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SEMINAR OVERVIEW
by Christine Kuemmerle

DEVELOPMENT & LEARNING
IN THE EARLY YEARS:

Implications for Local, Regional,
and Statewide Policy

ACCESS UNIVERSITY RESOURCES OF RESEARCH AND EXPERTISE AND EXAMINE ISSUES IN A COLLEGIAL ENVIRONMENT.
THE INSTITUTE OF POLITICS PROVIDES A SETTING FOR ELECTED OFFICIALS FROM ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT TO

I N S T I T U T E  O F  P O L I T I C S

The Institute of Politics Advisory Committee on Education developed
   a two-part series on early childhood development and learning. Its
   focus was how best to enhance state policies to ensure that children

acquire the necessary components for healthy development and learning
during their crucial early years. The first session included:

• “Lessons learned“ by early childhood policy leaders from Ohio,
West Virginia, and Pennsylvania.

• A national model for improving the support system for early
development.

• Best practices as suggested by current research.

The first program was a preparation for the second session, which
was an interactive workshop at which participants developed policy rec-
ommendations for consideration by local and state policymakers. The
challenge was to integrate good practice into policy recommendations.

Overview of Challenges in Early Care and Learning

So that everyone could start from common ground when talking about
early childhood, Karen McIntyre identified five areas of confusion:

• Terminology
There is ambiguity about what to call this period of a child’s life and

learning. Therefore, people aren’t certain if they are talking about the
same issues. Clarity is needed in two areas: terminology, and agreement
on who should receive early childhood services.

• Service Delivery Models
There are a number of different types of services provided in varied

locations. Services can range from family providers to center-based and
school-based programs. Each service has its own set of dynamics, style,
and frequency of delivery. The most important factor is ensuring that each
location fosters learning and development in young children.
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• Systems
A number of different systems focus primarily on

children. These include but are not limited to: welfare,
social services, health and human services, and public
and private education. Each system has different roles
and different priorities,
which require that key
players leave individual
agency agendas behind in
order to negotiate how best
to serve the children.

• Choice
How can we ensure

that parents have the op-
portunity to make the deci-
sions necessary for their
children to have access and
equal opportunity so that
they can be successful?

• Salient Issues
Priorities must be developed in addressing current

issues such as outcomes, access, quality, affordability,
staffing turnover, and staffing compensation.

McIntyre stressed the importance of maintaining a
focus on the children, keeping children as the priority
across systems, providers, and terminology. Because
of the limited time span of brain development, it is
important that criteria for success are determined and
that development of quality programs that ensure
achievement occurs. An early investment translates
into economic wellbeing later on in life. Knowing that
poor readiness for school can lead to poor perfor-
mance, high dropout rates, health issues, teen preg-
nancy, and more, should create urgency around this
issue, yet it does not seem to.

Lessons Learned: Forward-Looking Policy
Agendas for Strategic Partnerships between
Early Care and Learning

The Ohio Experience
Jacqueline Romer-Sensky shared her thoughts about
influencing policy: “The most important thing to
remember is that policy development is not a rational
process.“ With that in mind, Romer-Sensky identified
the six facets of bringing early childhood develop-
ment to the forefront in Ohio:

• Educating People
Start at the beginning and do not assume that

EARLY CHILDHOOD
continued from page 1

T his issue of the Report is reflective of the broad scope
of issues that the Institute of Politics has undertaken in
recent months. In developing the programs discussed
herein, IOP planning groups have attempted to pro-

vide forums for policymakers to address complex issues of the
day in open, straightforward dialogue, and to consider poten-
tial policy options and their implications.

This Report begins with an overview of a two-part forum
on public policy related to development and learning in early
childhood. The program included a workshop to explore
policy options at the state and local levels. In another two-ses-
sion format, regional transportation planning issues were the
focus as participants discussed the Southwestern Pennsylvania
Commission's current long-range plan, and provided input to
an upcoming study of public transit in the region.

Also in this Report are overviews of two groundbreaking
programs. A forum on long-term care financing, co-sponsored
with the Jewish Healthcare Foundation, explored national and
state level options to develop policies that will help to ensure
the future affordability of adequate care in multiple settings
for Pennsylvania's older citizens. Another forum, co-spon-
sored with the Pittsburgh Foundation, gave careful attention
to a recent study of the factors that influence African Ameri-
cans' decisions, both positive and negative, to move to or re-
main in Allegheny County. We hope that readers will find the
accounts of these sessions useful in guiding their further ex-
ploration and involvement in these complex issues.

Final Note-This is the last issue of the Report for which I
will serve as editor. I will be leaving the Institute of Politics to
assume an academic appointment at Carlow College. It has
been my good fortune to have had the opportunity to work
with so many talented people—elected officials, civic leaders,
experts—who share a commitment to improving our region
through civil discourse in the arena of public policy. I have
been lucky to have worked with the IOP's founder, Moe
Coleman, prior to his retirement, and to work with Terry
Miller and the excellent staff, in particular Marie Hamblett, as
we strove to carry on Moe's legacy. I believe that the IOP has
continued to evolve in fulfilling its original mission of serving
policymakers in the region as they face increasingly complex
challenges. I am proud to have played a part.

Karen McIntyre
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people know the issue. The most compelling facts that
you can use come from science, and in particular, the
PET scan pictures of the healthy brain and the abused
brain (from a Newsweek Special Issue, Spring/Sum-
mer 1997). Many people do not realize that early
childhood education is actually brain development.
Become skilled at using science to identify the root
cause for other issues. For example, workforce devel-
opment is currently a hot topic and is related to cogni-
tive ability, which is rooted in early childhood brain
development. Keep in mind that brain development
is an issue for all people, all income levels, and all
parents. This issue is not about the poor, entitlements,
or mandatory programs.

• Using Champions as Messengers
It is important to determine who is the most re-

spected person to carry the message about the impor-
tance of early childhood development. Giving cham-
pions the opportunity to name programs, claim pro-
grams, and take credit for positive gains is a great po-
litical strategy. The early childhood community can be

IOP Early Childhood Seminar I

Development & Learning in the Early Years:
Implications for Local, Regional, and Statewide
Policy

May 12, 2000

WELCOME, BACKGROUND, and MODERATION
Ronald Cowell, President, The Education Policy and

Leadership Center

OVERVIEW OF CHALLENGES IN EARLY CARE & LEARNING
and SETTING THE STAGE FOR SESSION II
Karen McIntyre, President and CEO, Education Policy and

Issues Center

LESSONS LEARNED
The Ohio Experience
Jacqueline Romer-Sensky, Director, Ohio Department

of Human Services
The West Virginia Experience
Barbara Gebhard, Deputy Director, Governor’s Cabinet

on Children and Families
The Pennsylvania Experience
Joan Benso, Executive Director, Pennsylvania Partnerships

for Children

MODEL PROGRAMS: PARENTS AS TEACHERS
NATIONAL CENTER
Sue Russell, Trainer and Consultant

GOOD PRACTICE:  IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICYMAKERS
Jerlean Daniel, Associate Professor, Program in Child

Development and Child Care, University of Pittsburgh;
and Past President, National Association for Education
of Young Children

SUMMARY
Joseph Dominic, Director, Education Programs, The Heinz

Endowments

the worst messengers about early childhood develop-
ment because they do not discuss root causes or cross-
systems approaches to issues. Often members of the
early childhood community cannot move past their
anger regarding salaries and not being valued. As-
suming that the best way to change public policy is by
sending in the “childcare brigade“ can lead to failures
and disappointments. Many people can be great lead-
ers in the rally for emphasis on early childhood devel-
opment: librarians, PBS executives, doctors, nurses,
judges, corporate CEOs, principals, hospital execu-
tives, and parents.

• A Cross-Systems Approach
There are compelling reasons for using a cross-sys-

tems approach. First, no one system “owns“ the child.
Secondly, in Ohio, the system serving the largest num-
ber of children is the child-support system, which
serves all income levels. Success is created by attack-
ing on all fronts and appealing to many different
people in a cross-systems way. Building cross-systems
support through legislators, the budget office, the
governor, and the cabinet can help your cause
weather transitions in administrations.

• Baby Steps and Stealth Success
Change is most often incremental. When attempt-

ing to achieve systemic reform, everything seems too
hard and too distant. A good illustration is the Bill
Murray movie, “What About Bob?“ in which the pho-
bic main character learns to overcome fear by taking
“baby steps.“ A policy approach using baby steps
doesn’t always feel like great sweeping change when
victories are achieved, but it will get you to the de-
sired end. Policy change needs both high-profile and
low-profile changes. Stealth success occurs without
legislation and without budget appropriations. Dis-
cretionary authority is the best way to make stealth
success occur. For example, the Department of Human
Services can independently authorize sending money
to the Health Department for lead-based paint testing.
Recognize that money is a key driver in the system,
but that support can also be won through knowledge
and measurements of success.

• Celebration
Remember to celebrate your successes, even the

little ones, to remind you of how far you have come
and how much has changed.

• Enjoying the Chaos
Be comfortable in the chaos. When things are cha-

otic, everyone is confused and barriers come down,
creating the best opportunity for stealth success!

continued on page 4
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The West Virginia Experience
In 1990, West Virginia passed educational reform
legislation that created a Governor’s Cabinet on Educa-
tion. The goal was to have children ready to attend
school through family-centered, community-based
prevention. The legislation was very broad and created
many powers for the Cabinet, which is composed of
state agency directors, legislative members, community
representatives, and citizens. The Cabinet has been able
to use the visibility and power that comes from the
Governor’s Office, but their connection to the
Governor’s Office has proved scary in times of transition
between administrations.

Barbara Gebhard shared that the first several
years of the Cabinet’s work were spent developing
Family Resource Networks—coalitions of community
members, families, and providers. These networks are
charged with developing plans for improving services
by assessing needs and resources, developing a local
plan based on needs and resources, overseeing imple-
mentation of the plan, and evaluating its effectiveness.
Issues that Family Resource Centers have addressed
include parenting education, children’s health, vio-
lence prevention, and literacy. The centers are funded
in every county, and regardless of the level of the
center’s development, the centers provide infrastruc-
ture for new initiatives and funneling money.

Some lessons learned through the West Virginia
experience were:

• Change Takes Time.
Change is chaotic. People are resistant to change,

and this fear needs to be honored. Talking about “new
paradigms“ and “reform“ frightens people so it is best to
explain to people what the change might mean for them
directly, and how they can be involved in the change.

• Develop a Shared Vision.
Think globally and concretely.

• Incorporate Broad-based Involvement and Support.
Utilize high-profile champions to provide visibil-

ity to the issue. It is okay to use more than one cham-
pion, and always seek to have many levels of support.
Remember that children are not a partisan issue.

• Address the Entire System.
The system in early care is already fragmented,

and new initiatives with a narrow scope can increase
fragmentation.

• Create Cross-Program Strategies.
These are difficult to accomplish, but offer the

most bang for the buck. In West Virginia they have
developed Starting Point Centers, which provide a
variety of services at one locale. Starting Point Centers
have increased quality standards of care and coordi-
nation. Additional educational funds are available to
encourage collaboration to meet standards.

• Develop a Framework for Results.
Start collecting data early so that you can show

results. This is especially necessary for showing
results in the short time frame of the policy arena.

• Take Advantage of Opportunities.
Be alert so that you can take advantage of oppor-

tunities as they come along, but be careful about being
driven too much by money, especially when the funds
are too prescriptive in nature. Look for fits between
your agenda and funding agendas.

• Focus on Sustainability.
Start working towards sustainability in support

and funding at the very beginning of the program.

The Pennsylvania Experience
Joan Benso shared the lessons she has learned through
her work in the early childhood development arena:

• Work with everyone and anyone, and keep working
with them. There are no “good guys“ and no “bad guys.“
• Step back and remember victories.
• Be pragmatic about what you ask for.
• Keep your sense of humor.
• Don’t give up.

Benso outlined some specific issues Pennsylvania
needs to address through the policy process. First,
there is a general lack of knowledge about childhood
development, as well as an unwillingness to use sci-
ence to make a case for early childhood education.

There is also a great deal of deflection of responsi-
bility for childhood education. A general belief is that
the responsibility for early care and education is
parental. Parents counter this argument with cries that
the schools don’t teach their children. Providers argue
that there is not enough money to provide the neces-
sary services. This circular blaming process leads to
perpetuation of the current situation.

There is an attitude in Pennsylvania that we don’t
have to spend more money to achieve quality. Pennsyl-
vania is very tax sensitive, and citizens believe that the

EARLY CHILDHOOD
continued from page 3
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government does not know how to spend their money
well. This may be due to the fact Pennsylvania doesn’t
translate programs into outcome measures that demon-
strate that it is worthwhile to continue programs.

Another issue that must be confronted is the fact
that there is constantly a question of whether the
family’s role is being usurped when the government

steps in to address issues relating to children.
Last, but not least, Pennsylvania is extremely

diverse in terms of very rural areas and very urban
areas. This contrast makes it difficult to formulate
policies that will address all needs equally. It is also
interesting to note that the largest growing population
of children in poverty is in white rural areas.

Benso identified several factors to keep in mind
when planning to influence early childhood develop-
ment policies:

• Early childhood programs are an opportunity
to influence how children learn and grow. From birth
to eight, children learn to read, but from age eight up,
children read to learn.

• Three-quarters of the children in higher-income
families attend preschool, but only one-third of the chil-
dren in lower-income families do. We know that pre-
school and full-day kindergarten make a difference in
school readiness, particularly for the low-income group.

• Pennsylvania is the only state that does not spend
any of its money on Headstart programs.

• There is currently no connection between early
childhood programs and outcomes. In addition, ser-
vices are fragmented and there is no overall mission
for children’s programming. Pennsylvania needs
to develop a framework for change, but must be
cautious not to spend too much time on frameworks,
visions, and process.

Businesses have taken an important lead in the
issue of early childhood development and are pushing
for a comprehensive birth-to-five agenda. Their reason
for caring about childhood development is motivated
by the desire to be able to compete in the marketplace
twenty years from now. Businesses see the relation-
ship between early childhood and high-school-drop-
out rates and unfilled jobs. They recognize that a
comprehensive effort will cost money but feel a
prepared workforce is worth the cost. The business
community’s ambitious goal is, by the year 2005, to
have every child entering school ready to learn.

At the state level, there are five senior managers
from state agencies meeting to discuss the issue of
childhood development. Their goal is to put together
initiatives for the 2001-02 budget. These initiatives are
due by the end of the summer, and the business
community is tracking this.

The current political and economic climate in
Pennsylvania presents several opportunities to bring
early childhood development to the forefront. An
economic boom means funding is more likely. Gover-
nor Ridge is a serious vice presidential candidate, and
there is momentum around the issue of education in
the presidential campaign. Also, since it is the end of
Governor Ridge’s administration, there are opportuni-
ties for getting legislation passed in the political world.

Even with the available opportunities, Pennsylva-
nia still faces several challenges in creating energy
around early childhood development. To be success-
ful, limited understanding must be transformed to
broad support. Policymakers must be shown our best
programs. There will then be an understanding of the
need for compensation, professional development,
and physical plant. Also, issues that divide people
on early childhood development, such as turf, power,
and control must be transcended.

continued on page 6

From birth to eight, children

learn to read, but from age eight

up, children read to learn.
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Model Programs: Parents as Teachers
National Center

Sue Russell shared the development of The Parents
as Teachers program, which started in 1981 as a pilot
project in Missouri. The objective of this collaborative
program is to be a catalyst for change. It is now in 49
states, including Pennsylvania, and seven countries.

The program is a home-school-community part-
nership developed to give children the best possible
support. It is a non-targeted program with universal
access from prenatal to kindergarten-age children, and
it is based on the assumption that all parents want the
best for their children. Parents are the first teachers,
and the program assumes that parents want to be the
best teachers. Based on a primary-prevention model
that addresses root causes of child abuse by making
parents more receptive to help, the program empow-
ers parents by increasing parents’ knowledge of child
development in order to lay the foundation for later
school success. Parents as Teachers staff educate and
encourage parents to provide appropriate stimulation
for their children.

The Parents as Teachers program has four compo-
nents. The most emphasized component is personal
visits, where certified educators make home visits on
a regular basis so that they can individualize informa-
tion and help parents understand what they can
reasonably expect as their children grow. The educa-
tors also provide appropriate activities in which
parents can engage their children. Educators seek to
listen to parents with a non-judgmental attitude, build
rapport, and educate parents about developmental
characteristics. The program also sponsors parent
meetings and group meetings where parents come
together to share concerns and joys while the children
play with each other. Developmental screenings are
provided to assess delays, ensure early intervention,
and reassure parents that their children are within
normal limits of development. Parents as Teachers
collaborates with other agencies in order to link
families with specialized agencies for needs not
addressed by the program. A resource network is the
fourth program component.

Russell shared an important lesson learned over the
years: Parents have been the best advocates for contin-
ued funding. She recommended that Pennsylvanians
keep this in mind as they attempt to bring the issue of
early childhood development to the policy arena.

Good Practice: Implications for Policymakers

Jerlean Daniel provided her views on combining
standards of good practice with good policy.

Up-to-date research needs to be common knowl-
edge. There is information available to guide in
developing good programs, but the research is not
disseminated or shared, especially not with those
outside the child development field.

How children learn is still not common knowl-
edge. Young children learn by being connected to
caring adults in their lives, and need to be free to
explore the world with support. Children learn with
all their senses. Think about how a child would
explore and learn about an orange-through touch,
taste, smell, and sight.

Research also shows that:

• In order for children to be successful, children need
to go to kindergarten knowing 5,000 words-it does not
matter what 5,000 words. This indicates their capacity
to sort through information and figure things out.

• Group care is different from one-on-one at-home
care. This means that it is very important that employ-
ees in the childcare field have knowledge of child
development in addition to child-related knowledge.

• Children must have someone to talk to and to
listen to them (“ear time“). In policy issues, we often
have a quality vs. quantity trade off, spreading the
money very thinly in order to have programming
reach as many children as possible. While early
education programming is important for all children,
if it is not of the highest quality, it can be damaging.

If we know that professionals with child develop-
ment knowledge have a greater impact on childhood
development, we should ensure that licensing stan-
dards are not watered down. We must all recognize
that state licensing issues do matter.

We must recognize that further research is still
needed for several reasons. Most research in the field
is based on children of color who are very poor or
on children of highly educated, affluent families.
Research needs to look at all children.

Research shows that programs that are compre-
hensive partners with families and communities lead
to success.

Research also shows that-in terms of program
intensity-you get what you pay for.

EARLY CHILDHOOD
continued from page 5
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Audience Comments

• We need to develop strategies to engage legislators.
In Ohio, advocates have attended caucus meetings to
educate legislators.

• It is important to be aware of what programming
already exists around the state, as well as what agen-
das are favored. We cannot afford to create a new
agenda. We must integrate our work into what is
already occurring.

• Pennsylvania is facing a transition in the Governor’s
Office in 2002. If an agenda is started now, how will the
programs weather the transition?

In West Virginia, they had developed local support
and infrastructure so that children and families in
the programs were not directly affected by political
transition. It is important to insure that support

transcends political lines so that transitions go more
smoothly.

In Ohio, the programs are grounded in statute.
A recommendation is to spend time cultivating the

governor’s staff, teaching and mentoring them about
childhood development. Another method of insuring
broad-based support for programs is to go early in
campaign years to both camps and seek endorsements
of your programs. It is also helpful to spread budget
money in various departments to protect programs.

• It is important to look for issues that will get the
biggest impact for the smallest investment. It is impor-
tant to think about how much permission will be
needed to get things done, keeping in mind the best
place to leverage efforts currently.

See the overview of the follow-up session below for additional
information on developing an agenda for the issue of early
childhood development.

SEMINAR OVERVIEW
by Christine Kuemmerle

DEVELOPMENT & LEARNING
IN THE EARLY YEARS:

Implications for Local, Regional,
and Statewide Policy

A WORKSHOP

This second of two programs on early childhood
development was a working session in which
participants developed strategies for influencing

the creation of policy on early childhood develop-
ment. Karen McIntyre facilitated the workshop.
Assisting her was Richard Stafford, who summarized
the policy initiatives on early care and learning under-
taken to date by the Quad Group, a statewide coali-
tion of business leadership organizations. McIntyre
began the discussion by citing a RAND study that
provided the following information about developing
an infrastructure of key players in the area of early
childhood development.

Four key groups should be involved in the devel-
opment of policy issues: business leaders, the commu-
nity, education professionals, and policymakers.

These key players should address generating new
reform ideas, developing consensus where possible,
greasing legislative passage, business lobbying orga-
nizations, and research institutes dedicated to public

and private sector “cottage” industries.
Including these four key groups in collaborative

efforts regarding early childhood development has
positive consequences. Knowledgeable business and
community leaders are created. Fragile good will
develops among stakeholders based on success. There
is a greater acceptance of education groups, and
incremental steps leading to success are implemented.

Since this second session was a working session,
participants were asked to identify messages, barriers,
and steps surrounding early childhood policy devel-
opment. Voting determined a list of priorities around
early childhood development.

The message that participants felt was the most
important to communicate about early childhood
development was “Enabling parents to work. En-
abling students to learn. Return on investment!” This
slogan included the individual and societal payoff of a
focus on early childhood development. Other messages

continued on page 8
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• Universal kindergarten and early childhood
programs should be tied in with the K-12 system.
• Develop Pennsylvania standards for entry to
kindergarten and early childhood programs.
• Develop methodology for early identification and
intervention of exceptionalities (learning disabilities).

The strongest theme that developed during the ses-
sion was that communication is necessary and crucial
to efforts, both in quantity and content. This includes
communicating with the public at large, with elected
officials, and with others in the early childhood field
by creating forums where all stakeholders can gather
to shape policies and outcomes. Content of messages
should include information about the return on
investment in early childhood education.

Other themes included the fact that the early
childhood community needs to enlist champions and
opinion shapers to carry the message, as well as to
identify strategic partners and allies. Reaching parents
and other caregivers with information about growth
and development in childhood is also a large part of
the early childhood mission. The suggestion was
made that capitalizing on natural opportunities for
educating parents about child development, especially
during visits to the pediatrician’s office, needs to
occur. A final theme was that as strategies develop,
advocates need to look at the big picture—not just the
local arena—while creating a sense of urgency about
early childhood development, forcing changes.

During the program, breakout groups were asked
to create a success statement and formulate a plan for
obtaining the success. An account of each group’s
strategies follows.

Success Statement: By the year 2005, Pennsylvania will
be the first state in the nation that creates a comprehensive
system of collaborative care for children prenatal to five that
provides the following:

Strategic Objective: Pediatric and prenatal (OB/
GYN) care where there is a strong education program
on child growth and development issues.

Measures: Medical school curriculum on child
development. Educational programs presented to
physician groups. Reimbursement for education
program.

Responsibility: Legislature.

Strategic Objective: After-birth quality-care pro-
grams with parental component tied to private and
public schools.

that participants felt were important to share were that
“learning begins at birth” and “the cost of quality.”

Identified as the most formidable barriers for
advocates of early childhood development programs
are the lack of communication with and lack of gen-
eral knowledge of the public at large on this issue.
Other identified barriers include the disconnection
between systems (e.g., Departments of Welfare,
Health, Labor and Industry, and Education), skepti-
cism about government, and staff compensation.

Some other barriers that will impede the delivery
of an early childhood message include a lack of general
knowledge about current research, political election
cycles, political decision-making by elected officials,
the varied developmental level of children coming
to kindergarten, and the belief that medication is the
answer to overcoming challenging behaviors in children.

Participants identified the following action steps
to achieve policy goals:
• Create a forum for various early childhood groups
and stakeholders (birth to eight, schools, early care
and education, families) to talk and strategize across
systems (education, service providers, government).
• Mandate a parent education component.
• Show clearly where the return on investment
comes from and where the returned money goes.
• Find constituency groups.
• Break down barriers and build relationships with
legislators.
• Find champions and opinion shapers.
• Obtain regular feedback on outcomes.
• Pediatric education on child development for parents.
• Pennsylvania standards for children entering
kindergarten.
• Address improving caregiver skills, promoting
growth, and development.
• Home visitations at entry level to provide education
on pediatric practices.
• Strategies should be regional, not just Allegheny
County.
• Coordinated delivery of services, networks,
resource sharing.
• Overcoming turf issues and factions among early
childhood groups.
• Support research that will demonstrate how
investment in early childhood is returned.
• Services should be funded based on research, on
promising practices, on proven practices. Collabora-
tion should be demonstrated as well as evaluation
and accountability.
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Measures: Review of existing programs. Set up
collaboration with public schools.

Strategic Objective: Establishment of clear and
measurable standards for training of caregivers and
children in programs.

Measures: Adopt a mandate of national standards,
such as that of the National Association for the Educa-
tion of Young Children.

Strategic Objective: All children ready to learn by
kindergarten.

Measures: Assessments of children at age three
and age five entering school.

Responsibility: Legislature to fund, local school
systems to supply assessors.

Strategic Objective: Communication that provides
the correct message to the correct people.

Success Statement: Change minds of legislators-
give them a sense of urgency.

Create open dialogue/local links between schools
and early education providers (formal and informal).

Strategic Objective: Contact legislators.
Measures: Meet and invite legislators to forums

where “the message” that “early development begins

at birth and intervention” is spread.
Responsibility: Everyone participating in the program.
Time Frame: First three months.

Strategic Objective: School district programs occur.
Measures: Legislators are armed with facts to

support the message.
Time Frame: Six months.

Strategic Objective: Outcome standards for regulating
early education are developed.

Responsibility: Department of Human Services
(not the Board of Education).

Time Frame: Nine months.

Strategic Objective:  Advocate a joint task force.
Measures: The governor can issue an executive

order to start a process like a children’s cabinet, which
existed under Casey (called the Children’s Bureau).

The Quad group has influenced the governor.
Time Frame: 12 months.

Strategic Objective: Establish consistent quality
standards with resources.

Time Frame: 18 months.

Success Statement: Educators from pre-natal through age
eight perceive themselves as one community acting together
to focus on helping children learn.

Strategic Objective: Create forums with all related
constituencies to establish a common knowledge base
(science) and form common goals.

(Constituencies include parents, early care and
education providers, K-three teachers and administra-
tors, pediatricians, etc.)

Measures: Reports from all school districts that
show needs to be addressed, identified champions to
move them forward, and established goals on which
they are self-reporting.

Responsibility: School districts in each community.
Intermediate Units (7).

Epicenter (nine-county region).
Time Frame: Six months.
Success Statement: Public investment in providing

quality early care and education to all children and
families.

Strategic Objective: Visit legislators over the summer.
Invite legislators to see high quality programs or to
attend forums.

Measure: The number of visits.
Responsibility: Individuals.
Time Frame: Summer 2000.

continued on page 10

IOP Early Childhood Seminar II

Development & Learning in the Early Years:
Implications for Local, Regional, and Statewide
Policy–A Workshop

May 19, 2000

WELCOME, REVIEW OF FIRST SESSION, and FACILITATION
Karen McIntyre, President and CEO, Education Policy and

Issues Center

CO-FACILITATOR
Richard Stafford, President, Allegheny Conference on

Community Development

WORK GROUP FACILITATORS
Barbara Biglan, Chair, Education Department, Chatham

College
Linda Croushore, Executive Director, Mon Valley Education

Consortium
Linda Ehrlich, President, Pittsburgh Association for the

Education of Young Children
Helen Faison, Acting Superintendent, Pittsburgh Public

Schools
Bette Hughes, Executive Director, Pittsburgh Council on

Public Education
Philip B. Parr, Director, Strategic Planning and Development,

Pittsburgh Public Schools
Helen Sobehart, Director, Leadership Institute, Duquesne

University
Joel R. Weinstein, President, Fox Chapel School Board
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EARLY CHILDHOOD
continued from page 9

Strategic Objective: Link pre-school/public schools for
Fall 2000. Establish dialogue between systems/teachers
for children entering kindergarten in Fall 2000.

Measure: Survey of school districts.
Responsibility: School districts, ecarly care, and

education system.
Time Frame: Summer 2000.

Strategic Objective: Data gathering & analysis.
Organize information, research, and statistics to
develop quality documents sending messages.

Measure: Document for distribution.
Responsibility: Epi-Center, Institute of Politics.
Time Frame: Summer/Fall 2000.

Strategic Objective: Create a common knowledge
base zero-eight through:

Gateways. Create commonality across regulatory
systems for early care and education.

Measure: Documents.
Responsibility: Gateways, Governor’s Office, or

individual regulatory systems.
Time Frame: 2000-2001.

Success Statement: A five-year commitment by the
governor, stated in his budget address, that provides
adequate funding by 2006, and a clear description of how
and where the funds will be spent.

Strategic Objective: Institute of Politics to convey
recommendations to PA Partnerships for Children
(PPC)/United Way of PA (UWPA).

Measure: Document Distributed.
Responsibility: Institute of Politics.
Time Frame: One month.

Strategic Objective: Statewide coalition agreement,
send messages (marketing plan) back to all participants.

Measure: Document provided.
Responsibility: PPC/UWPA.
Time Frame: Three months.

Strategic Objective: Narrow message-sharp, crisp, and
realistic. Know your opposition and how to respond.

Measure: Document distributed with marketing plan.
Responsibility: PPC/UWPA/QUAD.
Time Frame: Within three months.

Strategic Objective: Educate our constituency and the
media as to messages.

Measures: Meetings with constituencies. Meetings
with legislators. Meetings with schools. Media pieces.
“Identify champion.”

Responsibility: All participants.
Time Frame: August 2000-January 2001.

Strategic Objective: Early Childhood and Education
Plan adopted for Pennsylvania statewide.

Measure: Governor’s budget February message
includes early childhood and education.

Responsibility: Governor’s Policy Office.
Time Frame: February 2001.

Strategic Objective: Implementation prescribed.
Measure: Governor’s budget includes 5-year

projection and description.
Responsibility: Governor’s Policy Office.
Time Frame: February 2001.

Strategic Objective: Implementation begins 2000/
2001 across the entire state.

Responsibility: All.
Time Frame: Six years (2005/2006 complete).

Since this session was a working session, partici-
pants challenged each other to carry out their success
statements. There was much energy and a sense of ac-
complishment in developing some concrete plans and
acknowledgment of the work that needs to occur to
bring early childhood development to the forefront of
the policy agenda.

Other messages that were identified as important
to communicate about early childhood development.

• Family support makes a difference.
• Quality care and education make a difference.
• Effects are long-term and not necessarily immediate.
• Early childhood development benefits ALL children.
• Early intervention can make a difference.
• Parents are teaching children and need support.
• The most recent scientific findings regarding the
development of children’s brains need to be commu-
nicated.
• System reform should meet the needs of today’s
families (not just money issues).
• Failure to invest=retraining.
• The cost of comprehensive reform.
• Maintain accountability by publishing outcomes.
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Q. What messages and actions did the IOP seminars
raise that are particularly important to you?

KM: The most important issue for me was deter-
mining what opportunities or mechanisms this region
has in place to bring the early childhood community
together in terms of the public school, business, and
civic realms. We seem to have the same goal but are
not working together. There is much to be done
regarding communicating the need for quality in early
childhood education.

HS: I believe there is a need for collaboration
among organizations and constituencies to move the
early childhood agenda forward. The difficulty of that
collaboration comes from the fact that everyone comes
with different viewpoints and needs. It becomes chal-
lenging to work toward the same goal, especially when
some constituencies are not willing to compromise.

Q. What are the areas of consensus on this issue and
how might we move ahead on them?

KM: Consensus comes from the research on brain
and early child development. Research is very strong
and cannot be ignored. As a community we need to
identify specific action steps to reach our goal. I believe
that Jacqueline Romer-Sensky from Ohio has the right
idea about taking baby steps to achieve the larger goal.
We need to ask ourselves specifically what we need to
do. What steps do we take in reaching a full-day kinder-
garten? What kind of transition plans do we need for
children between pre-school and kindergarten?

HS: The main area of consensus is that everyone
believes an investment in early childhood services will
have a positive effect on the later success of the child.
We have to get past small territorial issues.

 There is a notion of working in a variety of venues
at the same time. Instead of making a big agenda,
“sneak” into different budgets of different departments:
welfare, human services, etc. Someone can coordinate it
so no one area bears all the financial burden.

Q. What time frame makes sense to you—is there
any urgency? If so, how can it be communicated to
policymakers?

KM: There is an urgency. We still have a large
number of children who are neither reading nor doing
basic math skills. It has been shown that early child-
hood intervention makes a difference. We know we
have a problem.

We also know what the remedy is so why aren’t
we treating the problem? I would like to see some
concrete action in the next six-to-nine months.

 I do not think that we finished our work on May
19. This is definitely going to be a three-to-five year
agenda. We need to continue formalizing and bring-
ing groups together to prioritize which action steps to
take and whose responsibility they are.

HS: Yes, there is definitely an urgency because the
effects of early childhood education are so clear and
well proven. The science surrounding this issue is so
clear-cut. Science and the financial aspects are the
ways to sell early childhood education to policymakers.
Money spent early comes back in dollars saved later.

Q. What barriers exist and how might they be
overcome?

KM: First, we have compatible—but not the
same—visions for where we want to be. The visions
need to be focused. We lack the will to make necessary
changes. This is largely a communications issue.
Lastly, there is an overwhelming agenda and we
haven’t broken it down into measurable steps.

HS: Number one is territoriality. This can be over-
come by very focused discussion, like this forum the IOP
has conducted. Continued visible discussion including
all constituencies is needed. I feel we need to identify a
visible champion who has some recognition to convey
the message that early childhood education is vital (like
Nancy Reagan and the Just Say No campaign). This
visible champion should be someone without political
baggage, someone who will raise awareness among the
public at large, and communicate the message at large—
people like to see a big name promoting.

Q. What has kept us from doing this earlier?
KM: Everyone has been working on a piece of this

issue, nibbling on the edges. Achieving early childhood
education for everyone is time consuming hard work.
It is a matter of time and turf, i.e., determining whose
problem it is and how to go about finding a solution.

HS: Territoriality is a big reason, deciding who
should be taking care of the problem. Also, a lack of
organization to pull people together. A lack of science
knowledge and awareness has also kept us from
doing this earlier.

This issue seems to be more compelling to certain
people today.

Q&A with Karen McIntyre (KM)
and Helen Sobehart (HS) on

Early Childhood Issues

by Ben Chalot
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A s the Pittsburgh region began to tackle tough
issues regarding how to position itself to meet
the workforce demands of the new economy,

there was a growing sense and concern that African
Americans who have choices are choosing a) to leave
the area or b) never to come to the area.  The Pitts-
burgh Foundation commissioned a study to deter-
mine if this sense of “out migration” and “avoidance”
of Pittsburgh was a myth or a reality. Susan Williams
McElroy led the research team that included Leon T.
Andrews Jr., and Sheila Washington. This study was
part of the foundation’s commitment to ensuring that
African Americans participate in employment oppor-
tunities and economic development in the region, and
to identifying any barriers or obstacles to this goal.

The study focused specifically on African Ameri-
cans “with choices,” those with higher levels of educa-
tion and income, who are, therefore, in a position to
make choices about where they live and work. The geo-
graphic scope for the project was limited to Allegheny
County.

Study findings supported the researchers’ hypoth-
esis that African Americans “with choices” are leaving
or not coming to the area. Two reasons were given as
to why the leadership of the region should be con-
cerned about this situation. First, African Americans
are vital to creating a diverse region. When marketing
Pittsburgh as an attractive city in which to live, it is
essential that Pittsburgh be viewed as an open city,
welcoming people of all races and nationalities.
Second, as the region begins to look at developing
its economic base, it is important that everyone
participates in this process.

The study was helpful in assessing Pittsburgh’s
image as a place to live and work. Focus groups were
utilized to gain insight into what attracts people to
Pittsburgh and what keeps people from choosing
Pittsburgh as an area of relocation. In addition, census
data was analyzed to benchmark Allegheny County
with other cities. Criteria used to determine
benchmarking counties were: total population, popu-

lation change between 1990 and 1997, quality of life,
and the six best cities for African-American business
as identified by Black Enterprise magazine and the
Regional Economic Revitalization Initiative (RERI) Re-
port. Unfortunately, these criteria did not lead the re-
search group to Southern cities, where a boom seems to
be occurring. However, it did not make sense to com-
pare Pittsburgh, which is trying to grow, with cities that
are currently considered economic “hot spots.” Inter-
views were also conducted with corporate leaders in
the region to assess whether businesses are concerned
about the inclusion and participation of African Ameri-
cans in the economic development of the region.

Throughout the project, researchers sought to an-
swer five questions:

1. What factors influence African Americans’ deci-
sions to come to Pittsburgh to live or not to do so?

2. What factors influence African Americans’ deci-
sions to remain in Pittsburgh or to relocate to another
metropolitan area?

3. Are African Americans “with choices” choosing to
leave Pittsburgh or choosing not to come to Pittsburgh?

OVERVIEW OF TWO BRIEFING SESSIONS
by Christine Kuemmerle

African Americans Choosing
Allegheny County:

Factors That Influence Their Decisions

IOP Briefing Sessions
Co-sponsored by the Institute of Politics and The Pittsburgh
Foundation

African Americans Choosing Allegheny County: Factors
That Influence Their Decisions

June 8, 2000

WELCOME and BACKGROUND
James S. Broadhurst, Chairman, Board of Directors, The

Pittsburgh Foundation

REVIEW OF STUDY FINDINGS
Susan Williams McElroy, Assistant Professor of Economics

and Education Policy, H. John Heinz III School of Public
Policy and Management, Carnegie Mellon University

Leon T. Andrews Jr., Project Manager, Allegheny County
Department of Human Services

Sheila Washington, President, Washington Consulting Group
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4. Does Allegheny County have fewer middle-
income and high-income African Americans as com-
pared to the core counties of selected other
metropolitan areas in the United States?

5. Is corporate Pittsburgh concerned, as The Pitts-
burgh Foundation is concerned, about the inclusion
and participation of African Americans in the eco-
nomic opportunities and development of the region?

The researchers identified several connecting
themes during the research process. These included:

• the small size of the African-American middle
class in Pittsburgh,
• the small number of African-American
professionals in Pittsburgh, and
• the small population (low percentage) of high-
income African Americans in the region.

Another theme had to do with recruiting efforts by
Pittsburgh corporations. Corporations were not mak-
ing an aggressive effort to recruit African Americans
to the region, and corporations recognized that they
were not being successful in their recruiting efforts.

Several recommendations were made as an
outcome of the study. First, it was recommended that
forums be created for African-American professionals
where they can interact, network, and problem solve.
It was noted that one such organization exists in
Pittsburgh for young African-American professionals—
First Fridays. However, the need for more than one
organization was cited.

It was also recommended that a meeting of
corporate and foundation executives be convened
to increase awareness of the issue of recruiting and
retaining African Americans. This suggestion was
carried out by The Pittsburgh Foundation joining
together with the Institute of Politics to provide two
briefing sessions on the study.

The third recommendation was made in response
to the finding that Pittsburgh lags behind other bench-
mark cities in educational attainment of all residents,
not just African Americans. It was suggested that an
assessment be made of the building blocks of the
educational system in general, with an additional
focus on differences in educational attainment by race.
Researchers felt that it would be helpful to trace
backwards through the educational system to see
where teenagers are falling out of the school system.

A final recommendation was to continue to develop
strategies for greater inclusion of African Americans
in major social, political, and economic institutions.

Grantmaker Audience--Comments

Discussion focused on establishing what activities
already exist or are in progress for making Pittsburgh
more attractive to African Americans “with choices.”
There are several organizations and groups that could
be the focus of expanded efforts. They include: First
Fridays, PUMP (Pittsburgh Urban Magnet Project),
churches, fraternities and sororities, The Urban League,
entertainment promoters, and corporate Pittsburgh. It
was felt that if informal networks were available prior
to recruitment efforts, African Americans could be
immediately connected to community resources that
would provide positive information about Pittsburgh
and link individuals with similar interests.

One participant noted that in the 1960s it was
standard operating procedure to introduce new
recruits to other African Americans in the company.
With all the sensitivity that has been instilled through
diversity training efforts, such introductions can be
very awkward, and many managers hesitate to
provide these introductions. It was suggested that
it would be appropriate to ask if such introductions
and support would be something that the new
employee would find useful.

It was mentioned that when potential employees
are sought from outside the area, these prospects often
seek relocation information on the Internet. Pittsburgh
sites currently provide general information about the
region but lack specific information on cultural sup-
ports. Identifying African-American organizations
and groups would be a way of letting prospective
employees know that they exist.

Many of the grantmakers were interested in exam-
ining what other cities, such as Cleveland, Ohio and
Charlotte, North Carolina, are doing to attract qualified
African Americans for jobs. Investigating cities that are
seen as “hot spots” would assist Pittsburgh in deter-
mining strategies for implementation here. It was

continued on page 14

Benchmarking Counties and Their Core Cities

Fulton County, Georgia ................................... (Atlanta)
Baltimore County, Maryland....................... (Baltimore)
Cuyahoga County, Ohio ............................. (Cleveland)
Hamilton County, Ohio .............................. (Cincinnati)
Denver County, Colorado ............................... (Denver)
Hennepin County, Minnesota ................ (Minneapolis)
Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania....... (Philadelphia)
Monroe County, New York ......................... (Rochester)
St. Louis County, Missouri ............................ (St. Louis)
King County, Washington ................................ (Seattle)
District of Columbia......................... (Washington, DC)
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acknowledged that Pittsburgh cannot change its geogra-
phy or climate, but the image of the city can be altered.

The Allegheny Conference on Community Devel-
opment (ACCD) has initiated a taskforce to assist in
the development of new African-American leadership
positions. The ACCD is seeking to gain exposure and
professional development for little known but highly
talented African Americans. The Building One
Economy Leadership Steering Committee, part of the
Working Together Consortium, is identifying open
board positions, especially in corporations and social
service agencies, for African Americans.

Concern was expressed regarding the amount
and content of press coverage regarding African
Americans in Pittsburgh. The point was made that
the absence of coverage regarding positive events
occurring in the African-American community allows
the general public to assume that no steps are being
taken from within to build a strong cultural and social
African-American community. It was agreed that the
African-American community also has a role to play

in better publicizing positive events that are occur-
ring. It was also discussed how Pittsburgh could be
better marketed through the media.

One audience member suggested that a core ques-
tion that needs to be grappled with is how to make
Pittsburgh more open and dynamic in general. It was
commented that Pittsburghers tend to be “polite” in
conversation, but never discuss underlying attitudes
of racism and sexism. One participant pointed out
that in many instances, deals are made behind the
closed doors of private clubs, and that this informal,
private way of doing business in this town makes it
difficult for newcomers to break into the community.
It also makes people feel unwelcome and excluded
from both business decisions and social functions.

The question was also raised regarding the num-
ber of people who move to Pittsburgh, come to love
the city, and stay permanently. Finding out what
causes the transformation from “tolerance to attach-
ment” would be a first step in capitalizing on the city.

After finding out about First Fridays, many seemed
to want to key in on this organization. Leon Andrews
made the comment that the ideal would be to have
many organizations functioning at the same time.
Andrews shared the example of radio stations-there is
only one African-American radio station in the city.
Adding a second radio station would create competi-
tion for market share, increasing promotional and en-
tertainment activities, thus making Pittsburgh livelier.

Suggested Grantmaker Strategies

A number of strategies were identified by grantmakers
as a response to study findings:

• As a funding source, foundations have the ability
to “strongly encourage” diversity on boards in the
community. Other areas have tied board diversity into
eligibility for grants.
• Foundations have the ability to support and de-
velop informal networks within the African-American
community that could tie in as recruiters and mentors
for prospective employees and transplants.
• Foundations can use their influence to improve
marketing of the city in general, and of the African-
American community, in both traditional media out-
lets and through the Internet.

In addition, this group was highly interested in
coming together in the future to discuss and further
plan strategies for attracting and keeping African
Americans “with choices” in the region.

AFRICAN AMERICANS
continued from page 13

[Corporations see a need for]

increase[d] racial diversity at

middle and top-level positions.
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continued on page 16

African Americans’ Decisions to Come
or Not to Come to Pittsburgh:
• Perceptions of [a lack of] a viable [African-American]

middle-class community.
• [Lack of African-American] influence in the political

and social arenas.
• [There are few perceived] opportunities for career

growth and [professional] development.
• [Lack of regional] openness in valuing and respecting

racial diversity.
• [Few] available Afrocentric and networking activities.
• [Overall] image of the region. [Viewed as a Southern

City in the 1950’s by focus group participants. African-
American females perceived there were not good
opportunities for dating African-American men in suits
downtown.]

African Americans’ Decisions to Remain in Pittsburgh
or Relocate to Another Metropolitan Area:
Currently See:
• Quality of life [in Pittsburgh is currently viewed as

better than in other cities].
• City size is viewed as manageable.
• Ease of taking advantage of what the city has to offer.
• Positive social and economic change. [Optimism

about such.]
• Loyalty to career and organization.
• Ability to start and grow businesses.
• Strength of religious and spiritual community.
[Would Like to See:]
• Attraction of new industries.
• Improved ties between African-American students

and African-American professionals.

African Americans’ Choosing to Leave
or Not to Come to Pittsburgh:
• African Americans “with choices” are leaving Pittsburgh.

(Exception: persons from the region.)
• Time in Pittsburgh is viewed as a career-building experience.
• There is a social trend of migration to Southern cities.
• Corporate Pittsburgh’s recruiting strategy [is not enticing

to African Americans “with choices”].
• Negative perceptions developed during site visits for

job opportunities [affect decisions to relocate to Pittsburgh].

Data Analysis Revealed:
• Allegheny County have the lowest percentage of African-

American households in each income bracket (middle
income: $25,000 to $50,000; middle-upper income:
$50,000 to $100,000; and upper income: over $100,000) as
compared to the 11 benchmarking counties.

• The sense that African Americans are leaving the region
in droves is not supported by data. However, the 20-to-29
age group is leaving the area at high rates.

Corporate Pittsburgh’s Concern about African Americans’
Participation in Opportunities in the Region:
• [Corporations see a need for] increase[d] racial diversity

at middle and top-level positions.
• Corporations do have strategies for increasing racial

diversity. However, [there are concerns about the results
of] current strategies.

• Corporations identified obstacles that are outside of their
control as barriers to recruiting African Americans to the
region [no African-American middle-class community,
perception of lack of social and economic opportunities
in the region, etc.].

Factors That Influence the Decisions
of African Americans “with Choices”

Information in brackets was provided verbally at the briefing sessions.

Political and Corporate Leadership
Audience Comments

A second presentation of the study was offered for po-
litical and corporate leadership in the region. A sum-
mary of discussion items follows.

Much time was spent on debating whether poten-
tial employers of African Americans “with choices”
recruit based on a strategic plan or a moral impera-
tive. Susan McElroy commented that as there is cur-
rently a tight labor market, corporations have reached
a point where they cannot afford to ignore specific
groups. A tight labor market forces businesses to
develop ways of maximizing the potential of all
people. Another participant suggested that the
momentum Pittsburgh is trying to create around
the “New Economy” (which is based on technology,
universities, and sophistication) inherently demands
diversity as a prerequisite for success.

Recognizing the family ties that keep people in Pitts-
burgh, educational institutions could develop policies of
educating local African Americans instead of simply fill-
ing affirmative action quotas. Steps must be taken to re-
tain native Pittsburghers and combat the “as soon as I’m
18, I’m leaving” mentality. Focusing on long-term Pitts-
burgh residents may help reduce the “brain drain” of the
region, where students complete their bachelor’s degree
and leave the area. Schools that recruit out-of-state stu-
dents know that most of these students develop no real
ties to Pittsburgh and frequently leave after graduation.

The business community viewed informal net-
works as more useful than simply assisting in recruit-
ing individuals to fill open positions. Networks are a
way to connect new hires with the larger community,
connecting people to shopping, churches, and the like.

Questions were raised regarding the lack of an
African-American middle-class housing community
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as a possible deterrent to moving to Pittsburgh. It was
stated that there are some areas within the city that
are de facto African-American middle-class communi-
ties. Andrews shared that focus group participants are
seeking suburban communities, which are available in
other regions. City communities do not match the
housing profile these people are seeking.

The manner in which businesses market the area
was also discussed. It was noted that Pittsburgh is gen-
erally thought of as a good place to raise a family, and a
place where people form relationships with each other.
These images of Pittsburgh would be strong sellers for
potential employees who are considering raising a fam-
ily. Perhaps the region would benefit from a marketing
strategy based on various market segments, aimed at
providing messages that would appeal to different de-
mographic groups. In addition, spouses and significant
others should be targeted since they play an important
part in the decision to relocate.

McElroy clarified that African Americans from
outside the region are not basing decisions to decline
job offers here because of what they see of the city.
For prospective employees, the experience of touring
company sites and noticing an absence of African
Americans at higher levels sends a very clear message
about the value of diversity in the company and about
advancement potential.

An elected official stressed that growth in our re-
gion will be occurring in mid-level companies. The
kinds of growth that are expected will rely on a diverse
workforce. The official also pointed out that Pittsburgh’s
legacy as a blue-collar union town can be an underlying
cause for people not coming to Pittsburgh.

Debating quality of life issues, one individual
shared that perceptions of Pittsburgh, or any city,
come from word of mouth. In order to generate more
positive images of Pittsburgh, African Americans
living in the area must develop a positive image of
Pittsburgh. A positive image within current communi-
ties would spread, and many individuals coming
to the region for job interviews would have already
heard about what is happening in Pittsburgh. It was
also shared that most people moving to “Atlanta” are
really moving to the suburbs, but just call it Atlanta
for convenience. Due to the influx of transplants,
Atlanta is now developing a tight labor market.

A local university professor shared that his institu-
tion had developed a strategy of not recruiting the

very best student—individuals that every other college
is after—but of aiming instead for the second tier of
students, who are more likely to respond favorably
to the recruiting message. This strategy can easily be
transferred to the corporate sector. As an alternative
to attempting to outbid other regions for prospective
employees, it may be more profitable to put time and
effort into marketing the region and building an
image of desirability. Such a strategy could benefit
employers by developing relationships over the
long-term instead of trying to hire at the last moment.

Speaking from a parental perspective, several
individuals shared that their children had left the
area due to more lucrative hiring package-in addition
to the recognition that the business structure in
Pittsburgh is not open to diversity.

The issue of racism was also placed on the table in
this session. The question was asked whether Pittsburgh
is inclusive as a city overall. It was suggested that while
many attempts are being made to move the region for-
ward, there are still individuals who hold us back with
an overall commitment to continue to do “business as
usual.” It was stated that the fact that the State of Penn-
sylvania has the second highest number of active white
supremacy groups has economic implications.

Suggested Political and Corporate Strategies

• Foundations need to play a role in addressing
racism in the region.
• Expand the scope of the report to look at demo-
graphic shifts in the region towards the suburbs,
particularly places like South Butler County.
• Stories of why prospective employees from out-
side the region declined job offers should be collected.
Such stories could shape Pittsburgh’s response plan.
• Real estate brokers should be included in the ef-
forts to better market the city, and a welcome packet
should be developed that is reflective of the commu-
nity, identifies non-traditional resources, and shows
images of a diverse community.
• The Pittsburgh Foundation should continue to
educate the region’s business leaders on advantages
of strategically including diversity in business plans.

Both grantmaker participants and the political and
corporate leadership group expressed an interest in
reconvening in the future to continue the dialogue on
how to make Pittsburgh more appealing and inclusive
for African Americans.

AFRICAN AMERICANS
continued from page 15
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An IOP seminar was held to discuss the South-
western Pennsylvania Commission’s (SPC) draft
of their Long Range Plan, developed to address

transportation planning for the region. Both present-
ers and participants attempted to view the Long
Range Plan from various perspectives, including
economic development, changes in demographics,
and fiscal feasibility. Comments during the session
generally focused on the draft copy of the Executive
Summary of the Long Range Plan, which was
provided to program participants.

Tom Balya described the plan as a “road map
for choices.” The plan integrates transportation and
economic development planning for eight counties:
Allegheny, Armstrong, Beaver, Butler, Greene,
Indiana, Washington, and Westmoreland. Fayette
County participates in an associate member status,
and receives economic development planning, but is
not involved in transportation plans. Each county
created a public participation council to provide
citizen input for the plan and to help citizens gain
a greater understanding of the regional planning
process. The plan is considered a living document,
to be revised and updated as necessary.

Ellsworth Brown addressed the plan’s goals and
strategies. Four subcommittees developed regional
goals in the areas of community development, eco-
nomic development, transportation, and quality of
life. Quality of life is difficult to measure objectively.
Instruments such as statistical data and surveys of
resident perceptions on quality-of-life issues will be
used to assess improvements or changes in these
areas. Brown reports an effort was made to bring
together many voices and many plans to shape the
SPC Long Range Plan.

Robert Kochanowski described the significance of
the Long Range Plan. A plan, such as that developed
by the SPC, is the basis of federal funding for trans-
portation projects. The plan must show fiscal restraint,
demonstrate quality planning, and incorporate exten-
sive public involvement in the planning process.

Four main elements were included in the plan:
a vision, a listing of transportation and economic
development areas, the linkages between economic
development and transportation projects, and funding
strategies for financing the projects. Financial strate-
gies must demonstrate the availability of resources

to complete the project.
Recognizing that more information is needed

about some potential transportation projects, includ-
ing the Eastern Corridor, the Airport Corridor, and
Regional Transit, several studies are planned. In addi-
tion to laying out the components of the Long Range
Plan, Kochanowski identified several issues in the
formation and content of the plan.

SPC’s primary mandate is to develop transporta-
tion planning. Planning issues around transportation
can easily extend to water and sewage development,
community development, and targeting growth. The
plan is already broad in scope as it addresses both
transportation planning and economic development.
Adding other closely related development issues,
such as water and sewage lines, could make the plan
even more comprehensive. The plan does include

SEMINAR OVERVIEW
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goals and objectives related to sewage and water plan-
ning, but such issues are not specifically addressed in
individual projects at this time. Such issues are not
historically part of what the SPC has been involved
in, but the SPC does recognize that other development
issues are intimately involved in transportation and
economic development.

Eighty percent of current funding is used to main-
tain and sustain current roads. Modernization project
funds for current roads are included in the eighty per-
cent figure. Current budget allocations allot approxi-
mately two billion dollars for new projects over the next
twenty years. Clearly, the amount of funding for main-
tenance and development presents a fiscal dilemma.

Projects are planned based on projections for
modes growth in the region. The plan’s forecast is un-
deniably market-driven and does not reflect the sup-
port of land-use management principles. Kochanowski
questioned whether the plan should promote planning
for density in development.

While projections for the future show only a
modest population growth in the region, there is no
way to build ourselves out of congestion. Congestion
is expected—if not inevitable—in all urban areas,
including Pittsburgh.

The Airport Corridor was pointed to as a separate
issue due to its complexity. The proposed project is a
multi-modal transportation corridor, including a toll
road and Maglev.

Allen Kukovich addressed the challenges of iden-
tifying funding sources for proposed projects. Many
financing alternatives have been explored, including
a transportation development district, corridor devel-
opment entities, and a special tax-assessment district,
which has been used successfully in California. A
special tax assessment involves levying taxes region-
ally for a short period of time for a specific purpose.
Impact fees and tax increment financing (TIF) were
also researched as financing alternatives. Those alter-
natives mentioned have been identified as “viable”
financing options for the region.

Because implementation of some of these financing
alternatives can be very complicated, it was recom-
mended that a Strategic Works Assistance Team (SWAT)
be developed. The SWAT team would be available to
provide technical assistance and consulting to local
governments, authorities, or economic development
agencies. Kukovich identified next steps as building
both community and legislative support for financing
proposals.

The program included an opportunity to partici-
pate in two breakout sessions, one focusing on projects,
and one focusing on financing for the projects.

Projects Breakout

The situation posed to the respondents and attendees
of the projects session was as follows: The new census
is projected to show population increases in the sub-
urbs and in the counties surrounding Allegheny
County. Should transportation plans focus on a
beltway serving growing parts of the region, or
should transportation routes continue to lead to the
central core of the city as they do now?
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Comments on the question boiled down to a dis-
cussion of pros and cons of the proposed beltway
system. Proponents of the beltway project cited the
potential for improved air quality due to less stop-
and-go driving. Supporters also reported that studies
have shown that cities with beltways experience
growth. In addition, many examples of “you can’t get
there from here” were cited, especially when discuss-
ing communities to the south of Pittsburgh.

Opponents of a beltway system reported that
evidence shows that major transportation projects are
not “a sure thing” for creating growth. In fact, oppo-
nents stated that the growth actually comes from addi-
tional monies. There was also concern voiced that the
development of beltways would promote sprawl.
Those against beltways were in favor of further devel-
oping mass transit and commuter rail alternatives to
roadway systems.

Finances Breakout

The charge of the finances breakout group was to
determine how to finance transportation projects.
The group expressed concern that the standard rule
of thumb for budget allocations for maintenance and
upgrade is 80 percent. There was optimism that alter-
native funding sources, such as public-private partner-
ships and federal demonstration funds could reduce
the standard allocation from 80 to 50 percent.

When considering the fiscal restraints of the plan,
and the increased costs of some projects such as the
Mon/Fayette Expressway and Southern Beltway
projects, the group felt it would be helpful to explore
further the role of the Turnpike Commission in these
projects, and incremental implementation of projects.

The importance of linking creative financing to
specific projects was encouraged. However, the
distinction was made that some financing plans may
apply only to big-ticket projects.

The group concluded that the Airport Multi-modal
Transportation Corridor was a project that warranted
further study, and identified such research as a high
priority.

The group also recommended that the SPC become
more involved in water and sewage planning as part
of the SPC’s mission.

Open Discussion

Open discussion followed, and some of the comments
are highlighted below.

• One method of decreasing the 80-percent mainte-
nance allocation is to build roads for durability and
life span in the first place.

• It is important that elected state officials go to
Washington, DC to gain financial support for projects,
as well as to obtain assistance in developing project
priority lists.
• Thinking regionally is still difficult for Southwest-
ern Pennsylvania. Many projects are supported as a
way to “bring something home” to the elected
official’s constituency.
• Mass transit only exists on a county-by-county
basis, instead of regionally. Mass transit would be a
stronger political force if there were a regional mass
transit authority.
• We are attempting to develop our region’s roadway
plans based on cities that have flat land. Southwestern
Pennsylvania’s topography is comprised of mountains
and rivers. We may need to accept the reality of a radial
transportation layout and capitalize on it.
• Concern was expressed about regulations governing
roadway projects and bridges. It was felt that perhaps
excessive regulations drive costs up on both new devel-
opment and maintenance projects.

Open discussion comments also focused on the
actual document of the Long Range Plan. It was
stressed that the SPC Plan is currently in draft format.
Included in the document are plans for studies of the
Eastern Corridor, Regional Transit, and the Airport
Corridor. The plan must be revised every three years.
Kochanowski commented that developing a vision,
which is then fitted to financial realities, is very diffi-
cult to do. In addition, the SPC Board is not elected
regionally, further entrenching the politics of “taking
home” projects to voters.

An overview of comments regarding the docu-
ment follows.

• Linking the vision and goals to the projects would
be helpful in understanding priority or selection pro-
cesses. It would also provide a greater understanding
of the overall picture and demonstrate the relation-
ship between goals and how projects meet the goals.
• A concern was expressed that if we commit to big
projects, such as a beltway, we will limit both our
vision and finances in developing other projects.
• Perhaps we should start the process of identifying
projects by outlining our objectives, identifying
projects that meet these objectives, and then address
funding options and alternatives.

Summary

Rick Stafford reiterated that the purpose of the pro-
gram was to provide input on the draft of the Long
Range Plan developed by the SPC. Repeatedly, it was

continued on page 20



ISSUE 2120

Institute of Politics     REPORT

IOP Transportation Seminar II

Developing a Regional Transit Vision

June 9, 2000

WELCOME , INTRODUCTIONS, and SUMMARY
The Honorable Jack Wagner, Member, Pennsylvania Senate;

and Co-chair, Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission
(SPC) Regional Policy Committee

REVIEW OF SPC LONG-RANGE PLAN: TRANSIT
Robert Kochanowski, Executive Director, Southwestern

Pennsylvania Commission

PRESENTATION OF REGIONAL TRANSIT VISIONING STUDY DESIGN
Paul Skoutelas, Executive Director, Port Authority Transit of

Allegheny County

BREAKOUT GROUP FACILITATORS
Eloise Hirsh, Planning Director, Pittsburgh Department of

City Planning
Ellen Kight, Regional Director, Pennsylvania Department of

Community & Economic Development
The Honorable Thomas Tangretti, Member, Pennsylvania

House of Representatives
Davitt Woodwell, Executive Director, Riverlife Task Force

DISCUSSION FACILITATOR
Richard Stafford, President, Allegheny Conference on

Community Development; and Co-Chair, Transportation
Committee, Institute of Politics

TRANSPORTATION
continued from page 19

stated that there needs to be a stronger tie between
visions and goals and the projects. Multi-modal
aspects of the plan also need to be strengthened. There
is also a feeling that we might not be thinking big
enough in our vision.

The Mon Valley Expressway and Southern
Beltway received a great deal of attention in the ses-
sion due to the financing difficulties for these projects.
It was also stressed that the region needs a final plan
quickly, as the region is on the move, and transporta-
tion ties into all other decisions the region makes.

Stafford emphasized that the plan’s success lies
in getting more people involved in the process,
including elected officials and other leaders.

Next Steps

At the end, participants completed a survey in which
they identified the topics touched upon in this session
that need to be explored in more depth. The IOP
Transportation Committee will follow up on these
suggestions.

Summary of the
Forum on Transit

by Bruce Barron

In January 2000 the Institute of Politics held a lively
forum on the long-range transportation and devel-
opment plan being completed by the Southwestern

Pennsylvania Commission, this region’s planning
agency.  Participants recommended a series of follow-
up sessions focusing more closely on specific compo-
nents of the plan. “Developing a Regional Transit
Vision” was the first of those follow-up forums.

Bob Kochanowski, SPC’s executive director,
opened the forum with an overview of the plan’s tran-
sit element, which sets parameters for the use of an
estimated $9.7 billion in transit funding over the next
25 years in an eight-county region. Of the $1.65 billion
devoted to new transit capacity,  about $925 million will
be needed for five projects already in progress. The
remaining $725 million has been reserved for projects
to be determined by upcoming studies, of which the
regional visioning study is the most extensive.

Kochanowski identified the objectives of the
regional visioning study:

• to provide strategies and projects to update the
long-range plan;

• to define areas for service improvements;
• to coordinate goals and policies among SPC,

the Port Authority, and other transit operators;
• to define the potential for river transit;
• to develop ways in which transit could contribute

to land use and growth decisions; and
• to overcome barriers to intraregional transit.

SPC and the Port Authority will jointly lead the
study, in partnership with regional transit operators,
the Port of Pittsburgh Commission, the Heinz Endow-
ments, and the Allegheny Conference on Community
Development.

Paul Skoutelas, chief executive officer of the Port
Authority of Allegheny County, provided further
background for the regional study. He explained that
a previous round of transit visions, dating back over
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20 years, had concentrated largely on light rail and
busway facilities. The Port Authority is completing its
largest capital improvement program ever, including
the West Busway, light rail reconstruction, extension
of the East Busway, and a light rail connection to the
North Shore. The visioning study,  Skoutelas explained,
will determine what the next round of regional transit
investments should be.

Skoutelas said the study would make an “extraor-
dinary effort” to involve the public. “We cannot achieve
our vision of being the premier public transportation
company,” he stated, “if we are not fulfilling the will
of the community.”

The forum then broke into four breakout sessions
on topics related to the visioning study. When it
reconvened, facilitators summarized highlights of
their sessions.

Land use: Participants in this discussion viewed
transit as a means to encourage better land use plan-
ning. They suggested pilot projects, in an established
suburban community and an outlying town, that
would demonstrate the attractiveness of a transit-ori-
ented community. Such pilot projects, with support
from municipal leadership, could promote the value
of transit as well as of good land use policies.

What areas need better transit service: Beyond dis-
cussing service to specific locations, this group consid-
ered what market sectors (e.g., middle-income profes-
sionals) could be more effectively attracted to transit.
To become a viable option for Americans who are “in
love with their cars,” transit must be user-friendly,
safe, and available at virtually all hours, with a high
frequency of service and at relatively low cost. The
group suggested placing more park-and-ride facilities
at shopping centers rather than at isolated locations.

Regional transit: This group considered whether
creating a single regional transit authority would
be helpful. Due to concerns about the loss of local
control, an umbrella agency that would bring the
individual authorities together without merging them
may be a better option. Elevating SPC’s Transit Opera-
tors Committee to a policymaking level might achieve
the same purpose, creating a setting where regionwide
transit projects could be discussed and approved. This
group also discussed the unfortunate perception that
transit is “only for poor people,” wondering if the
wider use of light rail or more comfortable buses
could reduce this stigma.

Water transit: Members of this discussion group
strongly supported the increased use of water transit,
which currently includes shuttles and excursions but
no regular commuter service. Obstacles to water
transit as a “serious mode of transportation” include
limited river access and landing options; lack of
public subsidies; speed limitations; and the continu-
ing perception of our rivers as industrial and dirty.
If integrated with other forms of transportation,
however, water transit could be effective.

In concluding the forum’s open discussion period,
State Senator and Institute of Politics Transportation
Committee co-chair Jack Wagner stressed the great
potential for mass transit in this region. “We have
inclines,  busways, light rail, a great airport, and a
river system we are just learning how to use,” he said.
“If we can integrate these systems we would become
distinct from any other city in the world, with an
improved quality of life.”  Wagner expressed hope
that the IOP could continue to facilitate steps toward
fashioning a sound regional transit vision.

F inancing long-term health care is an issue that
many people are being confronted with. Aging
services are fragmented and have compartmen-

talized funding streams. The system is difficult to
negotiate for the average person. This complicated
segment of health care services is compounded by the
attitudes surrounding death and dying in our society-
which translate into a lack of planning for this stage
of life. The demographics of the senior population are
changing, creating a need for a response from the
policy arena. People are living longer, and the largest

ever cohort in the United States—the baby boomers—
are approaching retirement age. The strain on the
health-care system is expected to be substantial.

Sectretary Richard Browdie cited figures that
Western Pennsylvanians are well aware of Pennsylva-
nia has the second highest proportion of people over
age 65 in the nation, and the most rapidly growing
segment of population is the over-85 age group. The
second fastest growing segment is the 75-84 group.

Of even greater concern than those current statis-

SEMINAR OVERVIEW
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tics is the fact that the baby boomers are beginning
to gray. As this group ages, the sheer volume of indi-
viduals utilizing health-care services will place stress
on the current delivery system. Browdie states that we
can view the increase in volume as manageable if we
begin planning how to manage this increase now.

Currently in Pennsylvania, private insurance
is not a major contributor to payment for long-term-
care services. The public perception is that the gov-
ernment finances long-term care, which is a source
of confusion and dismay when families attempt to
access the government’s limited and restricted fund-

ing for loved ones.
Browdie sees the key to managing the baby

boomers’ utilization of health-care services as making
“the system” more flexible. This flexibility is neces-
sary in several arenas, including the attractiveness of
services, affordability, financing, and funding streams
of the public sector. In addition, the perception that
long-term care is only for the elderly needs to be dis-
mantled. And a determination will need to be made
about how extensive needs must be before the service
delivery system will start to respond. Currently in
Pennsylvania, an individual must have a high acuity
level prior to receiving home-based services due to a
lengthy waiting list of 8,000 people.

Peg Dierkers discussed the relationship between
financing long-term care and Medicaid. The Medicaid
budget in Pennsylvania currently demonstrates a
disproportionate expenditure of funds to individuals
(7.2 percent of eligibles constitutes 38.6 percent of
budget expenditures). Dierkers identified several
principles that the Pennsylvania Department of Public
Welfare feels should guide long-term care. One of the
first systems changes that needs to occur is controlling
the surplus growth of beds in nursing homes. The
present funding sources have an institutional bias
in their funding streams, which support institution-
based service delivery systems.

The second guiding principle is to support con-
sumer choice. Currently consumers have their choice
of providers, but have no control over the individual
services they receive. Due to the constraints of fund-
ing sources, consumers do not have access to all of the
service options that currently exist. Budget constraints
effectively limit choice.

Encouraging the expansion of home- and commu-
nity-based services for the elderly is another guiding
principle. The goal of such methods of delivery is to
have services follow the client as the client needs
varying levels of care, rather than providing a “one
size fits all” institutional approach to services. Addi-
tionally, there is a growing attempt to reduce barriers
to allow for “aging in place,” rather than requiring
individuals to physically relocate to receive a new
level of care. For example, there is a statutory prohibi-
tion against certain services taking place in personal-
care-home settings (a lower level of care than assisted-
living facilities or nursing homes). Individuals residing
in a personal care home-in essence, their home-are
forced to move to a facility with a higher level of care
in order to receive additional services.

Another guiding principle for long-term care is that
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funding should be utilized for services, not for capital
improvement or construction. The final Department of
Public Welfare principle guiding services is to assure
the quality of the care that individuals receive.

Looking toward the future of services in the long-
term-care continuum, Dierkers stated that consumers
are expressing a strong desire to remain in their homes
and communities as they age. This allows people to
maintain connections with familiar places and people,
providing an invaluable social-support network.

The Office of Medical Assistance Programs
(OMAP) is currently reviewing the long-term-care
delivery system to ensure a match between needs
and services while maintaining consistent quality of
services. OMAP is also seeking to ensure that quality
services are provided in a cost-efficient manner.

Dierkers stated that the utilization of nursing
home beds is decreasing, allowing for a shift in how
long-term-care services are delivered. The goal is to
change the service delivery system in Pennsylvania
from the current patterns of use (a 95/5 ratio of nurs-
ing-facility-based care to home- and community-based
services, to a 60/40 ratio by the year 2005. An addition
to changing preferences of delivery systems will be the
impact of the baby boomers. As a group, baby boomers
are living healthier lives, which should reap benefits by
avoiding the need for institutional care and permitting
them to receive services in the community.

Currently the Department of Public Welfare is
involved with a number of programs that will provide
alternatives to institution-based care. Allegheny
County is home to two PACE sites. In addition, HUD
is developing some creative housing options that will
allow people to age in place. Fifteen percent of the
money that the state will receive from the tobacco
settlement is being targeted to expand the home-
and community-based services program.

Marc Cohen provided a national perspective on
options for long-term-care financing. Cohen reports
that based on aging populations, disability rates, and
service utilization patterns, we can expect long-term-
care costs to double by 2020.

Cohen also sees several other key trends in long-
term-care financing: an increased burden on state
Medicaid programs, a probable decrease in Medicare
spending, and greater out-of-pocket expenses for
families.

Potential solutions for the identified trends
include a comprehensive, non-means-tested, long-
term-care insurance (social insurance); a limited form
of social insurance; and a capped entitlement program
for the states.

Long-term care is not a high priority policy issue
for the current Congress or Administration. At the
federal level, there is general support for a tax credit

as an incentive for families to provide care-giving ser-
vices to their aging family members. However, even a
very modest version of this legislation was rejected by
Congress. Other proposals include an above-the-line
deduction for long-term-care insurance costs, an option
for a reverse-annuity mortgage for long-term-care in-
surance, and offering federal employees long-term-care
insurance as an example for other businesses.

There is currently a great deal of State experimenta-
tion occurring throughout the nation in an attempt to en-
courage greater private payment for services (generally,
private long-term-care insurance) and to develop less
costly service delivery models (typically, non-institution-
based programs). As a method of reducing costs, Medic-
aid has expanded its waiver program for home- and
community-based services (HCBS). HCBS services allow
for a better fit of an individual’s needs with the appro-
priate level of services. Also, providing support for
people to remain in their homes and communities
encourages utilization of informal networks and services
provided by volunteers.

There are several other models of alternative fi-
nancing programs occurring throughout the nation.
As of 1999, nineteen states have enacted tax incentives
to encourage the purchase of private long-term-care
insurance. Although the financial impact is small,
these states are signaling their support for such insur-
ance. Created by a special waiver option, Partnership
programs link the purchase of long-term-care insurance
to liberalized eligibility criteria for Medicaid. These
programs are aimed at middle-class elders. Many states
are also allocating funds for consumer education about
long-term care and aging resources.

States are attempting to rely less on Medicaid
funding for financing of long-term-care services. In an
attempt to shift funding sources, states are looking to
consumer education about private long-term-care in-
surance to increase citizen awareness and action. The
long-term-care insurance market is growing rapidly,
with more than six million policies sold. The market
segments that insurers are attempting to reach are the
middle- and upper-income elders who are healthy and
would not immediately qualify for Medicaid.

There are several consumer benefits to having
long-term-care insurance. Families benefit financially
from having their loved one covered for more hours
of care. Emotionally, this decreases stress on
caregivers. Long-term-care insurance also provides
coverage for services other than institution-based care,
which can help delay institutionalization. Having in-
surance coverage decreases the chances that individu-
als and families will become impoverished when
long-term care is needed. Economic benefits for the
larger arena include Medicaid and Home Health
expenditures.
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There are a number of barriers to obtaining long-
term-care insurance. Aging, and ultimately death, are
not issues that people like to think about. This denial
keeps them from making adequate end-of-life prepa-
rations. Many people mistakenly believe that public
programs cover long-term-care services, causing addi-
tional apathy towards thinking about how and where
they will age. For those who are aware that long-term-
care insurance exists, the cost of the insurance can be
prohibitive. Additionally, many consumers may not
be convinced that they will ever need long-term-care
services. A lack of information on the individual’s
probability of needing care acts as a deterrent as well.

Overall, there are a number of challenges sur-
rounding the issue of long-term care, but Cohen feels
there are a number of conclusions we can draw at this
time. First, states will need to find ways to make the
aging system more effective and rational. Second,
private insurance will play an increasing role in the
long-term-care arena. Third, the approach must
include many strategies for informing the public
and preparing for increased demand.

When looking at long-term care from a provider’s
perspective, it is important to look at the aging system
as a continuum of care. Paul Winkler urged all to
keep in mind that long-term care is not synonymous
with nursing-home care. Winkler remarked that these
two terms are often used interchangeably, and this is a
misinterpretation.

Another misconception that providers have to
struggle against is the perception that Medicare covers
long-term care. When people rely on Medicare and
Medicaid as their de facto long-term-care insurance,
this places more demand on the government. Provid-
ers would like the public to become more versed on
the issue of long-term care. Barriers to general knowl-
edge about insurance coverage include the fact that
long-term-care polices are very difficult to understand,
and that there is no standardization of insurance policy
coverage. A good policy should cover all levels of care
across the continuum, but purchasers must first know
what services should be included.

Another learning curve for consumers is not only
knowing what services are offered, but what level of
care is necessary. For example, Alzheimer’s disease
and other dementias do not require a skilled-nursing-
facility level of care throughout the illness. In-home
services should not be contingent on medical neces-
sity for all cases. There should be some allowances for
non-skilled home-health providers to visit non-medi-

LONG TERM CARE
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their homes. Ultimately, providers would like to see
long-term care offered by employers as part of their
fringe benefit package.

Daniel Lebish provided a perspective from the
private insurance industry. Long-term-care insurance
is currently a growth market. From 1988 to 1998, long-
term-care policies grew from 1.1 million to 4.3 million.
Since Highmark’s mantra is “Live longer, better,” add-
ing long-term-care insurance to its portfolio fits with its
mission. Insurance policies are based on risk, and poli-
cies are only profitable if you are able to spread the risk
of individuals collecting on benefits over a large num-
ber of people who are not using the benefits. Currently,
the provision of long-term-care insurance is risky be-
cause the average age of the person who acquires long-
term-care insurance is between 70 and 73 years old.
Insurance companies would like to see the average
age of the buyer decrease significantly.

As this is a new market for Highmark, they have
partnered with GE Capital Assurance for GE’s expertise
in this niche market. GE Capital Assurance has been in
the long-term-care insurance business since 1974 and is a
leader in this industry. Four policies are being offered, in-
cluding a Select Plan, Shared Benefit Plan (for married
couples), a Facility Plan, and a Custom Plan.

Highmark is aware that they must overcome public
resistance to thinking about the need for long-term care
planning, as well as do a good job of educating the com-

People are living longer, and the largest

ever cohort in the United States-the baby

boomers-are approaching retirement age.
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munity about long-term-care financing issues, or risk
tarnishing the Highmark name.

Open Discussion

Many issues were raised in the open discussion about fi-
nancing long-term care. A summary of comments fol-
lows.

• It is frustrating and confusing to attempt to un-
derstand the complexities of different policies.
• Sixty-five percent of people are never even ap-
proached by an agent selling long-term-care policies.
• Purchasers of insurance need to be aware of the
company’s rating and reputation. The Internet is a
great tool for researching this information.
• Long-term-care insurance is a woman’s issue, as
single women over age 85 are the fastest growing age
group.
• Employers are not offering this type of insurance
in employee benefit packages because employees are
not requesting it.
• The market that is being targeted for the insur-
ance are 40-to-50 year olds, who have competing de-
mands for money at that age. Also, use of policy ben-
efits may be 30-to-40 years off. There is concern that
the product may not be relevant that far in the future.
• Life insurance could convert, or disability poli-
cies roll over, to long-term-care insurance.
• Lower-middle-income seniors face barriers to ac-
cessing services, as they may be very resistant to the
spend-down requirements because they have saved
penny by penny, or own homes they want to pass
down to their families. These seniors may prefer to
have needs go unmet rather than give up what
wealth they have accumulated over the years.
• A better system of quality control and consumer
satisfaction for home-based services needs to be devel-
oped.
• There are workforce development issues that
must be addressed surrounding community-based
services. Agencies are not able to attract or retain
workers, especially with local retail stores offering
more competitive wages and better benefits.
• There is an increasing trend of personal-care-
home providers filing for bankruptcy after they are
required to repay overpayments.
• We need to see the structural and administrative
problems in the long-term-care service system as part
of the financing issue. We need to insure that there
are services available for consumers to purchase with
their insurance.
• New assisted-living facilities are being marketed
to private-pay individuals due to the SSI personal-
care-home-supplement rate of $25 per day.

• The language for facility licensing is problematic.
For example, a personal care home is where a person
resides, yet home- and community-based services are
not permitted to be provided in personal-care-home
settings.

A panel of state legislators provided insight on
what is occurring in Harrisburg around the issue of
long-term-care financing. Senator Melissa Hart re-
marked that the state has gotten involved due to
what is known as the “sandwich generation.” This
generation of adults is experiencing costs from both
their children (college) and their parents (nursing-
home care), creating extreme financial hardship. Addi-
tionally, the public sector cannot afford to shoulder the
responsibility for such care, and people do not like the
alternatives they are forced into by the public system.

Alternative financing options that the state is ex-
ploring are tax credits for the purchase of insurance
and a partnership between individuals and govern-
ment to decrease the cost of the insurance. There is
also a proposal to establish long-term-care insurance
standards.

Representative Frank Pistella discussed options
the state has available to influence the long-term-care
arena, which primarily involve regulating services.
Pistella reported that the issue of long-term-care
financing reached the policy agenda at the state due
to the personal experiences of some members of the
General Assembly. Currently proposed legislation in-
cludes a proposal to review home- and community-
based services through the Department of Aging, the
definition of assisted-living facilities, and the concept
of appropriate and adequate funding.

Senator Tim Murphy feels that we need to inte-
grate long-term care into other policy discussions oc-
curring about prescription-drug coverage and health
insurance. Murphy’s feeling is that piling more insur-
ance policies on the table does not necessarily solve
anything and does nothing to improve the account-
ability of the system.

Karen Feinstein summarized the discussion.
First, she clarified that health at the end of life is not
a declining linear process, but an up-and-down pro-
cess where illnesses and injuries are reversed or im-
proved. This up-and-down pattern is one that the
current system is not prepared to address. Feinstein
also commented on the importance of having options
in care, both in providers and available services.

Long-term care is really an issue about families--
both in how they choose to address the issue, as well
as how policies and systems support them. The pro-
viders of aging services need to be responsive to what
settings and packages people want for their long-term
care.

continued on page 26
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Based on the dialogue during the program, it
seems there is a range of options for addressing this
important issue of long-term-care financing. Some
items that need to be examined in closer detail in-
clude: marketing, community education, the workforce
for providers, spending-down issues, insurance regula-
tions, and private/government partnerships.

LONG TERM CARE
continued from page 25

IOP again sponsored the “Legislator for a Day” Pro-
gram for students at the University of Pittsburgh.
Based on a competitive application process, 10

students were selected to shadow an elected official
in Harrisburg. Applications were judged on the basis
of adherence to application procedures, quality of the
essay, demonstration of motivation to seek to benefit
educationally from the experience, and desire to serve
the community in future endeavors. An overwhelm-
ing number of applications were received, and IOP
is considering expanding this program in the future.

The students selected to participate in the pro-
gram brought a breadth of political experience and
knowledge, and represented varied interests and ma-
jors. Several of the students were involved in political
organizations both on and off campus, and many had
taken at least one political science course. Majors
ranged from political science to accounting to philoso-
phy. Several had combined majors and certificate pro-
grams, including environmental studies, international
policy, urban studies, and women’s studies.

Students shadowed the elected officials in the
State Capitol on March 21, 2000. Even the rainy
weather could not dampen the students’ enthusiasm

ME AND MY SHADOW:
The IOP “Legislator for a Day”

Program

by Christine Kuemmerle

for their experience. Students commented on the pace
of the day and the range of issues that elected officials
must have knowledge about. Student Jolynn
MacCarty said, “I learned that to be a Senator, one
must be able to do many things at once.” Melanie
Wolfe reported that she gained “a greater appreciation
for the amount of time and energy that our state legis-
lators devote to serving the public.”

In their application essays, many students wrote
that they hoped to have their faith restored in govern-
ment, and in elected officials in particular. The oppor-
tunity to meet, talk with, and observe elected officials
in action provided students with a greater sensitivity
and understanding of the incremental process of
policymaking. Katie King captured the significance of
the thought that is involved in crafting policy, stating,
“they weighed both sides of arguments and tried to
come to some kind of conclusion.”

Some students had the opportunity to experience
lobbying efforts by advocacy groups. Others had the
opportunity to experience press conferences. Students
attended committee meetings, caucus meetings, and
briefings. Floor debates in both the Senate and House
Chambers were observed, based on whom students
were shadowing. Students and their legislators were
recognized at the beginning of their respective floor
sessions.

For several of the students, floor debates were
the most exciting and informative part of the day. The
comparison was made between textbook information
regarding floor action, debates, and voting, and what
was observed. Melanie Wolfe described what actually
takes place during a House Session as a “whirlwind of
activity.” Rachel Felton commented that the day “had

Representative Tom Michlovic and Megan Hogue, his student “shadow.”
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a profound effect on my understanding of the political
system.” During the time spent observing the House
Session, students saw party Whips spring into action
for a controversial vote. Observing the Whips in ac-
tion was a highlight of the day for Megan Hogue.

For many students, the experience was influential
in determining a career path. Prior to the day in Har-
risburg, many students had considered running for
office in the future. After the day, several students
were even more strongly committed to this dream.
A number of other students felt that being in the spot-
light was not their calling, but they were interested
in exploring other possibilities such as being a staff
person for an elected official. Andrew Shea summed
up these feelings by stating, “I realize that not just
anyone can be a legislator.”

The students’ energy and enthusiasm was conta-
gious as they met for the trip home. They were inter-
ested in internships with political officials, jobs in
Washington, DC, and other options for political in-
volvement. Students were overwhelmingly positive
about the program in their formal evaluations. Many
students reported that shadowing an elected official
for a day was the highlight of their collegiate career
thus far. Luke Bobey commented, “What I got was the
kind of learning and social experience that you can’t
find in a book or have explained to you in a lecture.”

Elected officials appeared to enjoy the day as well,
having been given the opportunity to educate students
on a “typical” day in Harrisburg. One legislator com-
mented that the most positive part of the day was the
“interaction between myself and the student.” The
legislators provided students with stacks of materials
to take home and read and appeared genuinely inter-
ested in insuring that the students understood what
was taking place during the sessions. Several of the
participating elected officials commented on the qual-
ity of the students participating in the “Legislator for
a Day” Program. Most felt that the students were
interested in a learning experience, and the legislators
offered opportunities for their shadows to ask ques-
tions and to provide their own views on issues being
addressed in Harrisburg that day. One legislator
stated that the best thing about the program was
discovering “student interest in public policy issues.”

The experiences, insights and observations gained
from one day shadowing an elected official in Harris-
burg made politics more real to the students who
participated. Regardless of the career paths the
students take in life, they will always know that their
participation in the policy process is vital.

Any legislator interested in hosting a student for a
day in Harrisburg as part of the “Legislator for a Day”
Program, should contact the Institute of Politics at
(412) 624-1837.

Legislators and Students Who
Participated in “Legislator for a Day”

Legislators
Students

Senator Jay Costa, Jr.
Luke Bobey, (finance/accounting)

Representative Dan Frankel
Lee Rutledge, (politics/philosophy/urban studies)

Senator Melissa Hart
Jolynn MacCarty, (undeclared)

Senator Allen Kukovich
Rogette Harris, (political science)

Representative David Levdansky
Katie King, (environmental studies/political science)

Representative Tom Michlovic
Megan Hogue, (political science)

Representative Jane Orie
Rachel Felton, (political science/communications/
women’s studies)

Representative Frank Pistella
Andrew Shea, (philosophy/political science)

Representative Bill Robinson
Ray Murphy, (social work)

Representative Sara Steelman
Christine Kuemmerle, (IOP program intern)

Representative Tom Tangretti
Melanie Wolfe, (undeclared)
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