commission
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1510

Portland, OR 97204
F

s

Gentlemen:

On April 19, 1988, at 7 p.m. in Room 602, Multnomah County Courthouse, the
Budget Committee was regularly convened to hear the budget of the Mid-County
Street Lighting Service District No. 14,

The Budget Committee approved the attached budget.

APPROVED:

Mid-County Street Lighting Service District No. 14
L/
- Zeq,- 2ve2 20 77 £ N\,
CHir g
f‘: T
@/w/ L) (mWA/

Secretary

1342F/SC/kd

Attachment

(SEAL)

April 19, 1988

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




MULTNOMARH COoOUNTY OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR (503) 248-3303 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
PORTLAND BUILDING BUDGET & MANAGEMENT GLADYS McCOY, CHAIR
1120 S.W. FIFTH, 14TH FLOOR ANALYSIS {503) 248-3883 PAULINE ANDERSON
PORTLAND, OR 97204-1934 COUNTY COUNSEL (503) 248-3138 POLLY CASTERLINE
EMPLOYEE RELATIONS (503) 248-5015 GRETCHEN KAFOURY
FINANCE DIVISION {503) 248-3312 CAROLINE MILLER

‘April 19, 1988

Tax Supervising and

Conservation Commission
1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1510
Portland, OR 97204 ,

* pner

Gentlemen:

On April 19, 1988, at 7 p.m. in Room 602, Multnomah County Courthouse, the
Budget Committee was regularly convened to hear the budget of the
Dunthorpe-Riverdale Sanitary Service District No. 1.

The Budget Committee approved the attached budget.

APPROVED:

Dus ve=Rs SéniHsry-Ser i€e Di FAct No. 1

=7

“Sécretary

1342 /SC/kd

i oAttachment. .

BRI T T AR S
e),’&}u‘i_t.;)\»”

{lsmALy (¢
L April 19, 1938

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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BUDGETS 1988-89
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INTRODUCTION

Multnomah County Service Districts have been
created under the provisions of the Oregon
Revised Statues, Chapter 451, to provide
construction and operation of sanitary sewer
systems and to provide street lighting in
particular areas of the County. The Multnomah
County Board of Commissioners serves as the
Governing Body of each Service District. The
Budget Committee for each Service District
consists of the members of the Governing Body
and freeholders of the Service District
appointed by the Governing Body for terms of
three years.

The annual budget for each Service District is
prepared under the direction of a Budget Officer
designated by the Governing Body. The Budget
Committee reviews the annual budget and approves
it, either as submitted by the Budget Officer or
with revisions requested by the Budget Committee.

This fulfills the requirements of Local Budget
Law (ORS Chapter 294), which provides specific
methods for obtaining public views and enables
the public to be informed about financial
policies and administration of the districts.

EXPLANATION OF THE BUDGET DOCUMENT

This document consists of a detailed display of
the Resources and Requirements of each of the
four Service Districts in Multnomah County.

Preceding the financial information for each
Service District is a brief Budget Message which
discusses special items pertaining to the
individual Service District, including any major
changes in either Resources or Requirements.

SERVICE DISTRICT FINANCIAL POLICIES

Management of all Service Districts is conducted by
the Multnomah County Department of Environmental
Services. Each Service District is, however, a
separate and independent financial entity. To this
end, all expenses incurred by a Service District,
including contractual engineering support and
management by Multnomah County Department of
Environmental Services and Department of General
Services, are met with revenue from sewer user
charges and connection fees and/or assessments to
real property within the street lighting or sewer
Service District.

The basis of budgetary accounting for the funds of
each service district is as follows:

General Fund Accrual Basis

Bancroft Bond Redemption Modified Accrual Basis
Fund

Sinking Fund Modified Accrual Basis
Special Assessment Fund Modified Accrual Basis

Under the modified accrual basis of accounting,
revenues are recorded at the time of receipt except
those that are measurable and available and material
revenues that have not been received at the normal
time of receipt; and expenditures are recorded at the
time the liability is incurred. Under the accrual
basis of accounting, all revenues are recorded at the
time they are earned and expenditures are recorded at
the time liabilities are incurred. Budgets are
comparative historical cost summaries are prepared
utilizing these basis. This practice c¢onforms to
Oregon Budget Law.

For financial statement purposes, each Service
District is treated as an Enterprise Fund and
accounted for on the accrual basis of accounting.

This practice conforms to generally accepted
accounting principles.




DESCRIPTION

Sewer Service District No.

DUNTHORPE RIVERDALE

Sewer Service District No.

WEST HILLS

Sewer Service District No.

CENTRAL COUNTY

Street Lighting Svc. Dist.

MID COUNTY
TOTAL

SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS

ACTUAL 85-86

292,777

154,372

2,660,208

1,899,921

5,007,278

REIMBURSEMENTS TO COUNTY

ACTUAL 86-87

324,395

36,721

2,295,947

1,726,520
4,383,583

1988-89 CHARGES BY MULTNOMAH COUNTY TO SERVICE DISTRICTS

SERVICE DISTRICT

Dunthorpe Riverdale
West Hills

Central County

Mid County

TOTAL

ROAD FUND

3,500
2,000
1,000

25,000

31,500

GENERAL FUND

4,000
2,000
1,000

12,000

19,000

TOTAL
7,500
4,000
2,000

37,000

50,500

BUDGET 87-88

344,398

28,500

10,300

1,887,200

2,270,398

PROPOSED 88-89

354,472
46,700
3,500

1,595,000
1,999,672




BUDGET MESSAGE
DUNTHORPE RIVERDALE SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 1

This district was formed in the middle 1960's and by 1970 had removed
a significant source of pollution from the Willamette River. Its

500 users are mainly located in unincorporated Multnomah County, with
a few clients in northern Clackamas County, and the city of Portland.

The district's lines are maintained by the city of Portland and its
sewage flow is treated at Portland's Tryon Creek Treatment Plant, which
is located in Lake Oswego.

Service charges have remained static for several years and are supplemented
by a small amount of income from connection fees. The service charge rate
is $15 per single family unit per month.

In accordance with the stated position of the district's governing body,
the unappropriated balance is intended to fund the depreciation of the
district's facilities.




t} FORM LB-20

RESQURCES
General Dunthorpe Riverdale Service District
FUND (NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)
| HISTORICAL DATA BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR _1988-89
i ACTUAL ADOPTED BUDGET
SECOND PRECEDING |  FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR RESOURCE DESCRIPTION PROPOSED BY APPROVEDBY |  ADOPTED BY
. YEAR - YEAR - - BUDGET OFFICER BUDGET COMMITTEE | GOVERNING BODY
AT Beginning Fund Balance: ) L1 RHEEEEEE
1 1 ‘Available Cash on Hand (Cash Basis), or : 1
2 127 .821 163,916 180,800 2. *Net Working Capital (Accrual Basis) 200,000 2
3 3. Previously Levied Taxes Estimated to be Received f 3
4 1.656 11,458 9,000 | 4. interest 12,000 f 4
5 5. OTHER RESOURCES ! 5
6 22,500 10,000 20,000 |6 Connection Fees 10,000 ! 5
7 88,957 90,136 90,000 7. Sewer User Service Charges 91,000 7
8 8 8
9 9. 9
10 10. 10
11 11. § 11
12 12, 12
13 13. 13
14 14, 14
15 15. 15
16 16. 16
17 17. ! 17
18 18. : 18
19 19. ' 19
20 20, 20
21 21. 21
22 22. 22
23 23, 23
24 24, 24
25 25, 25
26 26. 26
27 27. 27
28 | 28, 28
29 | 246 299,800 |29. Total Resources, Except Taxes to be Levied 313.000 29
30 RN « \ \ 30. Taxes Necessary to Balance Budget 0 30
31 0 0 N W31, Taxes Collected in Year Levied N N T -, 31
2| 246,934 275,510 | 299,800 | TOTAL RESOURCES 313,000 | %

150-504-020 (Rev. 6-87)

“Includes Unappropriated Balance budgeted fast year




FORM LB-30 EXPENDITURE SUMMARY

=

SHERE
G 7 ot

BY FUND, ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT OR PROGRAM

General

NAME OF ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT—FUND

Dunthorpe Riverdale Service District

(NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)

HISTORICAL DATA

ACTUAL ADOPTED BUDGET BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR 1988-89
EXPENDITURE DESCRIPTION
SECOND PRECEDING FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR PROPOSED BY APFROVED BY ADOPTED BY
‘ vear___86~ ' BUDGET OFFICER | BUDGET COMMITTEE | GOVERNING BODY

N ) PERSONAL SERVICES L A

1

2

3

4

5

5

‘ 7. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 7
R - MAThEHéALS AtND SCiRWCES Ll

1. Multnomah County Charges: 1

7,577 4,000 2 Gen.Fund Serv.Reimbursement. 4,000 2

1,397 3,500 3. _Road Fund Serv. Reimbursement 3,500 3

74,019 88,000 4 City of Portland Charges 89,000 4

220 1,000 5 Utilities 1,000 5

974 1.600 5. Miscellaneous 1,600 5

84,187
S

. TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES

i

CAPITAL OUTLAY LA
1. 1
2 2. 2
3 3. 3
4 4, 4
5 5. 5
8 6. 6
an | ‘ } 7. TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY !
T TRANSFERRED TO OTHER FUNDS
1 1. 1
2 2. 2
3 3. 3
4 \\W 20,000 4. General Operating Contingency 20,000 4
5 0 0 20,000 5. TOTAL TRANSFERS & CONTINGENCY 20,000 5
83,018 84,187 118,100 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 119,100
163,916 191,323 181,700 UNAPPROPRIATED ENDING FUND BALANCE 193,900
246,934 275,510 299,800 TOTAL 313,000

TR ANA DO (Cian R.GTY

PAGE __—_.-6...._._.____._




FORM LB-35

==

R et
SR e

BONDED DEBT

RESOURCES AND REQUIREMENTS
Bond Sinking

Dunthorpe Riverdale Service District

FUND (NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)

HISTORICAL DATA ?

ACTUAL ADOPTED BUDGET DESCRIPTION OF BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR 1988-89 }

SECOND PRECEDING | FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR RESOURCES AND REQUIREMENTS PROPOSED BY APPROVED BY ADOPTED BY !

vear ___85-86  |vear___86-87 = BUDGET OFFICER BUDGET COMMITTEE | GOVERNING BODY |

| RESOURCES R

\ Beginning Fund Balance: \\\\§\\\\\\\\\ 3 \

1 s s s 1. *Cash on Hand (Cash Basis), or 3 1
2 2. ‘Working Capital {Accruat Basis) 2
3 1,589 2,017 1,168 3. Previously Levied Taxes Estimated to be Received 1,211 3
4 1,271 1,859 567 4. Earnings from Temporary Investments 845 4
5 5. Transferred from Other Funds 5
& 8. 6
7 . 9,224 « 1 335 J 12,398 7. Total Resources, Except Taxes to be Levied 19,391 7
8 &“\\\ WWW 32, 20 e 8. Taxes Necessary to Balance 22.081 J - . 8
5 36,619 33,550 DN\\\\\\\\\\\\Je. Taxes Coliected in Year Levied 1

45,843 48,885 44,598 TOTAL RESOURCES 41,472
REQUIREMENTS

3 Bond Principal Payments %\\ \\\3\\‘\\%\}&‘3\&\&\&\\ "y

3\\ : }Sﬂ\\\ N Issug Date Budgeted Payment Date &\\ \& \;@‘\\“}\\\\\%\\\\\\\ \§
w 28,000 28,000 28,000 ' 1966 1-1-88 28,000 ,
2 2 2

3 3 3

4 4 Total Principal ¢ |

N Bond Interest Payments L N

R \ Issue Date Budgeted Payment Date \ “\\
! 2.660 2,128 ! 1966 7-1-88 !
2 2.660 2,128 2 1966 1-1-89 2
3 3 3
4 4 Total interest 4

Unappropriated Balance for Following Year By W N i
issue Date Payment Date \\\\X\\\\:\&\\%X\\\\ \
1 10,746 | 1966 1-1-90 9,216 1
2 1,596 1966 7-1-89 1,064 2
3 N 3 3
4 4 4
5 s s 12,342 5s___ Total Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 10,280 5
45,843 48,885 44,598 TOTAL REQUIREMENTS 41,472

150-504-035 (Rev 6-87)

*Includes Unappropriated Balance budgeted last year.

PAGE 7




APPROPRIATIONS
SINKING FUND:

FUTURE REQUIREMENTS FOR BONDS AND INTEREST

BONDS INTEREST REQUIREMENTS
1989-90 28,000 2,128 30,128
1990-91 28,000 1,064 29,064

[P S

TOTAL 56,000 3,192 59,192




PRO FORHA BUDGET

Tax revenue:
Current year
Prior year

Interest incose

Expenditures
Bonds
Coupons

HORKING CAPITAL

Beginning working
capital:
Cash & investments

Activity:
Receipts
Disbursements

Ending working
capital:
Cash & investments

Dunthorpe-Riverdale

Service District No. 1

One Year Sinking Fund Forcast

for FY 1988/1989

July August  September  October Hovesber  Deceaber  January February March April May June  Fiscal Year
80 80 40 460 $11,275 43,998 80 8118 43,437 4142 8125 42,926 $22,081

0 121 190 114 80 il 0 59 426 31 38 121 1211

87 79 80 81 a3 140 161 14 15 H 35 36 845

1] 1] 0 0 0 0 28,000 0 0 0 0 0 28000

1,5% 0 0 0 0 8 1,596 0 0 0 0 0 3192
(81,509) 8200 4270 42585 411,438 84,169 (829,435 8191 43,878 8207 4198 43,083 (47,055}
817,335 415,826 416,026 416,296 816,551 427,989 $32,158 $2,723 $2,914 46,792 46,999 47,197 817,335
17,335 15,826 16,026 16,296 16,551 27,988 32,158 2,723 2,914 6,792 6,999 7,197 17,335
87 200 n 255 11,438 4,169 161 191 3,878 207 198 3,083 24,137
1,596 0 0 0 0 0 29,59 0 0 0 0 0 31,192
(1,509 200 270 255 11,438 4,169 29,435) 191 3,878 207 198 3,083 (7,055)
15,826 16,026 16,296 16,551 27,989 32,158 2,723 2,914 6,792 6,999 7.197 10,280 10,280
415,826 416,026 416,296 416,551 427,989 82,73 46,792 86,999 47,197 410,280 810,280

£32,158

82,914
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BUDGET MESSAGE
WEST HILLS SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 2

This sewer district was formed in the late 1970's, being assembled

from four older county service districts in the southwest hills

outside Portland. Of approximately 2000 customers which once comprised
this district, some 500 were transferred to Unified Sewerage Agency

of Washington County, which previously transported and treated their
waste by contract. ATl but 50 of the remaining homes have been

annexed into the city of Portland, which also provides sewage treatment
and system maintenance for the surviving district.

A district this small is barely viable, since fixed costs approximate
those of larger districts. The service charges are $24 per month

per account this year. The only prospects for reduced sewer charges

at this time are annexation to the city or dissolution of the district
and individual contracts by the customers as "outside sewer customers."
Although the city presently has some such accounts, the Tatter option
seems improbable.

In accordance with the stated position of the district's governing
body, the unappropriated balance is intended to fund the depreciation
of the district's facilities.




@ FORM LB-20 RESOURCES

A S G
Fpevet Eprt ety

General West Hills Service District
FUND (NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)
; HISTORICAL DATA BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR ___1088.89
ACTUAL ADCPTED BUDGET i
1 SECON%%RE&ED!NG F!RS%"@E@?D‘NG THW Q% RESOURCE DESCRIPTION FROPOSED BY APPROVED BY ADOPTED BY
f YEAR YEAR E BUCGET OFFICER BUDGET COMMITTEE JOV:RNING BODY
N N Beginning Fund Balance: N S
1 1. *Available Cash on Hand (Cash Basis: 27 1
L2 56,842 13,014 13,300 2. *Net Working Capital (Accrual Basis) 30,000 2
3 3. Previously Levied Taxes Estimated to te Sacaved 3
T 5,385 2,232 800 | 4 imerest 1,200 )
: 5 5. OTHER RESQURCES 5
6 92,145 19,475 14.400 6. Sewer User Service Charges 15,500 6
L7 0 2,000 0 7_Connection Charges 0 7
- B 8 8
] 9. 9
L0 10, 10
IR 11. 11
12 12, 12
13 13, 13
14 14, 14
15 15. 15
L1 16. 16
L7 17. 17
|18 18. 18
I 19 19, 19
20 20. 20
21 21, 21
22 22, 22
b23 23. 23
24 24, 24
25 25. 25
25 2. 26
27 27. 27
28 28. 28
29 | 154, 372 36 ,7 21 28, 500 29. Total Resources, Except Taxes to be Levied 46 700 29
30 AW S 0 30. Taxes Necessary to Balance Budget 30
[ 31 0 0 31, Taxes Collected in Year Levied \m m \\\\mmw%mﬁm\\
|32| 154,372 36,721 28,500 32. TOTAL RESOURCES 32

150-504-020 (Rev. 6-87) ‘Inciudes Unappropriated Balance budgeted last year PAGE 1 1




FORM LB-30 EXPENDITURE SUMMARY

BY FUND, ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT OR PROGRAM

General
NAME OF ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT—FUND

West Hills Service District
(NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)

HISTORICAL DATA

!

ACTUAL

| SECOND PRECEDING
| YEAR

85-8

YEAR

FIRST PRECEDING

ADOPTED BUDGET
THIS YEAR

EXPENDITURE DESCRIPTION

BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR

1988-89

PROPOSED BY

APPROVED BY
BUDGET COMMITTEE

PERSONAL SERVICES

ADOPTED BY
GOVERNING BODY

Lo B A R A

@A j@N]

7. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES

MATERIALS AND SERVICES ‘
1Multnomah County Charges i

418 2,000 2. Gen. Fund Serv. Reimbursement 2,000 P2
873 : 2,000 3. Road Fund Serv. Reimbursement 2,000 | 3
| sUnified Sewerage Agency Charges 0 4

sCity of Portland Charges 8,000 5

sMiscellaneous 1,000 8

7. TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES 7

CAPITAL QUTLAY

ol el n] -

IR I G Nl N

NP} ] W]nx - b

7. TOTAL CAPITAL QUTLAY

TRANSFERRED TO OTHER FUNDS

tUnified Sewerage Agency

i1

2, 2

K3 L3

11,500 4. General Operating Contingency 10,000 ; T

11,500 5. TOTAL TRANSFERS & CONTINGENCY 10,000 : 5

141,358 10,513 28,500 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 23,000 ]

13,014 26,208 0 UNAPPROPRIATED ENDING FUND BALANCE 23,700
154,372 36,721 28,500 TOTAL 46,700

150-504-030 (Rev 6.87)

e 12




BUDGET MESSAGE
CENTRAL COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 3

The Central County Service District No. 3 should be dissolved shortly
with the sewer responsibility for the area transferred to Portland.
0.R.S. Chapter 451 requires that a successor agency be named before

a special district can be dissolved. The Implementation Plan for
sewers adopted by Portland, Gresham and Board of County Commissioners
in September 1985, named Portland as the successor to Central County
Service District No. 3.

The Boundary Commission has removed the majority of the territory
from the District. Although the anticipated Central County Service
District dissolution has not occurred, it is nevertheless projected
to take place by city annextion in FY 1988-89.

Both the Bancroft Bond Redemption Fund and Special Assessment Fund
are included for historic purposes only.

The D.E.Q. loan for the East Burnside sewer was repaid in 1986.
The city of Portland assumed District operations November 1, 1986.

This budget anticipates no revenue resources but utilizes beginning
fund balance to pay incidental costs such as audit and filing fees.

13



@ FORM LB-20 RESOURCES
General Central County Service District
FUND (NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)
HISTORICAL DATA
| oTUAL Py ———— BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR ___1988-8¢G
| SECOND PRECEDING | FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR RESOURCE DESCRIPTION PROPOSED BY APPROVED BY ADOPTED BY
YEAR - vear ___86= 87-88 BUDGET OFFICER BUDGET COMMITTEE GOVERNING BODY
* ‘&:\\;\w\\\&\\\\\\\\\\\&\\%_ N Beginning Fund Balance: R \\ \\ W \\5\2&\?@\2\%‘%@\\ N X \~\\ \\\\\q
cot 1. ‘Available Cash on Hand (Cash Basis), or 1
2 1 2 249 5 941 1 5 005 ,836 2. *Net Working Capital (Accrual Basis) 2200 2
3 0 0 9 ,800 3. Previously Levied Taxes Estimated to be Received i U 3
[ ¢ 63,560 26,300 500 4. interest 200 4
L 5. OTHER RESOURCES 5
6 57,720 586 0 18 Connection Fees 0 6
7 516,891 92,020 0 7. Sewer User Service Charges 0 7
8 8. Service Reimbursements: 8
8 328 2,986 0 19 Myltco General Fund 0 9
0 3.096 424 0 [t Multco Road Fund 0 10
1" 168 0 0 1. Service Districts 0 1
12 0 3,989 0 12 Bike Path Fund 0 12
3 13 Transfers From Other Funds: 13
14 14,794 0 0 14 Bancroft Bond Redemption Fund Q 14
15 g 2,000 0 15 Sale of Easement 0 15
16 16. 16
17 17. 17
118 18. 18
18 18. 19
20 20. 20
21 21, 21
2 22. 22
23 23. 23
24 24. 24
25 25, 25
26 26. 26
27 27, 27
28 28. 28
29 1 v 906 5 498 1 3 134 " 141 10 3 300 29. Total Resources, Except Taxes to be Levied 3 9 500 29
30 Al y 0 30. Taxes Necessary to Balance Budget 0 | : 30
31 0 0 N N 131. Taxes Collected in Year Levied ;&\\S\\%\\&\\{\\W :\\\\\‘{\\\W\W
| 32 1,906,498 1,134,141 10,300 a2 TOTAL RESOURCES a2

150-504-020 (Rev. 687

“Includas Unappropriated Balance budgeted last year.

14
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FORM LB-30

EXPENDITURE SUMMARY

BY FUND, ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT OR PROGRAM

General

NAME OF ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT-—FUND

Central County Service District
(NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)

HISTORICAL DATA

BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR 1988-89

ACTUAL ADOPTED BUDGET

{ " EXPENDITURE DESCRIPTION

} SECOND PRECEDING FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR PROPOSED BY APPROVED BY ADOPTED BY

! YEAR 85"86 YEAR 6"'87 -88 BUDGET OFFICER BUDGET COMMITTEE GOVERNING BCODY
N ) PERSONAL SERVICES e adiilunnian o

P [ 1. N
2 i 2. 2
3 3. i 3
4 4. ‘ 4
8 5. 5
5 6. 5
7 7. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES i

MATERIALS AND SERVICES
See Detatl

il piwir

el Rl Bl Rl A B

il

7 3 172,971 10,300 |7. TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES 3,500 7
A CAPITAL QUTLAY e o
1 1.
2 2. 2
3 3. 3.
4 4. gt
5 5. 5
[ 6. 8

7. TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY

TRANSFERRED TO OTHER FUNDS

100,000 962,976 0__|"__CCSD Special Assess. Fund 0o
2 2. 2
[ 3. L3
2 0 4. General Operating Contingency 0 L
) 5 TOTAL TRANSFERS & CONTINGENCY 5
900,663 1,135,947 10,300 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,500
1 ‘005 ’835 r 1 ‘806-} UNAPPROPRIATED ENDING FUND BALANCE
1,906,498 1,134,141 10,300 TOTAL 3,500

TESRSLONN (Bay B.RTY
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¢ FORM LB-31

DETAILED EXPENDITURES

General

NAME OF ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT—FUND

Central County Service District

(NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)

; | e prr—— | noo TR BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR __1988-89

i | SECOND PRECEDING % FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR EXPENDITURE DESCRIPTION | Eai:s g PROPOSED BY APPROVEDBY |  ADOPTED BY

' vear 85~ | YEAR - - " E | BUDGET OFFICER | BUDGET COMMITTEE | GOVERNING BODY
1 v MuTtnomah County [harges: ;

K 35,203 9,770 4,000 L2 General Fund 1,000 2
s 198,516 14,719 0 3 Inverness Fund 0 3
4 48,310 6,895 5,000 K Road Fund 1,000 4
5. 480.468 74,053 0 5 (City of Portland Charges 0 5
8 1,155 28.275 0 .6 Professional Services 0 6
7 158 0 0 (7 Printing & Reproduction 0 7
8. 22,724 0 0 8 Utilties 0 8

@ 2,639 0 0 9 Communications 0 9
10 3,628 0 0 10 Insurance 0 10
A 31 0 0 1___Repajrs & Maintenance 0 i
2 625 0 0 2__Postage 0 12
13 1,424 0 0 13 Qffice Supplies 0 18 _
14 16 0 0 4 Local Travel 0 14
15 5,706 4,259 1,300 18 Miscellaneous 1.500 15
16 0 35,000 0 6 ___Loan Repayment to DEQ 0 16
17 17 17
18 18 18
19 18 19
20 20 20
21 21 21
22 22 22
23 23 23 |
24 24 24
25 ¢ 25 25
26 | 26 26 |
27 27 27
28 28 28 -
29 29 29
30 30 30
3t 31 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,500 a1
32 32 UNAPPROPRIATED ENDING FUND BALANCE O 32

800,663 172,971 1 10,300 TOTAL 3,500

150-504-031 (Rev. 5-87}

“INCLUDE SCHEDULE OF PAY RANGES
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SPECIAL FUND
-:) FORM LB-10
] RESOURCES AND REQUIREMENTS

Special Assessment Central County Service District
FUND (NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)
HISTORICAL DATA | 1988-89 |
| BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR
ACTUAL | ADOPTED BUDGET DESCRIPTION ’ |
SECOND PRECEDING | FIRST PRECEDING ‘ THIS YEAR PROPOSED BY APPROVEDBY *DOPTEDBY '
‘vear__85-86  lvean_ 86-87 87-88 RESOURCES AND REQUIREMENTS BUDGET OFFICER | BUDGET COMMITTEE  GC.ERNING BODY

RESOURCES

Beginning Fund Balance:

o 1. *Cash on Hand (Cash Basis), or

1
2 589 3 941 182 3 737 0 2. *Working Capital (Accrual Basis) ( Modified ) 0 2
3| 3 Previously Levied Taxes Estimated to be Received 3
4 34 9 578 10 3 197 0 4. Earning from Temporary Investments 0 4
5 100 3 000 962 5 97 6 0 5. Transferred from Other Funds O 5
5 3,796 4,090 0 5. Assessments ' 0 s
5 7. 7
8 | 8. 8
I 728,315 1,160,000 0 3. Total Resources, Except Taxes to be Levied 0 9
M&\\\\\\\ N N 10. Taxes Necessary to Balance
1 0 0 N N 11. Taxes Coliected in Year Levied

! 728,315 1,160,000 | 0 12 TOTAL RESOURCES
)N e REQUIREMENTS

E | 545,578 1,160,000 | 0 Loan Repayment to DEQ

w jo I~ o o {se jw |n
o R B E O S o S L b

1=
bl
=3

o

iy

n
~

13 13 13
14 14. 14
15 15, 15
L 16 182,737 0 0 16. UNAPPROPRIATED ENDING FUND BALANCE j 0 18
i 728,315 1,160,000 0 |7 TOTAL REQUIREMENTS | 0 § 17

150-504-010 (Rev. 6-87)
‘includes Unappropriated Balance budgeted last year. PAGE ._.._.lz.._n




¢ FORM LB-35 BONDED DEBT
RESOURCES AND REQUIREMENTS

CHEREEER I
po o e

Bancroft Bond Redemption Central County Service District
FUND (NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)
HISTORICAL DATA 1988-89
ACTUAL ADOPTED BUDGET DESCRIPTION OF BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR
SECOND PRECEDING | FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR RESOURCES AND REQUIREMENTS PROPOSED BY APPROVED BY ADOPTED BY
YEAR 85-86 |veam 86-87 87-88 BUDGET OFFICER | BUDGET COMMITTEE | GOVERNING BODY
RESOURCES

\ N T, Beginning Fund Balance: 3 \\\\\\\\\\\%&\\\%
if 24 5 231 O 1. *Cash on Hand (Cash Basis) ¢ 0 4

*Working Capital (Accrual Bas:s

. Previously Levied Taxes Estimatec ¢ e Received

. Earnings from Temporary Investmerts 0

790 0 0

. Transterred from Other Funds

2
3
4
5
374 0 0 5 Assessments 0
7
8
g

. Taxes Necessary to Balance 0

. Total Resources, Except Taxes 10 be Levied :
A

wlimliwliojolsjoln =
wlmi~Niololsain|n

. Taxes Collected in Year Levied

0
A\

0 TOTAL RESOURCES 0 §

25,395 0 |
‘ , REQUIREMENTS
N \ x\ \\\%\EQ\\\\\&\\X W Bond Principal Payments
\ \\\\\\\\ \;\:\X\&\\\X\ Issue Date Buageted Payment Date
1 10,000 0 0 |+ 2-1-75 2-1-85
2 2
3 3 |
4 10 s 000 4 Total Principa
T . Bond Interest Payments ‘ \ \K\\\Q\\ N\ ot
issue Date Budgeted Payment Date \
2-1-75 2-1-85 0 !
2
3
Total Interest 4
Unappropriated Balance for Following Year By
Issue Date Payment Date A
1
2
3
Transfer to Gemneral Fund 0 4
Total Unappropriated Ending Fund Balance 0 5
25,395 0 0 TOTAL REQUIREMENTS 0
150-504-035 (Rev. 5-87) *Includes Unappropriated Balance bucgeted last year. }_8
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BUDGET MESSAGE
MID COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 14

This county service district (originally known as Tulip Acres Lighting
District, when formed in 1968), now includes virtually all the unincor-
porated urban area of Multnomah County, plus the cities of Maywood
Park, Troutdale and Fairview.

At this time, district growth is being outstripped by annexations
to Portland and Gresham which constitute automatic withdrawals from
the district. Excellent working relationships between the effected
agencies assure an orderly transition process with a minimum of
"glitches".

Although the district continues to add lights as requested by its

residents, its overall budget is diminishing because of the annex-
ations to cities. The assessment rate will be unchanged this year
at $45 per property per year.
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FORM LB-20 RESOURCES
General Mid County Service District
FUND (NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATION)
o HISTORICAL DATA BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR ___ 1988-89
UAL ADOPTEC 2.DGET
SECOND PRECEDING ! FIRST PRECEDING THIS V247 RESOURCE DESCRIPTION PROPOSED BY APPROVED BY ADOPTED BY
vEaR _©9=00 - 1 vear -8 87-88 BUDGET OFFICER | BUDGET COMMITTEE | GOVERNING BODY
\\\L__Beginning Fund Balance: ALARIIIHEHEEEEEEEEEEE -

i 1 *Available Cash on Hand (Cash Basis), or 1
2 327,371 371,032 362.200 | 2. “NetWorking Capital (Accrual Basis) 260 00O 2

3 114.417 Q7 .629 100.0060 3. Previously Levied Taxes Estimated to be Received 90:0 0 3

4 58,530 61,896 25,000 | 4. interest 55,000 4
L5 5. OTHER RESOURCES 5
| 6 1,399,603 1,194,294 1,400,000 |s Assessments 1,100,000 6
L7 0 1,609 0 |7 Sundry 0 7
L8 8. 8
9 g, g

i 10 10. 10
11 11. 11
12 12, 12
13 13, 13
14 14, 14
15 15, 15

I 16 16. 16
17 17. 17
18 18, 18

i 19 19, 19
20 20. 20
21 21. 21
22 22, 22
23 23, 23
24 24, 24
25 25, 25
26 26, 26
27 27, 27
28 28, 28
29 | 1 ,899 s 921 1 ,7 26 N 520 1 ,887 3 200 29. Total Resources, Except Taxes to be Levied 1 5 595 ,000 29
30 \\\\Q\%\R&R\ W N 0 30. Taxes Necessary 10 Balance Budget 0 i 30
31 L 31. Taxes Collected in Year Levied 31
32 1,899,921 1,726,520 1,887,200 |s. TOTAL RESOURCES 1,595,000 | 32

150-504-020 (Rev. 6-87)

*Includes Unappropriated Balance budgeted last year.
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FORM LB-30

EXPENDITURE SUMMARY

BY FUND, ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT OR PROGRAM

General

NAME OF ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT—FUND

Mid County Service District

(NAME OF MUNICIPAL CORPCR ™ TN}

HISTORICAL DATA

ACTUAL

i
ADOPTED BUDGET |

EXPENDITURE DESCRIPTION

BUDGET FOR NEXT YEAR

1988-89

SECOND PRECEDING FIRST PRECEDING THIS YEAR PROPOSED BY APPROVED BY ADOPTED BY
YEAR _.__.8..5_.'_'.&___ YEAR 86" = ! . BUDGET OFFICER BUDGET COMMITTEE ZOVERNING BODY
T M PERSONAL SERVICES a N SN an
1 1 1
2 2. 2
3 i3 3
4 4. 4
5 5. 5
6 6. 6
7 7. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES ‘
T AT T MATERIALS AND SERVICES
1 10, s s 1. MuTtco General Fund Services
2 20,031 25,016 25,000 (2 Multco Road Fund Services
311,480,350 1,344,037 1,500,000 3 Utilities
4 0 904 3,000 4 Travel and Training
5 0 0 2,000 !s Data Processing Services
8 4,741 1,987 10,000 s Miscellaneous
711,515,748 1,382,670 1,552,000 |7. TOTAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES 1,250,000 7
N ‘ L T CAPITAL OUTLAY LTI N N N
! 0 0 5,000 |- Data Processing Facilities 5,000 1
2 13,141 1,438 20,000 2 Equipment 20,000 2
3 13. 3
4 ‘4A | 4
5 5. ; 5
6 6. | 8
7 13,141 1,438 25,000 7. TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY
i N TRANSFERRED TO OTHER FUNDS
1 1. 1
2 2. 2
3 3. 3
4 25 ¥ 000 4. General Operating Contingency 25 ,000 4
5 25 .00Q |5 TOTAL TRANSFERS & CONTINGENCY 25 .000 5
1,528.889 1,384,108 1.602,000 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,300,000
371 ‘032 342.412 786.?(‘)0 UNAPPROPRIATED ENDING FUND BALANCE ?QS 000
1,899,921 1,726,520 1,887,200 TOTAL 1,595,000 :
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FINDINGS

RECOMMENDATIONS

The majority of Oregon’s children need
child care on a daily basis, but there is no
public system for sharing costs, upgrading
facilities, credentialing caregivers or
providing technical assistance.

While the number of children in full time
care is increasing rapidly, the state has
decreased its day care regulatory ability.
The majority of children are in uncertified,
unmonitored facilities.

Low income working parents and those
seeking employment must be provided
eligible assistance in a manner that
provides consistent quality care especially
for high risk children.

The state must coordinate agency
involvement in child care and provide a
special focus to assist employers in
developing child care options for working
families.

The business community and individual
employers need support and technical
assistance in the various approaches to
assist their employees in securing
affordable quality care.

. Continue to emphasize the long range cost

effectiveness of quality care and collaborative
solutions.

. Establish a family day care specialist in

Children’s Services Day Care Unit.

. Establish a child care training fund which

provides scholarships or reimbursement for
provider and center accreditation.

. Encourage community colleges to provide

small business and program assistance for day
care homes and centers.

. Develop a technical assistance partnership

with USDA Child Care Food Program.

. Abolish misleading home provider registration.
2. Establish a voluntary family day care

certification program.

. Require certification for homes receiving state

subsidies for children in care.

. Cap the caseload and increase the number of

day care certifiers.

. Classify certifiers with other caseworkers in a

similar salary range.

. Request the AFS Income Maintenance Unit

develop simpler eligibility procedures, direct
and adequate provider payments and support
for education opportunities.

. Request DHR develop a data gathering system

to support future planning for child care
reform.

. Subsidize child care for low income college

students and low income teen parents
completing their education.

. Advocate for passage of the federal Act for

Better Child Care.

. Continue to promote expansion and

coordination of child care services with the
state Coordinator of Child Care.

. Adopt a state policy statement on child care.

. Support the Coordinator of Child Care in the

education of corporations.

. The Governor should participate in corporate

education.

. The state should expand Dependent Care

Assistance benefits for all state employees,
with actual subsidies for lower income workers.

. Develop a private corporate initiative to form a

charitable fund for low income child care.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FINDINGS

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission will work closely with the

Bureau of Labor to help Oregon adapt to
the new Parental Leave Law.

Infant and toddler care is distinctly
different from care for older children in
program requirements and costs.

At least 22% of Oregon’s school age

children are left unsupervised after school.

Working parents of special needs children
require extra help with respite care and
day care.

More information and resources are
required to support statewide child care
information and referral.

. Monitor any complaints filed with the Civil

Rights Division and determine if changes
should be considered.

. Explore alternatives for infant care between

employers and employees in cases where
employees are considered irreplaceable.

. All infant programs should be monitored for

adherence to safety, health and ratio
standards.

. Oregon should reflect costs of state mandated

ratio requirements in its subsidy programs.

. The state education system should include

specific training for infant and toddler
programs.

. The state should classify school age children
who are currently going without care “at risk”.

. Educate citizens, educators and other groups

concerning successful in-school and
community programs for after school care.

. Explore the possibility of obtaining funding

through school districts and community
sources.

. Encourage the development of school board

policies regarding space.

. Explore funding sources for low income school

age child care scholarships.

. Ensure information and referral grants

sponsored by the Commission include
provisions for school age child care.

. Encourage funding for an Oregon study on the

effect of lack of supervision before and after
school.

. Fund community based programs to expand

respite care throughout the state.

. Involve local experts in implementing recently

funded programs for Information & Referral
and the Family Support program.

. Create a transportation plan for handicapped

children in care.

. Address extra costs through government and

private grants for families who have special
needs for day care.

. Provide consultation through local Early

Intervention or Mentally Retarded/
Developmentally Disabled programs.

. Compile Interim Report on Information &

Referral for 1989 Legislature.

. Continue to seek grants and technical

assistance for statewide I&R.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FINDINGS

RECOMMENDATIONS

The liability insurance crisis is still a
reality for Oregon’s childcare providers.

Child care for the children of teen parents
is essential for their return to school and
eventual employment.

Existing policies regarding ill children in
care must be revised to support the rights of
parents to work while caring for their ill
child properly.

Local community planners must deal with
the realities of child care as part of
contemporary working family life.

Federal legislation can create significant
improvements in Oregon’s child care
support services.

. Report premium increases and policy

cancellations that are out of compliance.

. Continue to educate insurance carriers about

the facts of Oregon’s day care industry.

. Involve child care professionals in the rule

writing for SB 323.

. Study the ways in which Oregon child care

providers might utilize the federal Risk
Retention Act.

. Encourage a continuum of service for teen

parents including on-site day care with a
vocational component.

. Encourage a transfer of children to Head Start

programs to continue developmental
assistance.

. Encourage use of information and referral

services to develop off-site day care for teen
parents.

. Advocate for before and after school programs

that provide supervision to young teens and
reduce the rate of teen pregnancy and other
risks.

. Seek funding for research to follow teen

parents through the system to demonstrate the
relation to the poverty cycle.

. Close the gaps in support systems by pursuing

grants from federal sources.

. Advocate for family sick leave that

acknowledges parents’ right to care for their
children without fear of work related
consequences.

. Redefine day care exclusion guidelines to

reflect more recent medical findings.

. Train providers in disease and health related

issues to reduce contagion.

. Explore alternative pilot programs for mildly

ill children.

. Local planning councils should review their

day care zoning requirement as per HB 2322.

. Local commissions and fire marshals should

review their existing regulations that unduly
restrict child care in local neighborhoods and
near schools.

. Public transit planning should address the

needs of working families who must include a
day care facility enroute to and from work.

. Advocate for Oregon congressional co-

sponsorship of the Act for Better Child Care,
and encourage broadbased citizen support.




Oregon
Commission
=z | on Child Care

The Honorable Neil Goldschmidt, Governor

The Honorable John Kitzhaber, President of the Senate
The Honorable Vera Katz, Speaker of the House

State Capitol

Salem, Oregon 97310

‘ Dear Governor Goldschmidt, President Kitzhaber, and Speaker Katz;

On behalf of the Commission on Child Care, we are pleased to forward our progress
report, “Child Care in Oregon: Emerging Solutions.”

This is the second in a three report series addressing the issues, problems and
potential solutions critical to the development of accessible, affordable and quality
day care in Oregon.

We came to you in 1986 documenting the woeful condition of child care in this
state. Your support and leadership have resulted in many of the improvements
reported here. As solutions begin to emerge, there is still a great deal of work to be
done.

These recommendations are gleaned from the suggestions of many hundreds of
Oregonians who have written or spoken at our regular meetings, community
meetings and statewide conference. They are not necessarily the responsibility of
any single sector, and are intended to stimulate action on the part of all of us. They
are a call for collaborative planning and action during the 1988 interim.

Sincerely,

Dawn Marges
Commission Chairman 1987

Komola o S bbeda

Pamela Stebbeds
Commission Chairman 1988

cc: Members of the 64th
Legislative Assembly

Cover photo: The Oregonian
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Services Division for her fairness and diplomacy in support of both Commission and agency goals . ..
Colleen Dyrud of the Department of Education for her resolve to find solutions for Oregon’s school age
children ... Fran Grossman of the Legislative staff for her patience and understanding with a fledgling
group of commissioners ... Christie Joachim of the Women’s Commission for her constant support,
advice and counsel on issues, budget and organization ... Jean Atkins of the Women’s Rights Coalition
and Cheryl Hunter of the Oregon AFL-CIO for their calm expertise and insistence on forging fair parental
leave policies ... ’lyn Horine for her support and invaluable consultation in establishing Oregon’s first
statewide information and referral grant process ... Karen Gorton of Oregon Children’s League for
implementing an outstanding statewide network for immediate distribution of current information ...
Dr. James K. Lace, Vice-President of the Oregon Pediatric Society, for his expert counsel and testimony
on health issues for newborns and sick children . . .

and to the many day care providers throughout Oregon who cared for our children while we attended to the
business of the Commission.

Acknowledgments

The text of this report was contributed for the most part by individual members of the Oregon Commission
on Child Care as part of their sub-committee work over the last two years. In addition, however, five special
consultants contributed to sections for which they were distinctly qualified. The Commission gratefully
acknowledges the contribution of the following non-commission authors:

Mary Louise McClintock, Department of Human Resources, Child Care Coordinator — Establishment
of an Office of Child Care

Marsha Ritzdorf, University of Oregon, Department of Planning, Public Policy and Management —
Community Planning

Pamela Fullam and Barbara Willer, Oregon and National Associations for the Education of Young
Children — National Child Care Issues

Maureen Oliverio, Rent-A-Mom of Oregon — Il Child Care

SER RS




INTRODUCTION

CHILD CARE IN OREGON: HEART OF A HEALTHY ECONOMY

“We are as much a society dependent on female labor, and thus in need of a child care system, as we are a
society dependent on the automobile and thus in need of roads.”

Oregon is experiencing its most rapid, dramatic
workforce change since World War II. Between
1979 and 1986 our labor force grew by 11 percent
— and women made up 98 percent of that growth!
Women are now 44 percent of Oregon’s labor
force and are expected to be 50 percent by 1995.
The majority of Oregon households now have two
or more wage earners and the majority of our
children need child care on a daily basis.

We will continue to see most women and men
employed, looking for work or training for work
because:

¢ Oregon has experienced a net loss in higher
paying industrial jobs and a strong increase
in lower paying service positions.

e The average buying power of today’s two-
earner family is lower than that of the one-
earner family 20 years ago.

® Last year Oregon registered three divorces
for every four marriages. Single house-
holders must work to live.

e Two-thirds of Oregon’s employed women are
sole breadwinners or married to men who
earn less than $15,000 yearly.

The shortage of young entry level workers will
continue pressure for all adults to participate in
the workforce. For the last 12 years, the birthrate
has been 1.8 children per woman — half the 3.6
rate at the peak of the baby boom. The children of
the “baby bust” sandwiched between a large
aging population and a new “baby boomlet” must
support the economy for the next generation.

Child care has become a critical part of the
infrastructure that enables social and economic
health. Although we spend multi-millions of pub-
lic dollars on rapid transit to get workers into
downtown Portland, many employees say that
child care poses a far greater obstacle to their
ability to get to work than transportation does.
Likewise, good child care is as significant as
communications systems for worker productivity
on the job. Recent studies show five to nine days a
vear lost time per parent-employee related to
child care problems — lost productivity costing
employers about 3 percent more than non-parent
employees.

Jay Belsky, Research Professor
Pennsylvania State University

Oregon’s families spend upwards of $300,000,000
annually on child care. Compare the revenues of
the child care industry to those of other privately
held businesses and it is apparent the economic
impact of child care spending is often overlooked.

Oregon’s Top 10 Private Employers
Ranked by Revenue

Company Revenue

(in millions)

RLC Industries 500+
North Pacific Lumber Co. 450+
R.B. Pamplin Corporation 400+
Ness & Co./Fewell & Assoc. 300+
Child Care in Oregon 300+
CH2M Hill Companies, Ltd. 250+
Riedel Resources, Inc. 200+
MecCall Oil and Chemical Corp. 150+
Jeld-Wen, Inc. 150+
Les Schwab Tire Centers 150+
Evergreen International Airlines 150+

Source: Oregon Business, October 1987

As an industry, child care employs more workers
than any other single employer except state gov-
ernment. In addition to the 10,000 staff employed
in 3,600 licensed or registered care facilities, the
estimated 30,000 informal family day care homes
are a cottage industry that further increases the
purchase of goods and services in their commu-
nities.

At least 220,000 Oregon children under age 10
have mothers in the labor force and need child
care. However, there is only one licensed or
registered space for each six children needing
care. Five out of six children are cared for infor-
mally or are left unattended. The lack of enough
good, affordable child care is a drain on the
economy and a threat to children’s well being.

¢ A 1986 Census Bureau survey found that 45
percent of single working mothers who were
not in the labor force said they would work if
child care were available at a reasonable cost.

¢ In the same survey, 36 percent of all mothers
with a family income under $15,000 said
they would work if affordable child care were
available.
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¢ According to a 1987 AFSCME poll of 600
working Americans, 28 percent of parents
with children age 12 and under reported that
they had given up a job or a promotion
because of lack of child care.

» A study by the Maine Governor’s task force
found that 20 percent of working parents
said they would work more hours if ade-
quate, affordable child care were available.
In addition, in nearly 25 percent of all house-
holds with young children one or more adults
reported that they were forced to quit work,
unable to take a job or unable to continue
training or education because of lack of child
care.

Likewise, good affordable child care enables low
income parents to enter the workforce and reduce
welfare dependency.

» Findings of a 1980 University of Florida
study of a welfare work project showed that
the inclusion of child care as a part of the
program led to a 50 percent reduction in
AFDC recipiency and a 75 percent reduction
in AFDC program costs for those who
remained on assistance.

e In a 1986 survey of participants of Mas-
sachusetts’ welfare work and training pro-
gram, problems with day care were found to
be the primary reason that graduates were
not employed.

e A study by the Ohio Children’s Defense
Fund found that for every one dollar spent
on day care, $3 was saved on welfare spend-
ing.

The economic impact of good child care affects
the future as well as the present. A growing body
of research suggests that economically disadvan-
taged children can benefit from high quality early
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childhood education programs in a variety of
ways including:

s improved intellectual and school perform-
ance

o reduced need for special education programs
s reduced grade retention

» reduced high school dropout rate

¢ reduced teen pregnancy rate

¢ reduced delinquency and arrest rates

e increased employment at age 19

o decreased dependence on welfare as young
adults

Research suggests that investing in high quality
child care for disadvantaged children results in
long term economic savings to taxpayers equiv-
alent to 595 percent of the initial cost of a one
year early childhoood education program, and a
300 percent savings based on the cost of a two
year program. These savings result from a reduc-
tion of taxes spent on special education, crime,
and welfare, as well as an increase in income taxes
that result from higher future earnings.

If Oregonians think the provision of stable, high-
quality child care is too expensive to take on now,
just wait five or ten years until we begin to pay
the increased costs of remedial education, juve-
nile court services, and reduced employability.
Every related study in recent years points out
that high quality child care is cost effective,
returning anywhere from two to seven dollars to
society for every dollar invested. What does it
take to convince us that prevention is far less
expensive than intervention and remediation?
Good child care is an essential part of the
infrastructure that makes social and economic
health possible for all of us today and in the
future.




PRIORITY ISSUES

QUALITY IN CHILD CARE PROGRAMS

“We are making decisions about the quality of care for children who soon will be making decisions about

the quality of our care.”

Quality child care requires caregivers who under-
stand how children grow and learn and who teach
and care for them accordingly. The ratio of adults
to children allows for ample individual attention,
and parent involvement is encouraged. High
standards for health, safety and nutrition are
practiced.

Despite the fact that the majority of Oregon’s
children need care on a daily basis, child care is
seen as a private issue. Unlike schools, there is no
public system for subsidizing costs of upgrading
facilities, credentialing caregivers, or providing
technical assistance.

The caregiver shortage is increasing. Center
directors report inability to find qualified teach-
ers. Information and Referral agencies are unable
to find or recruit enough quality day care homes.
Community colleges report fewer students com-
pleting early childhood training. Mean hourly
earnings of full time female caregivers dropped in
real dollars from $2.67 in 1979 to $1.99 in 1986.

The 1987 legislature failed to pass HB 2317, a bill
to develop a voluntary certification system for
home providers which would also make technical
assistance available.

Some community colleges are developing inno-
vative training such as the nanny program at
Lane and the director and home provider in-
service training series at Chemeketa. The Oregon

Dana Friedman,
The Conference Board
Business Research Group

Association of Day Care Directors, Portland
State University Continuing Education, and sev-
eral home provider associations are among pro-
fessional organizations attempting to provide
some training and technical assistance. Each of
these models could be developed or coordinated
for broader use.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Continue to emphasize the long range cost
effectiveness of quality care, and that it
requires the collaborative investment of par-
ents, providers, employers, schools, churches,
government and agencies.

2. Establish a family day care specialist in Chil-
dren’s Services Division Day Care Unit who
will administer a fund to develop in-service
training for home providers through local non-
profit organizations.

3. Establish a child care training fund which
provides scholarships or reimbursement for
provider and center accreditation.

4. Encourage community colleges to provide
small business and program assistance for day
care homes and centers.

5. Develop a partnership with USDA Child Care
Food Program so that quarterly home visits by
a nutritionist are combined with broader tech-
nical assistance and support.




STATE REGULATION OF CHILD CARE SERVICES

““When a family eats at a fast food restaurant, we do not expect the parents to walk through the kitchen to
judge its cleanliness . . . public licensing and inspection processes help to ensure that consumers will find
acceptable levels of quality. Licensing of early childhood programs serves exactly this purpose.”

Barbara Willer

National Association for the Education of Young Children

The state requires a person who paints fingernails
to be licensed, but allows the majority of children
in day care to spend most of their waking hours in
unlicensed, unmonitored child care arrange-
ments.

Legislation to establish voluntary certification
for family day care providers failed, while the
number of children allowed full-time in uncer-
tified homes rose from five to six, with up to four
additional school-age children when school is not
in session during the school year. Voluntary reg-
istration remains — a paper process that mis-
leads the public to believe these homes receive
vigits and technical assistance when, in fact, they
are visited only in response to a complaint.

Oregon does have stringent rules for certifying
day care centers and group homes. The 1987 leg-
islature required that rules for small group day
care homes be revised to be more workable for
residential settings. A federal grant is making it
possible to complete revisions and improvements
in center and group home rules by July 1988 with
broad involvement by day care certifiers, pro-
viders and related agencies.

The number of day care facilities and the number
of children in care is steadily increasing, but there
is no increase in certification staff and technical
assistance. Certifier caseloads are far too high,
and requirements administered by other agencies
are not coordinated in a consistent timely man-
ner.
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In September, 1987, day care certifiers were
reclassified separately from other Children’s
Services Division caseworkers. On July 1, 1988,
all caseworkers are expected to advance one sal-
ary range, but certifiers are to remain in the cur-
rent classification. This change is decreasing the
attractiveness of certification as a career and is
resulting in turnover of qualified, effective per-
sonnel.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Abolish misleading home provider registra-
tion.

2. Establish a voluntary family day care certifica-
tion program funded to provide technical
assistance and a pre-certification home visit.

3. Require certification for homes receiving state
subsidies for children in care.

4. Cap caseloads and increase the number of day
care certifiers so that applicants receive ade-
quate consultation, consistent enforcement of
standards, coordination of inter-agency
requirements and prompt response to commu-
nity complaints.

5. Classify certifiers with other caseworkers in a
similar salary range, commensurate with the
complexity of necessary skills and expertise
and the numbers of children who are depen-
dent on certifier judgements for their safety
and well being.




MAKING CHILD CARE AFFORDABLE

“From 1979 to 1984 Oregon had the largest decline in the number of children served by Aid to Families
with Dependent Children of any state in the nation.”

Our earlier research found that Oregon’s system
for providing child care subsidies was complex,
ineffective and a disincentive for families to move
from welfare to self-sufficiency. In response to
these findings the Commission recommended
that the state of Oregon develop a payment and
program structure which assures the provision of
quality care, assures continuity of care, provides
incentives for low income parents to move
towards self-sufficiency and reduces recidivism.

House Bills 2319 and 2320 were submitted to the
Legislature to address these recommendations.
Although these bills were not passed, some
accomplishments were made. The rate for child
care subsidies was increased from 93 cents per
hour to $1.00. Meals and commute time are now
covered. Adult and Family Services Division has
issued a policy decision which eliminates ERDC
as a prior resource. House Bill 2760 JOBS bill was
passed and funded at 4.8 million dollars. This
program will fund seven pilot projects throughout
the state which will operate programs to best
address clients employment and training needs.

The new administrator, Freddye Webb-Pettit has
declared child care a top priority. There is an
increased awareness of child care and a stronger
commitment to child care by Adult and Family
Services Division staff. An interagency child care
task force has been formed to address the compli-
cated and technical problems in delivery of child
care subsidies.

Select Committee on Children, Youth and Families

U.S. House of Representatives
100th Congress

In studying the subsidy programs now admin-
istered by the state, the Commission has con-
cluded that the definition of an appropriate or
reasonable rate should be accepted and adhered
to consistently throughout state programs. We
believe that the rate provided would be defined as
“reasonable day care cost necessary to comply
with state and federal regulation”, rather than
“reasonable and customary” which is often used
to justify the cheapest rate available in an area.
The cheapest rate available in an area is most
often tied to care that does not meet state or
federal standards.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Continue to work with the Income Mainte-
nance Unit to develop a simpler system that
expands eligibility, direct and adequate pro-
vider payments and support for education
opportunities.

2. Request the Department of Human Resources
to direct its divisions to develop and utilize a
comprehensive and uniform data gathering
system providing statistical support for cre-
ative planning for child care reform.

3. Subsidize child care for low income students at
Oregon colleges and universities; and for low
income teen parents completing high school.

4. Advocate for the passage of the federal Act for
Better Child Care sponsored by the Alliance
for Better Child Care (see National Child Care

Issues.)




ESTABLISHMENT OF AN OFFICE OF CHILD CARE

“And | want the message to go out to all parts of the state that child care makes good business sense and
that my office is available to help businesses put together programs that support their working parent

employees.”

At the request of Governor Goldschmidt, the
1987 Legislative Assembly funded a Child Care
Coordinator position and placed it in the Office of
the Director of the Department of Human
Resources. The Coordinator is charged with 1)
promoting coordination among state agencies
involved in child care and 2) assisting employers
in the development of employee child care pro-
grams. Declaring the concerns of working parents
to be a top priority in his administration, Gover-
nor Goldschmidt in September announced the

Mary Louise McClintock
Coordinator of Child Care
for the State of Oregon

appointment of Mary Louise McClintock to the
new position.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Promote expansion and improvement in state
child care services by supporting the mission
and programs of the Child Care Coordinator.

2. Adopt a state policy statement on child care to
be presented to the Governor and read as a
proclamation during the Week of the Young
Child in April.

Photo: Kraig Scattarella/Mike Lloyd, The Oregonian
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ENCOURAGING EMPLOYER AND CORPORATE INVOLVEMENT

“It is important to emphasize that employees should not have to choose between being good parents or

family members and being good workers.”’

A recently completed survey by City Club of
Portland reported that only 9 percent of Portland
metropolitan employers responding to this survey
included child care in a flexible or cafeteria bene-
fit plan whereby employees could pay for child
care in lieu of salary. A clear trend reported in this
study is a steady increase in personnel policies
which permit the use of sick leave for family
illness, and modified or flexible work schedules to
meet child care responsibilities.

The state has appointed a coordinator of child
care. This position will be responsible for prepar-
ing and disseminating literature on child care
benefits and will assist in corporate education.
Also, the state has indeed demonstrated itself to
be a model employer by announcing dependent
care assistance through tax-free salary reduction
and reimbursement as a new benefit option.

William Brock, former Secretary
U. S. Department of Labor

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Support the Coordinator of Child Care in a
combined effort to provide widespread corpo-
rate education of child care benefits.

2. The Governor should support employer pro-
grams of child care benefits and participate in
publicity or conferences designed to inform
corporations.

3. The state should implement dependent care
assistance uniformly throughout all public
employee benefit packages, with careful atten-
tion to the alternative choices for low income
families.

4. Oregon corporations and private foundations
should form a charitable fund for day care
assistance for low income parents.

PARENTAL LEAVE

““This was truly a bipartisan bill, as both Republicans and Democrats know how to have babies.”

The passage of House Bill 2321 was without
question the most highly publicized of the Com-
mission’s legislative work during the 1987 ses-
sion. Although the bill did not pass unanimously
in either the House or Sénate, it did finally pass
by a wide margin. And while some changes were
madeé to the original pre-filed bill, the basic intent
was left intact — to allow full time parental care
of infants in their first twelve weeks of life,
without the fear of loss of employment.

After Governor Goldschmidt signed the bill in
July, the Bureau of Labor quickly set about to
prepare the final statutes, make the proper filings
with the Secretary of State, and prepare for
finalization of the rules. Particular emphasis was
given to scrutinizing and resolving the technical
language as it related to reinstatement rights and
the definitions of employee and parent. Public
hearings took place in six Oregon cities in the fall,
with notification mailed to all employers of over
25 employees, and citizens were invited to submit
their written questions and comments through
November 15, 1987, with the statute set to take
effect January 1, 1988.

[7]

Governor Neil Goldschmidt

The Civil Rights Division of the Bureau of Labor
will enforce the statute. Staff members in the
Bureau of Labor and Child Care Commission
members will keep in close contact during 1988 to
monitor the impact of parental leave. If adjust-
ments to the definitions, rules or statutes seem
necessary, the Commission and Bureau will work
together to highlight those areas for the 1989
legislature. Commission members will be avail-
able to assist employers to deal with difficult
situations and explore feasible alternatives. We
will also monitor the civil rights complaints, and
note public reaction to the exemption extended to
eraployers of less than 25 employees.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Monitor any complaints filed with the Civil
Rights Division and determine if changes to
definitions, exemptions or rules should be con-
sidered.

2. Explore alternative agreements and provision
for infant care between employers and employ-
ees in cases where employees are considered
irreplaceable.




INFANT AND TODDLER CARE

“*Good programs for children from birth to age 3 are distinctly different from all other types of programs —
they are NOT a scaled-down version of a good program for preschool children.”

The need for day care programs serving infants
and toddlers (children between 6 weeks and 30
months) is outpacing the available resources.

Information and Referral services report that up
to 80% of the calls they receive are requesting
infant and toddler care. At the same time, few
providers care for this age group.

The rate of physical, emotional, social and intel-
lectual development for children under age 3 is
unequalled at any other age. Caring for infants
and toddlers requires special knowledge and
skills. The pool of skilled infant caregivers is
extremely limited in Oregon because there are few
resources available — colleges and universities do
not offer ample coursework and there are few
programs where experience may be gained. At the
present time, there is little assurance of quality
for Oregon’s infants and toddlers because most
care is provided in non-certified facilities.

The state does not recognize the additional cost
factor in the rates it pays to subsidize infant/
toddler child care for low income working fami-
lies:

COMPARISON: INFANT/TODDLER WITH PRE-
SCHOOL

Staff Ratio: 250% more staff required by law for
infants and toddlers

Oregon Employment Related Day Care: Pays
only 35% higher for infants and toddlers

Oregon Aid to Dependent Children: Has no pay
differential for infants and toddlers.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. The state should monitor all programs that
provide care to infants and toddlers. At a
minimum, all facilities caring for this vulnera-
ble age group should meet safety, health and
group size/ratio requirements.

2. Oregon should recognize and encourage pay-
ment of real costs for infants and toddlers by
setting subsidy rates that reflect the added
staff costs caused by ratio requirements. This
will encourage more providers to serve this age
group and thus give low-income families more
opportunities to find appropriate care for their
children.
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National Association for the
Education of Young Children,
Developmentally Appropriate Practice

3. The state should develop training resources for
infant and toddler caregivers. This should
include encouraging universities and commu-
nity colleges to offer appropriate courses and
on-site training opportunities. Additionally,
the state should educate the public on the
importance of skilled infant and toddler care.




SCHOOL AGE CHILD CARE

“The kids are out of school. The folks have to work. What's a parent to do?”

Children forced into self-care before and after
school have the potential of developing behav-
ioral risks. There is a need for community-wide
support of information referral services that help
parents who must find before and after school
care.

Through discussions with school districts and
school advocates, the Commission has found a
reluctance on the part of school districts to par-
ticipate in after school care programs. This reluc-
tance is based upon perceived problems such as
disruption of shared classrooms, objection by
school personnel, liability problems, and lack of
need. At the same time, the Commission has
heard of successful programs that have been
established in school districts throughout the
state through intensive efforts at cooperation
between private providers and school districts.

School district space limitations and inability to
transport for out-of-school care are the major
problems which must be overcome by before and
after school child care providers. The Commis-
sion continues to find that encouraging coopera-
tion between private providers and school
districts i3 a preferable means of encouraging
additional program supply.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Classify school age children who are without
care as “at risk,” to encourage funding for the
development of programs and to indicate con-
cern over the increasing acceptance of self care
as an alternative child care.

2. Educate the education community, business,
youth service programs and care providers
about successful school and community pro-
grams for after school care.

3. Explore the possibility of obtaining funding
through school districts as well as community
sources for costs of operating school age child
care programs or providing transportation to
community based programs.

4. Encourage the development of school board
policies regarding space that ensures priority
for school age child care programs.

5. Explore funding sources for low income school
age child care scholarships.
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Linda Kramer, correspondent
The Oregonian

. Ensure information and referral grants spon-
sored by the commission include provisions
for school age child care.

Obtain funding for an Oregon study on the
relationship between lack of supervision on
academic and behavior problems, delinquency,
drug and alcohol experimentation, teen preg-
nancy, kidnaping and child abuse.

.




DAY CARE FOR SPECIAL NEEDS CHILDREN

“I would like every center to know what resources are available to them and where they can get help in
learning to care for handicapped children because it is such a positive experience for both handicapped

children and for the center.”’

The 1987 Oregon Legislature provided funds
through HB 2318 for expanding or establishing
child care information and referral services. The
statute directs these funds to be used to assist,
among others, parents of handicapped children in
locating appropriate child care.

SB 522 designated Family Support as a service to
families with members with developmental dis-
abilities. It established funding for a two year
“Family Support” pilot project in two or more
areas in Oregon. Family Support offers a wide
range of optional supports and services designed
to increase each family’s independence and care-
giving capacity. These services could address
respite needs of the family, but are not specifi-
cally designated for that purpose.

Day care can be a positive experience and con-
tribute to the care of handicapped in the follow-
ing ways:
® Day care works with a very positive child/
staff ratio to begin with, particularly com-
pared to public school classrooms.

o Early childroom education is a good back-
ground for caring for handicapped because it
looks at the whole child.

e Day Care has flexible curriculum, ongoing
parent involvement, and utilization of com-
munity resources.
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Parent of Handicapped Child

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Fund community based coordination of
recruitment, training, and provision for
respite care throughout the state.

2. Involve people who know and understand the
respite needs in each community in the imple-
mentation of both the Information and Refer-
ral and Family Support programs to insure
those needs are considered fully.

3. Research transportation needs by asking state
case managers to create a master transporta-
tion plan addressing the specific problems for
rural areas vs. urban settings.

4. Address extra costs through government and
private day care grants for families of handi-
capped children.

5, Provide consultation through local Early
Intervention programs or Mentally Retarded/
Developmentally Disabled programs, and pro-
vide a resource list to day care centers, pre-
school programs and registered family pro-
viders enrolling handicapped children or those
willing to consider accepting such children.




CHILD CARE INFORMATION AND REFERRAL SERVICES

“There are extensive gaps in availability of Child Care | & R across the state of Oregon, both geographically

and in accessibility to lower income persons.”’

In December 1986 a two year federal Dependent
Care Block Grant grant was awarded to the Mid-
Willamette Valley Community Action Agency to
establish a state clearinghouse and technical
assistance for child care information and referral.
They surveyed the existing child care I & R
providers and they are providing technical
assistance to both present and potential pro-
viders.

The 1987 Legislature passed HB 2318 which
appropriated $100,000 to the Commission on
Child Care to be used during the biennium for
grants to expand community-based public and
private child care information and referral agen-
cies and to assist in establishing such agencies in
communities whihc are not served.

The Commission on Child Care worked with the
Dependent Care Block Grant recipients in devel-
oping a Request For Proposal process to award
grants in compliance with HB 2318 require-
ments. Four grantees were selected in December
with contracts running January 1988 through

Statewide Survey on Child Care
| & R Providers, March 1987

June 1989, to develop or expand service in the
following counties:

Columbia, Clatsop, Tillamook: Community
Action Team

Marion, Polk: Mid-Willamette Valley Commu-
nity Action Agency

Linn, Benton: Linn-Benton Community College
Lane: American Red Cross

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Compile data received from the grantees, so
that an interim report may be developed by
November 1988. This report will identify serv-
ice gaps and discuss the program models devel-
oped in participating communities.

2. Seek funding to expand child care information
and referral services into additional commu-
nities, to continue technical assistance to
existing services, and to assure that compara-
ble data can be collected statewide.

LIABILITY INSURANCE

“It is easy to feel hopeless and victimized by the current situation. Liability insurance is very difficult to
obtain and when it is available the premiums are exorbitant.”

Throughout the 1987 legislative session it became
apparent that many industries needed and were
seeking some type of relief from liability insur-
ance problems. Consequently, liability and insur-
ance reform in general became a major legislative
issue. At the federal level, President Reagan
signed the Risk Retention Act of 1986, co-spon-
sored by Oregon’s Ron Wyden. In the last days of
the Oregon legislative session many bills relating
to insurance were folded into the final version of
SB 323, the main insurance reform legislation.

The child care industry was vocal in identifying
their problems with a variety of insurance con-
cerns. The majority of the recommendations were
addressed from a legislative standpoint. It
remains to be seen how administrative rules will
be written to interpret the law.

The reporting by insurance companies will not be
in effect until April 1988. Statistics will be kept
through May 1989. The analysis of these statis-
tics will not be completed and available until
1990. Thus, it will be several years until these
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Steffen Saifer
Oregon Children’s League News

findings can be used to demonstrate that the
child care industry is neither high risk nor high
loss.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Remind child care professionals to be per-
sistent in reporting premium increases and
policy cancellations that are out of compliance
with SB 323. '

2. Continue to educate insurance carriers. Of
particular concern are the short latchkey pro-
grams which are being charged premiums as if
they were full day care facilities.

3. Encourage child care professional organiza-
tions to participate actively in writing the
administrative rules to implement SB 323
provisions.

4, Study, in conjunction with an insurance con-
sultant, the ways in which Oregon day care
providers might utilize the benefits of the 1986
Risk Retention Act.




EMERGING ISSUES

TEEN PARENT CHILD CARE

““The best means of helping the world of tomorrow is to help the children today.”

The focus of most policy makers considering teen
pregnancy is on prevention. Little attention is
focused on the teen parent, and the young child of
that parent.

Teen parents often become stuck in the “welfare
cycle” because of the lack of support services
available to assist them in completing their edu-
cation and in finding jobs. Teen parents often fall
between the cracks of social service agencies that
provide child care assistance. Returning to school
to obtain a high school diploma disqualifies them
for eligibility because they are not involved in a
work search.

Adequate child care for teen parents benefits the
parents and child by allowing the parents to com-
plete their education and become productive
members of their community. Model teen child
care programs also include lessons in parenting
and child development. In addition, available
child care helps relieve the stress associated with
teen parenting and reduces the potential for child
abuse.

There are federal funds available to assist in child
care programs for teen parents; however, a very
recent study conducted by the U. S. House of
Representatives indicates Oregon has barely
explored the use of these funds.

The nationally acclaimed YWCA Teen Parent
Program in Salem combines federal, local school
district and other funds. This model project pro-
vides comprehensive services in high school com-
pletion, child care, parent education and social
services. Teen fathers are involved as well as
mothers.

In 1986 there were 840 documented teen pregnan-
cies in Multnomah county. Of this number, 240
have made contact with Portland Public Schools.
Forty-seven teen moms are currently on PPS
waiting lists for daycare so they can return to
school. Summer vacation causes some problem in
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Representative Mike Kopetski
Oregon House of Representatives

retention. However, of 30 teen parents involved
in the Portland Public School Summer Youth
Employment Program, all but two returned to
school the next fall,

The Commission believes that support services
linked to continuing education are the key to
assisting the children of teen parents. The Com-
mission will continue to advocate on-site day care
with a vocational component which would help in
de-glamorizing parenting, assist with the coordi-
nation of parenting groups to educate teens about
child development, give babies of teen parents a
developmental head start and give parents access
to school.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Encourage a continuum of services for teen
parents: on-site day care with a vocational
component.

2. Encourage the transfer of children to Head
Start programs to continue developmental
assistance.

3. Use information and referral services, to
develop off-site day care for teen parents.

4. Advocate for before and after school programs
that provide supervision to young teens to
reduce the rate of teen pregnancy and other
risks.

5. Seek funding for research to follow teen par-
ents through the system to demonstrate that
money spent on child care for teen parents
enabling them to return to school and com-
plete their education is money well spent to
break the poverty cycle.

6. Close the gaps in support systems to ensure
their availability to teen parents. Pursue
grants from federal sources to fund appropri-
ate support services.




ILL CHILD CARE

“Problems with child care are the most significant predictors of absenteeism and unproductive time at

work.”

The issue of sick child care exaggerates the con-
flict between the two essential functions of the
family: 1) The economic responsibility to work,
to support family members and to maintain fam-
ily autonomy, and 2) the responsibility to meet
the physical and psychological needs of children
in a stable and nurturing environment. Corporate
America is acutely aware of the impact of the sick
child on the workplace. The General Mills Ameri-
can Family report of 1981 found a high correla-
tion not only between missed work and caring for
a sick child, but also between caring for a sick
child and leaving work early, coming in late,
dealing with family issues during working hours,
and on-and-off job stress.

Because every child gets sick, every working par-
ent comes to a personal understanding of the lack
of community support and/or resources available
to them when illness strikes...always suddenly
and without warning. Few families have extended
family members able to care for their sick chil-
dren, and traditionally the mother in dual career
households must stay home. In single parent
families, there is not even a choice about who
must miss time from work. For many parents,
especially single parents, their choice to stay at
home may cost them their jobs — a severe
penalty for attempting to blend work and family.

Record number of single working parents and
dual career families are forcing our communities
to develop solutions to meet the needs of its ill
children. It took the economic impact of the
problem to create this opportunity for change,
but the outcome will hopefully reaffirm a com-
mitment to the importance of family. Instead of
forcing parents to minimize symptoms or sneak
children into daycare centers, current scientific
information would support exclusion from group
care only for the presence of diarrhea, perhaps
chickenpox, and treatable illness prior to the
equivalent of one day’s treatment.
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Fortune Magazine Survey
February 1987

Pilot programs are in existence across the coun-
try and some models seem more viable for Oregon
than others. Possible options include day care
centers setting aside a “‘get well” room; infirm-
aries can function out of hospital based programs;
or specific recovery “Chicken Soup” centers can
be opened. Traveling caregiver programs are also
in existence which afford the child the oppor-
tunity to be cared for by a competent caregiver in
the security of his familiar home environment. It
would appear that all of these options should be
developed as no one program will meet the needs
of all families requiring services.

Existing policies will need to be altered or done
away with, sources of funding for new programs
will need to be found, and a national attitude that
values children and families will need to evolve.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Advocate for parents’ right to care for their
children, including parents’ right to take time
off, without fear of work-related consequences.
Family sick leave policy must take into
account the normally frequent occurrence of
illness in very young children.

2. Redefine day care exclusion guidelines. Incor-
porate up to date medical guidelines in the new
day care regulations due for release in 1988.

3. Train providers to handle minor illness symp-
toms and practice procedures already in effect
to minimize the spread of disease. This could
include a Health Department, Pediatric Soci-
ety and Commission sponsored training
related to cross-contamination and other
health issues.

4. Explore alternative pilot programs offering
care for mildly ill children.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

“Does the exclusion of day-care centers or restrictions on day-care homes in single family zones best

serve the interest of today’s families?”’

The impact of child care shortages is most acutely
felt at the local level. A recent survey of parents
seeking child care showed the number one prob-
lem to be finding a center which was conveniently
located.

Affordable, conveniently located and quality
child care is one of the most pressing concerns of
contemporary working life. According to the 1985
census figures, women workers make up 44 per-
cent of the U. S. Labor force. In 1985, 62.3% —
nearly two-thirds - of all women with children
under 18 years of age worked outside the home.

If progress is to be made in this century, it is
imperative that the negotiating process begin
now at the municipal level. The first step is to
establish awareness at the grass roots level of the
ways in which local land policy is affecting the
daily lives of working families. Both men and
women need to question land use patterns that
deny them the right to work at home, and to have
their children watched in small neighborhood
based day care centers. Small day care homes
should be allowed by right in all zones, and with
the passage of HB 2322 the state of Oregon has
made this a reality. Day care centers should be
allowed by right, as long as they provide off-street

Marsha Ritzdorf, U. of Oregon
Department of Planning, Public Policy
and Management, in an address to the
Fifth Annual Zoning Institute

parking and meet all local building code require-
ments. The complex issues surrounding the siting
of child care centers in residential neighborhoods
should be a priority discussion in the year ahead
as they currently are volatile issues in many
Oregon communities. The Commission is partic-
ularly interested in zoning which would not
restrict child care facilities from locating close to
neighborhood schools.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1. Local planning councils and commissions
should begin to review their zoning require-
ments and remove restrictions which would
disallow small day care homes in any zone, as
per HB 2322, or would prevent day care cen-
ters who otherwise meet all building code
requirements from locating in all zones.

2. Local land use commissions and fire marshals
should review existing regulations to ensure
they do not conflict with state regulations
and/or unduly restrict small day care providers
in local neighborhoods.

3. Public transit planning should address the
needs of working families who must include a
day care facility enroute to and from work.




NATIONAL CHILD CARE ISSUES THAT IMPACT OREGON

“Despite the statistics demonstrating a dramatic increase in the need for child care services for working
parents, the United States has no national policy regarding child care, nor anything that even remotely

resembles a coordinated approach . ..”

The current federal session has introduced or is
about to introduce a number of bills targeted at
better child care and at welfare reform. The most
significant is a sweeping reform bill aimed
directly at child care— “The Act for Better Child
Care Services.” Of the many bills before Congress
this year, the Act for Better Child Care is the
most significant package we could hope for
improving child care throughout the nation. We
encourage Oregon’s congressional delegation to
co-sponsor this bill.

The Act for Better Child Care Services
S 1885 and HR 3660

Sponsors: Sen Dodd (D-CT) and Rep Kildee (D-
MI). Rep. Ron Wyden of Oregon is a co-sponsor.
Drafted by a national coalition of 85 child and
family groups, unions, education, professional
organizations and others, the Alliance for Better
Child Care (ABC) bill was introduced in the fall
of 1987. The $2.5 billion act:
e allocates funds to target those with the
greatest need
¢ helps make child care more affordable
o helps states administer and coordinate child
care policies
® encourages coordination of state and local
resources

e improves early childhood development
opportunities for low income and handi-
capped children

e strengthens the quality of child care

e provides access to scholarships for caregiver
training

* helps to improve protections for children

* makes child care more accessible

¢ increases the supply of quality child care for
all families

¢ requires U.S. Health and Human Services to
support state efforts

Other Federal Legislation Affecting Oregon
S 1271 Day Care for Working Families
Sen Metzenbaum (D-OH)

Supports employer-community pilot projects;
increases Social Security Block grant; creates

Suzanne Martinez, JD
Legislative Assistant to
U.S. Senator Alan Cranston

small business start-up loan program for centers
in states that enact minimum licensing stan-
dards.

S 1511 Family Security Act of 1987

Sen Moynihan (D-NY)

Welfare reform bill focusing on job training;
states must assure child care if participation is
required; states will provide transition child care
for nine months with sliding fee; subsidized care
must meet state and local regulations.

HR 30 Fair Work Opportunity Act
Rep Hawkins (D-CA)

Job Training and education programs for welfare
recipients; separate child care bill would provide
subsidized child care assistance with priority to
programs providing developmentally appropriate
care on full-time, full-year schedule.

S 249 and HR 295 Parental Leave
Sen Dodd (D-CT) and Rep Schroeder (D-CO)

Allows parents up to 18 weeks of unpaid family
leave every two years to care for a newborn or
seriously ill child. Also permits 26 weeks of
unpaid medical leave every two years, and pro-
vides leave to care for seriously ill parents. A
compromise bill is underway that reduces the
time off to 10 weeks, and exempts employers of
less than 50 employees.

HR 541 On-site Child Care Privatization Act
Rep Biaggia (D-NY)

Amends IRS tax code to give 15% tax credit to
employers for start-up and ongoing costs of an

on-site child care program and a 10% credit for
program personnel costs.

HR 1001 Child Care Opportunities for Families
Rep Miller (C-CA) and 70 cosponsors

Authorizes substantial funding increases for
states to improve regulation and monitoring sys-
tems; to establish full-day and kindergarten and
child care in public schools; to expand public-
private partnerships; for training child care and
licensing personnel in child development/abuse
prevention; for training family day care pro-
viders. Bill also raises level of AFDC Income
disregard for child care.




HR 1572 Child Care Act of 1987
Rep Johnson (R-CT)

Creates $300 million annual federal voucher pro-
gram for child care by capping the Dependent
Care Tax Credit at $70,000.

HR 1720 Welfare Reform
Rep Ford (D-TN)
Assures provision of child care in welfare reform.

HR 2644 Child Care Coordination and Informa-
tion Act of 1987

Rep Collins (D-ILL) and Rep Johnson (R-CT)

Requires HHS to coordinate federally funded
child care services; sets up child care information
clearinghouse and provides for comprehensive
analysis of child care supply and demand, study-
ing cost of services and impact of training and
provider pay on quality of care.

SB 1678 Child Care Services Improvement Act
Sen Hatch (R-Utah)

Provides block grant for demonstration projects
that improve low income assistance, school age
and ill child care. Reforms liability insurance and
establishes facility improvement loans for
licensed providers. Creates tax credits for
employer supported child care benefits, and gives
mothers who stay home with their infants for 6
months an additional personal income tax
exemption. Costs $875 million over 3 years.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on a review of the above bills, we find that
only one is a comprehensive solution to the
nation’s child care needs and therefore recom-
mend the following action for 1988:

1. Oregon’s Child Care organizations and advo-
cates, and Oregon’s congressional delegation
should endorse and co-sponsor the Act For
Better Child Care Services.

[17]

Amy Wilkins, Child Care Programs Assistant from
Children’s Defense Fund, Washington D.C., speaks on
the Act for Better Child Care Services at the 1987
Oregon Commission on Child Care statewide con-
ference. Photo: Phil and Mary Lohrenz




1987 IN REVIEW

1987 LEGISLATIVE ISSUES

“It's a way of encouraging the private sector to deal with the increasing need for day care, instead of the

state shouldering the responsibility.”

1987 was the first year the Commission had an
opportunity to file legislation. Decisions had to be
made as to which bills to sponsor and beyond
that, which should be filed by the Commission
itself, and which would be more appropriately
carried by a legislator and co-sponsors. Agencies
were also filing bills which impacted child care.
Thus, our work involved not only the six bills the
Commission chose to file, but testifying and
working with legislators and agencies who wished
to sponsor child care related legislation. Although
the Commission and many child care organiza-
tions are pleased with the outcome of some of the
bills filed, there are still significant problems to
be addressed.

BILLS THAT PASSED

HB 2318 Grant Fund for Community Informa-
tion and Referral programs

Provides $100,000 for the Commission to imple-
ment a grant program to establish or expand
community based public and private child care
information and referral agencies. Sets standards
that the agencies must meet in order to qualify for
grants. Requires a 50% matching grant from local
sources.

HB 2321 Parental Leave

Mandates up to 12 weeks unpaid leave for birth or
adoption of child; covers both mothers and
fathers (not at same time) without loss of job
position; exempts employers with less than 25
employees.

HB 2322 Revision to Home Day Care Statutes

Effective July 1, 1988 revises definitions of some
common day care terms; permits family day care
providers who are in compliance with state reg-
ulations to care for up to twelve children without
having to meet any more local zoning require-
ments than they meet as a private residence;
requires day care licensing when there are seven
full-time day care children in care; allows unre-
gistered providers to care for up to six children
full-time and up to four additional school-age
children during the school year when school is not
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State Senator Rod Monroe
on the passage of SB 734

in session. Requires day care home rules to be
revised. It should be noted that this bill was
finalized after many changes by the Human
Resources committees and does not reflect the
actual set of changes as pre-filed by the Commis-
sion.

HB 2760 New JOBS

Establishes a pilot program in Adult and Family
Services to help welfare recipients achieve self-
sufficiency and prevent long-term welfare depen-
dency. One of the initial goals is to improve child
care support services through both testing of
procedural changes and through coordination of
child care services among state agencies.

SB 323 Liability insurance

This bill was a large document passed in response
to the liability crisis faced by all Oregon indus-
tries including child care. Among the many fea-
tures that can ease the pressure for day care
centers are limits on director’s and officer’s lia-
bility; justification for cancellation and other
limits on cancellation; approval for rate increases
over 15%; recordkeeping on certain industries
including child care; group purchase, professional
funds and market assistance plans.

HB 2884 Establishes Dependent Care
Assistance option for State Employees

Requires state to provide employees with salary
reduction option for tax free reimbursement of
dependent care expenses.

SB 734 Tax Credit to Companies Assisting with
Child Care

Gives employers a tax credit worth 50% of any
money spent directly or indirectly on support
services for employee child care. Includes provid-
ing or contracting for day care facilities, referral
services, payment subsidies, and other parent
support services.

SB 524 Headstart-type Programs in Public
Schools and Parent-As-Teacher Programs

Established a grant fund to develop some public




school based programs for at risk preschoolers,
and involve parents in teaching their children.

BILLS THAT DID NOT PASS

HB 2317 Voluntary Certification of Day Care
Homes

Would have instructed the Children’s Services
division to abolish the current registration pro-
gram, and implement a voluntary certification
program which included an on-site visit, ongoing
training programs, and technical support to pro-
viders. Was not included in the Division’s budget
and would have required funding by Ways and
Means to increase the agency’s proposed budget.

HB 2319 Low Income Assistance

Would have made four changes to the policies and
procedures currently used by Adult and Family
Services in subsidizing child care for the working
poor and those seeking employment. Some of the
changes were addressed by Adult and Family
Services and announced prior to the end of the
session. Other changes, which would have revised
Oregon’s method for determining eligibility for
child care assistance would have required

increased funding by Ways and Means outside
the agency’s proposed budget (See Making Child
Care Affordable for more details).

HB 2320 Student Child Care Assistance

Would have appropriated $1,500,000 for the
Scholarship Commission to subsidize day care for
low income student parents in their last two years
of college. Funding could have come from discon-
tinuing the state child care tax credit for families
earning over $70,000. Was approved in concept
by House Revenue, but was not passed out of
Ways and Means.

HB 2891 School Age Child Care

Would have established a matching grant fund
for school age child programs showing coopera-
tion between school districts and community
organizations. Did not leave Ways and Means.

SB 896 Neighborhood Latchkey Programs

Would have established a grant fund for pilot
projects involving neighborhoods in the supervi-
sion of children who are too old for structured
child care and too young to be left alone. Did not
leave Ways and Means.

COMMUNITY MEETINGS

The Commission sponsored seven community
meetings throughout Oregon during July and
August. The meetings were similar to public
hearings but intentionally less formal and struc-
tured. The purpose was to give citizens an oppor-
tunity to meet with commissioners and exchange
ideas on a wide range of child care topics. In some
communities, the meetings were co-sponsored by
interested groups such as the American Red
Cross, the Oregon Association for the Education
of Young Children, and Head Start.

Particular emphasis was given to reaching those
citizens, working parents and their providers who
could not attend regularly scheduled daytime
commission meetings in Portland or Salem. For
this reason, the meetings were held in the evening
and across the state: Pendleton, Roseburg, Lin-
coln City, Eugene, Salem, urban Portland and
suburban Portland.

Of the many topics discussed, the issues most
frequently raised were:
o Liability Insurance problems
¢ Unworkable Adult and Family Services pol-
icies
o The need for more low income assistance
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® More regulation of home day care providers
¢ More training for child care workers

s Better communication among providers and
parents

The above six issues were raised at four or more
meetings out of the seven. The continuing prob-
lem of Liability Insurance was discussed at all
meetings, thus making it the only topic to be
raised in every part of the state.

Other frequently raised issues included more
funding for day care start-up costs, improved
parent education and public awareness of quality
child care, and more information and referral
services in local communities.

In two meetings there was testimony in favor of
less state regulation of family day care providers.
This is compared to four meetings where testi-
mony favored more state regulation. The problem
of whether to develop family day care certifica-
tion or licensing continues to be the most contro-
versial subject the Commission has considered.
However, it is apparent that, among those who
are concerned enough to attend child care meet-
ings, the majority favor increased regulation of
family day care by a margin of 2 to 1.




STATEWIDE CONFERENCE

The Commission sponsored a statewide con-
ference or “retreat” at the Silver Creek Con-
ference Center in Silver Falls State Park August
5th through 7th. Approximately 70 individuals
and organizations were represented. The purpose
of the retreat was to network all the various
organizations advocating for child care and chil-
dren’s issues, and to form a corprehensive action
plan for the next biennium. Similar to the com-
munity meetings, participants were given an
opportunity to voice their opinions on what they
perceived as the major problems in Oregon.
Beyond that, however, attendees participated in
developing action plans to resolve the identified
problems. By the end of the conference, a com-
prehensive list of issues and potential actions
plans was developed.

While the community meetings were intended to
reach day care providers and working parents
who could not normally participate in commis-
sion meetings, the conference tended to attract
child care professionals, children’s advocates and
labor representatives who are continually
involved in problems related to children’s issues.

The four major concerns expressed by all con-
ference participants were:

¢ Public and Parent Awareness of the Impor-
tance of Quality Child Care
¢ Assistance for Low Income Working Parents

¢ Employer Benefits Information Dissemi-
nated statewide

e A State Policy on Child Care

Other frequently discussed issues were: A full
Office of Child Care to centralize state support
services, state involvement in school age child
care, more and better quality infant care, training
and support systems for child care providers, re-
write of regulations, local government participa-
tion in child care issues, and attention to sick
child care options.

Not all the action ideas discussed will be pursued
by the Commission. In fact, due to the varying-
opinions, some suggestions were actually in
opposition to others. It fell to the Commission to
decide which of the many excellent suggested
actions were selected for attention this coming
year.

A full list of the issues and suggested actions,
many of which could be implemented locally, can
be obtained by writing to Conference Action
Plans, 25672 SW Ladd Hill Rd., Sherwood, OR
97140.

Tom Tison and Cornetta Smith discuss concerns of inner-city day care directors.

[21]

Photo: Phil and Mary Lohrenz




REFERENCES

Other States

Child Care in Arizona-Putting the Pieces Together, Governor's Child Care Coalition & Governor’s Office for
Children, November 1986

The Child Day Care Crisis in Texas: An Introduction to the Problem, University of Texas at Austin School
of Social Work, October 1986

Colorado’s Children: A Sound Investment for our Future, Colorado Children’'s Campaign, 1986

Child Care: A Challenge to New Jersey Employers, New Jersey Task Force on Child Care, Contact:
Governor's Liaison on Employer Supported Child Care, Trenton New Jersey, 1987

Child Day Care: General Licensing Requirements, State of California, Department of Social Services,
August 1986

Day Care Centers and Day Care Homes, Rules and Regulations for Implementation and Enforcement,
ldaho Department of Health and Welfare, January 1, 1982

Governor's Commission on Work and the Family, Executive Summary and Recommendations from the
Final Report, State of Delaware, November 1986

Oregon Studies and Reports

Survey of Child Care Benefits Provided by Portland Metro Area Employers, Third and Final Report, City
Club of Portland Bulletin, April 17, 1987

Traditional and Modernized Characteristics of Registered and Unregistered Family Day Care
Providers, (Linn-Benton County Summer 1986) Danetta Cox, Thesis submitted in partial fulfiliment of the
requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in Child and Family studies, Washington State University, May
1987

School-Age Child Care Programs in Oregon, Report by the School-Age Child Care Project, Oregon
Department of Education, Colleen Dyrud, 1987

Statewide Survey on Child Care information and Referral Providers, 'Lyn Horine, Child Care Information
Services, March 1987

Fact of Life for Teens: Oregon 1984, Family Planning Advocates of Oregon, 1986
Work and Family Project, Bureau of Labor and Industries Task Force |, October 24, 1986

““Medford’s City/School District Child Care Partnership”, FOCUS — Oregon School Boards Association
Quarterly Journal, October 1986

Major Books and Reports

Health in Day Care: A Manual for Health Professionals, American Academy of Pediatrics, Elk Grove
Village Hllinois, 1987

America’s Child Care Needs, Poll Conducted by Marttila and Kiley of Boston for the American Federation of
State, County and Municipal Employees, April 22, 1987

Dependent Care Tax Provisions in the States: An Opportunity for Reform, National Women'’s Law
Center, March 1987

infants Can’t Wait, National Center for Clinical Infant Programs, Washington DC 20005, 1986

Guidelines for Developing Legislation Creating or Expanding Programs for Young Children, Public
Policy Report, National Association for the Education of Young Children, Young Children, March 1987

Juggling Jobs and Babies: America’s Child Care Challenge, Population Reference Bureau, inc.,
Washington DC, Number 12, February 1987

Group Care for Young Children, Considerations for Child Care Policy and Health Professionals, Public
Policy Makers and Parents, Johnson and Johnson Baby Products, 1986

Investing in Quality Child Care, A Report for AT&T, Bank Street College, November 1986

Child Care Issues that Must be Addressed in Developing Employment and Training Programs,
Children’s Defense Fund, Washington DC September 1986

Grant Formulas — A Catalog of Federal Aid to States amd Localities, Report to Congressional
Committees, U.S. General Accounting Office, GAO/HRD 87-28 March 1987

[22]

ERE R R R el e A B St S %%mm@m@wm&%%m&wa%&% o

S e

SRR aaaRREs

N\

7

=

SRR

SRR GG e e e S S Bttt




Teen Pregnancy: What is Being Done? A State-by-State Look, report of the Select Committee on
Children, Youth and Families, U.S. House of Representatives, Report 99-1022 December 1986

Safety Net Programs: Are They Reaching Poor Children?, A Report of the Select Committee on Children,
Youth and Families, U.S. House of Representatives, Report 89-1023 December 1986

Child Care and Corporate Productivity: Resolving Family/Work Conflicts, J.P. Fernandez, Lexington
Books, Massachusetts, 1986

Working and Caring, T. Berry Brazelton, Addison-Wesley Publishing, Boston, 1987

The Impact of Head Start on Children, Families and Communities, DHHS Publication No. OHDS
85-31193, Washington DC 1985

Pre-School Enroliment: Trends and implications, A staff report of the Select Committee on Children Youth
and Families, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington DC 1985

Quality in Child Care: What Does Research Tell Us?, Deborah Phillips, Editor, National Assocation for the
Education of Young Children, Washington D.C., 1987

Zoning and the Changing Family, Address to the Fifth Annual Zoning Institute, Marsha Ritzdorf, Professor,
University of Oregon Department of Planning, Public Policy and Management, October 28, 1985

A Little Bit Under the Weather, Work/Family Directions, Boston 1986

Periodicals and Articles
“Should Business be Forced to Help Bring up Baby?”’, Business Week, April 6, 1987

“Welfare Reform, The Issue for 1987”, Special Reports, Day Care Information Service, Bethesda Maryland,
March 1987

“Child Care Center at Virginia Firm Boosts Worker Morale and Loyalty”, Wall Street Journal, February
12, 1987

“The Private 100, Oregon Business, October 1987
“50 Largest Private Sector Employers” The Business Journal, March 16, 1987

The Federal Role in Child Day Care, Issue Brief, Congessional Research Service, The Library of Congress,
September 9, 1986

Parental Leave: The Family and Medical Leave Act, Issue Brief, Congrssional Research Service, The
Library of Congress, October 21, 1986

Women and the City: Land Use and Zoning Issues, Marsha Ritzdorf, Urban Resources, Vol. 3, No. 2 Winter
1986

“States Elevate Children to Top Issue”, The Oregonian, November, 25 1986

“Child Care Takes on a New Look”’, Statesman Journal, January 24, 1987

“Corporate Policy: Maternity Leave”, CFO The Magazine for Chief Financial Officers, June 1987
“Infants in Day Care Centers”, In Sickness and in Health, 1984

“Childcare Options for Working Parents”, Daycare, Ross Roundtable Report, 1985

“Child Care Costs Working Mothers 11 Billion, Census Bureau Says”, U.S. Department of Commerce
News, May 1987

“The Fortune Magazine Child Care Study”, Ellen Galinsky and Diane Hughes, Fortune, 1986

“Quality or Affordability: Trade-Offs for Early Childhood Programs”, Barbara Willer, Young Children,
September 1987

“Laws on Parental-Leave Benefits Draws Opposition from Employers’’, Wall Street Journal, October 12,
1987

“Unpaid Parental Leave Bill to Cost Firms at Most $340 Million a Year, GAO Says, Wall Street Journal,
October 30, 1987

In addition to the above references, source materials for the previous report are listed in “Child Care in
Oregon: A Quiet Crisis, Report to the Governor 1986”".

23]




