
Policy Roundtable for Child Care Annual Retreat 
July 10, 2013    9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.  

Eaton Canyon Nature Center 
1750 N. Altadena Drive  Pasadena 

 

Working the Levers for Change to Promote Child and Family Well-being 
 

Retreat Goals 
1. Conduct Roundtable business in a transparent and efficient manner. 
2. Engage members in the process of updating the Policy Framework. 
3. Structure the retreat to facilitate social connections among members.  

 

 
When 

 
What 

 
Who 

 
8:30  

 
Coffee and Networking 

 

 
9:00  

 
1. Convene  

Dora Jacildo 
Vice Chair  

a. Welcome and Introductions  
 

b.   Overview of the Day  
 

 Levers for change  
o Parent partnerships 
o Professional development  
o Policies and systems 

 

 
2. Approve Minutes from June 12, 2013             ACTION ITEM 

 

 
3. Nominating Committee Report 

 Election of Chair and Vice Chair        ACTION ITEM        

 Comments from New Officers 

 
 

Keesha Woods 
Stacy Miller 

 
 
9:30 

 
4. Legislative Report 

a. Sacramento Update 
 

b. Federal Update 

 
Adam Sonenshein  

Michele Sartell 

 
9:40 

 
5. Updating the Child Care Policy Framework 

 
Dora Jacildo  

9:45 a. Accomplishments and Lessons Learned Since 2009 
 

K.  Malaske-Samu  

9:55 b.   Current Landscape  

 Population and Child Care Supply  

Karla Howell 

 
 
10: 15 

 
c.   Policies and Systems  

 Federal Policies  
o Head Start funding in Los Angeles County 
o President’s early education proposal - 

handout 
o Proposed federal CCDF regulation changes  

 
 
 

Keesha Wood 
 
 

Michele Sartell  

   

 



 
When 

 
What 

 
Who 

 
10:25 

 

 

 State Policies 
o What the budget says about State policies 

for young children  
o QRIS implementation (afternoon session)   
o Transitional Kindergarten –  handout 
o Community Care Licensing – handout  

 
Adam Sonenshein 

 
10:35 

 
d. Parent Partnerships 

 Republic Article “The Hell of American Day Care”   

 Information, Access, Affordability and Parent 
Choice  

 
Ruth Yoon 

Sharoni Little 

 
10:50 

 
e.   Professional Development 

 Professional Development as a Vehicle for Practice 
Change – the Magnolia Community Initiative 

 
Sam Chan  

 
11:10 

 
f.   On the Horizon   

 This is the first in a series of efforts to collect input on the                               
 Policy Framework and is focused on County Departments  

 Children and Family Services 

 Parks and Recreation  

 Probation 

 Public Health  

 Public Social Services 

 
  
 

 
Jennifer Hottenroth 

Faith Parducho 
Jeannette Aguirre 

Robert Gilchick 
Nurhan Pirim 

 
 

12:10 

 
6. Did you hear what I heard? Checking-in with the group 

 
Dora Jacildo 

Sharoni Little 
12:30 Lunch   
 
 

1:15 

 
7. OCC – Child Care Quality Rating and Improvement Systems 

a. Steps to Excellence Program (STEP) 
 

b. Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge (RTT-ELC) 
 

 
Helen Chavez 

2:00 8. Report on Best Start Retreat 
a. Adoption of 3 Core Family Results 

 
b. Adoption of 3 Core Community Results 

 
c.  Implications for Countywide Investments 

Duane Dennis   

 
 
2:30 

 
9. Check-in  

 Did we accomplish our goals for the meeting? 

 
Dora Jacildo 

Sharoni Little 
 
 

3:00 

 
10.  Adjourn  

 

Names in italics have been invited but not confirmed.   



Parent Partnerships
Leadership from parents at every level ensures that program 
and practice strategies (a) are responsive and relevant to all 
kinds of family needs and choices (b) model the relationships 
among families, service providers, and community resources 
that can promote the best possible partnership to support 
children’s development and (c) engage parents as active 
partners. Partnerships work best when many parents are con-
sistently involved as decision-makers in program planning, 
implementation and assessment. 

Starting points for implementing successful parent partnerships:
 n Reach out and partner with existing parent organizations
 n	 Create and maintain prominent leadership roles for parents
 n	 Continually assess what motivates parents to engage in 
  program leadership
 n	 Provide leadership training and support for parent 
  leaders to participate
 n	 Create opportunities for parents to engage with other 
  parents in understanding and using the protective factors  
  in their own families
 n	 Designate specific resources for parent engagement, 
  participation and leadership

Professional Development
Infusing the Protective Factors Framework into training for 
all people who work with children and families helps build a 
workforce across disciplines with common knowledge, goals 
and language. Professionals at every level, from frontline 
workers to supervisors and administrators, should get train-
ing tailored to their roles with a consistent message focused 
on Strengthening Families. 

Starting points for using professional development to imple-
ment Strengthening Families:

 n	 Provide orientation and training on Strengthening 
 Families at professional conferences and meetings

 n	 Offer the Protective Factors Framework to current 
 training providers to leverage existing training capacity

Levers for Change: Implementing and Sustaining 
Strengthening Families in States and Counties

Implementing Strengthening Families at a state, county or local level requires engaging the programs and services that 
already provide support for children and families as partners. States participating in the Strengthening Families National 
Network have found three key “levers for change” are critical for fully realizing the promise of Strengthening Families. 

Using very small investments, these levers can create incentives, capacity and significant momentum to encourage 
local programs and service systems to use the Protective Factors Framework. The levers create a systemic, scalable and 
sustainable opportunity to implement the Protective Factors.

The three levers for change are:     n			Parent partnerships      n			Professional development     n			Policy and systems

Center for the Study of Social Policy  |  1575 Eye Street NW, Ste. 500  |  Washington, DC 20005  |  www.strengtheningfamilies.net  |  www.cssp.org

 n	 Integrate Strengthening Families research and Protective 
   Factors Framework into university, college, continuing 

 education and certificate programs
 n	 Incorporate Strengthening Families concepts into new 

 worker training
 n	 Develop online training and distance learning 

 opportunities
 n	 Reinforce training with follow-up support, such as 

 reflective supervision and ongoing mentoring

Policies and Systems
Strengthening Families can serve as a platform for 
coordination across diverse initiatives since it’s based on 
research used by different disciplines and focuses on goals 
held in common by several departments and agencies. 
The Protective Factors Framework provides a bridge for 
promoting optimal child development AND preventing 
child abuse and neglect. Regulations and procedures that 
govern everyday practice are one avenue for creating and 
reinforcing linkages across agencies using Strengthening 
Families as a basis for their work. 

Policy and systems strategies for building collaboration:
 n	 Engage multidisciplinary partners responsible for 
  improving child outcomes and preventing maltreatment  
  in Strengthening Families state leadership
 n	 Use the Protective Factors Framework to define a 
  shared set of desired outcomes for families across  
  systems and disciplines
 n	 Link Strengthening Families to cross-systems planning 
  efforts as a way to implement common language and 
  common goals

 n	 Adapt contracting methods for funding and assessing 
  programs to include a focus on Protective Factors
	 n	 Revise job requirements, performance reviews and 
  performance contracts to reflect the Strengthening  
  Families approach to working with children and families



Strengthening Families: Creating a New Normal
The Strengthening Families Approach:

	 n		 Benefits ALL families

	 n		 Builds on family strengths, buffers risk, and promotes better outcomes

	 n		 Can be implemented through small but significant changes in everyday actions

	 n		 Builds on and can become a part of existing programs, strategies, systems and community opportunities

	 n		 Is grounded in research, practice and implementation knowledge

Mobilizing partners, communities and families 
to build family strengths, promote optimal 

development and reduce child abuse and neglect

Families and communities, service systems and organizations:
• Focus on building protective and promotive factors to reduce risk and create optimal outcomes for 
 children, youth and families
• Recognize and support parents as decision makers and leaders
• Value the culture and unique assets of each family
• Are mutually responsible for better outcomes for children, youth and families

A New Normal

• Strengthened 
 families 

• Optimal child 
 development 

• Reduced child 
 abuse & neglect

Families and  
communities build 
protective factors that 
also promote healthy 
outcomes:

• Parental resilience

• Social connections

• Knowledge of 
 parenting and  
 child development

• Concrete support 
 in times of need

• Social and 
 emotional  
 competence of  
 children

Levers

Community and  
multi-system leaders 
act to build sustain-
able infrastructure 
through key levers  

for change:

• Parent 
 Partnerships

• Policy/Systems

• Professional 
 Development

Strategies
Protective

Factors Results

Community programs 
and worker practice 
consistently:

• Facilitate friendships 
 and mutual support

• Strengthen parenting

• Respond to family 
 crises

• Link families to 
 services and  
 opportunities

• Value and 
 support parents

• Further children’s 
 social and emotional  
 development

• Observe and 
 respond to early  
 warning signs of  
 abuse and neglect



 
 
 
 

Policy Roundtable for Child Care 
222 South Hill Street, Fifth Floor, Los Angeles, CA  90012 

Phone:  (213) 974-4103  •  Fax:  (213) 217-5106  •  www.childcare.lacounty.gov 
 

MMEEEETTIINNGG  MMIINNUUTTEESS  
 

June 12, 2013 
10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
Conference Room 743 

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Dr. Jacquelyn McCroskey, Chair of the Policy Roundtable for Child Care (Roundtable), opened 
the meeting at 10:06 a.m.  Members and guests introduced themselves.  
 

A. Review of Meeting Minutes – May 8, 2013 
 
Action:  Ms. Nina Sorkin entered a motion to approve the minutes; Ms. Dora Jacildo seconded 

the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention. 
 

B. Progress on Policy Framework Update 
 

Dr. McCroskey reported that the first meeting of the Steering Committee was held on  
May 23, 2013.  Committee members will be reviewing the accomplishments over the past 
two years and then think strategically about objectives for the next two years.  Specifically, 
the Committee has outlined its work as follows: 

 
• addressing this task as essentially building some new increments based on what the 

Roundtable has already done and learned,  
 

• using the same goals as an interim structure (although the Steering Committee agreed 
to visit potentially combining goals 2, 3 and 4 in some way), 
 

• working collaboratively with County departments and key partner institutions (e.g., Los 
Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE), Los Angeles Unified School District 
(LAUSD)) by asking representatives to suggest new strategies or ways to deepen 
existing strategies. 

 
Dr. McCroskey then asked members to offer their thoughts on the logical next steps in terms of 
how the Roundtable can work most effectively with their department or institution. 
 
The next meeting of the Steering Committee is scheduled for June 26, 2013 from  
1:00 to 3:00 p.m.  in the Service Integration Branch’s 5th Floor Work Room. 
 

 

 
 

 

Pending Approval – Draft:  July 3, 2013 
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Dr. Robert Gilchick asked what influence is available with respect to augmenting the elements 
included in the quality rating and improvement scale (QRIS).  From a public health standpoint, 
he is interested in recommending the inclusion of health indicia in the ratings and offered the 
resources of the County’s Department of Public Health (DPH) to help make this happen.   Dr. 
McCroskey noted that to date only early childhood people have been involved in the 
development of the QRIS and added that not many counties have thought about public health 
issues.  A brief discussion ensued about strategies for including the health perspective in the 
discussions.  Ms. Laura Escobedo offered that the DPH representative serving on the Child 
Care Planning Committee (Planning Committee) could participate in their Quality Work Group, 
which provides feedback on quality projects.  Mr. Adam Sonenhein suggested that he is 
available to facilitate a conversation with Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP) 
representatives as well. 
 

C. Nominating Committee Report 
 
Reporting on behalf of the Nominating Committee, Ms. Karla Howell introduced the slate for 
Chair and Vice Chair as Ms. Dora Jacildo and Dr. Sharoni Little respectively who have both 
agreed to serve.  The Roundtable will vote on the slate of officers at the July retreat. 
 
Mr. Duane Dennis announced that he has been appointed as the Second Supervisorial District 
representative to the First 5 LA Commission.  As such, he will no longer represent the 
Roundtable as an ex officio member, which means the Roundtable will need to appoint a new 
representative.  Mr. Dennis is excited about his appointment as it gives a voting voice on behalf 
of early care and education.  Furthermore, the changes will add a greater presence around 
issues near and dear to the field of early care and education.  He is looking forward working 
closely with the Roundtable appointee to bring a greater emphasis to early care and education 
as it relates to First 5 LA.   
 
Dr. McCroskey asked Mr. Dennis to describe his responsibilities as an ex officio member on 
behalf of the Roundtable.  Mr. Dennis explained that he made sure the perspective of early care 
and education was always front and center during any conversation around First 5 LA 
endeavors and funding opportunities.  He mentioned that First 5 LA’s largest investment is in 
universal preschool and as such, requires careful examination.  He mentioned that Supervisor 
Mark Ridley-Thomas, the current chair of the First 5 LA Commission, is interested in policy 
issues and plans to bring a policy motion relating to early care and education to the floor at their 
next meeting.  Mr. Dennis commented that he has brought both a programmatic and policy 
perspective to the table.  Operating early care and education programs is helpful, however more 
important is the ability to frame the issues from a systems perspective.   
 
The time commitment can be intense given First 5 LA’s work.  Currently, their work on Best 
Start has prompted a number of extra meetings to discuss strategy.  All members are expected 
to serve on committees.  Mr. Dennis added that there is a lot of reading, especially in preparing 
for the monthly Commission meetings.  And the next four months are critical as the Commission 
moves to approve a budget.  Careful deliberation will be required to ensure that the budget 
relates to their priorities for allocating funds.  Commissioners are off in August.   
 
Mr. Dennis relayed that in terms of the appointment, the representative may need to recuse 
herself from funding decisions if her organization is an applicant, something that has occurred 
for most Commissioners.  While it may be of value to have someone who may not be in line for 
funding, this is a decision of the nominating committee.   
 



Policy Roundtable for Child Care  
Minutes – June 12, 2013 
Page 3 
 

Approved as amended – July 10, 2013 
 

Members interested in representing the Roundtable as ex officio members on the Commission 
were invited to submit their names to Ms. Howell.  The Nominating Committee will consider the 
names and then offer a recommendation at the July retreat.  Mention was made that 
Roundtable members representing County departments are not eligible. 
 

D. Update on Los Angeles County Office of the California Early Care and 
Education Workforce Registry 

 
Ms. Malaske-Samu referred to the previous month meeting at which it was reported that  
First 5 LA was entering into a strategic partnership with the Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles 
(the Alliance) and the Office of Child Care to develop a pilot workforce registry for Los Angeles 
County.  Since approved by the First 5 LA Commission, there is a better understanding of the 
budget, which is smaller than first expected.  As a result, the Office of Child Care will participate 
on a more limited basis without funding, contributing to the work given its stipend and quality 
rating and improvement system programs and the Planning Committee.  Ms. Cristina Alvarado 
thanked Ms. Kathy Malaske-Samu and Ms. Escobedo for their participation in the planning 
meetings and thinking through how the registry will work.  The budget cut was not anticipated; 
however it is a pilot project and the Alliance wants to keep working with the Office of Child Care 
and its other community partners.  Ms. Alvarado volunteered to present updates to the 
Roundtable as implementation is underway.   
 

E. Updating the Policy Roundtable for Child Care Ordinance 
 
Ms. Malaske-Samu referred to the draft Board letter and County Counsel ordinance that was e-
mailed on June 7th to the membership and included as a copy in their meeting packets.   
Ms. Malaske-Samu asked members to send her final corrections as soon as possible.  The 
ordinance will codify operational changes and updates to responsibilities and duties.  It also 
takes the Roundtable through the sunset date of June 30, 2016.   

 
II. SURPLUSES AND SHORTFALLS IN THE LOCAL CHILD CARE SUPPLY 
 
Dr. McCroskey welcomed Ms. Laura Escobedo while simultaneously acknowledging her 
retirement planned for the end of next month.  Dr. McCroskey, on behalf of the Roundtable, 
extended deep appreciation for her contributions to the Office of Child Care and to the 
Roundtable’s understanding of the local child care supply and demand for those services.  Ms. 
Escobedo was recognized for her incredible job of compiling and  analyzing data on child care 
needs and demand, guiding the Planning Committee through its strategic planning process, and 
doing it all with a truly collaborative spirit.  Dr. McCroskey thanked Ms. Escobedo for her service 
to the children and families of Los Angeles County. 
 
Ms. Escobedo’s last day with the Office of Child Care is July 30, 2013.  A retirement party is 
planned for Thursday, July 25, 2013 from 5:00 – 7:00 p.m. at Les Noces du Figaro in downtown 
Los Angeles.     
 

A. Recommended Priority Areas for Increased Child Care Subsidies 
 
Ms. Escobedo assured members and guests that today is not the last time for them to receive 
an update on needs as it is a mandate of the Planning Committee, which is on track for 
completing one every other year.  The current needs assessment is an update to the last one 
done in 2011.  The most significant change is technical as all of the needs assessment work 
done prior to 2012 was based on data from the 2000 census.  Ms. Escobedo remarked that at 
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that time, projections relating to population growth were over-optimistic.  The current numbers 
represent 200,000 fewer children ages birth to 12 years old than originally estimated.  As such, 
the picture changes regarding need and availability.  Referring to the handout included in the 
meeting packets, Ms. Escobedo noted an 11.5 percent reduction, with the largest reduction 
attributed to preschool age children.  She added that minor changes in workforce show a slight 
increase in the number of families with infants and toddlers, thus raising demand and adding to 
the ongoing problem for the County and the state. 
 
Moving to likely use of licensed options, Ms. Escobedo commented on the Los Angeles County 
Health Survey conducted every year by the DPH.  The survey includes questions relating to the 
use of child care by selected populations, including specific enough questions to obtain 
information on the type of care arrangements sought by families.  The data collected from the 
survey is then applied to general population to make assumptions.   
 
Ms. Escobedo relayed that there has been a dramatic increase in the numbers of families with 
children from birth to three years old who would likely use center-based care.  In addition, the 
numbers rose for families likely to seek services from family child care homes.  Consequently, 
fewer families wanted to use license-exempt providers.  Some discussion followed with 
consideration of possible explanations, such as the economy, decreased reimbursement rates 
for license-exempt providers, and public media campaigns around quality child care (i.e. LAUP 
advertisements).  Still, there is not enough infant care in centers or family child care homes. 
 
Half day preschool is much better positioned to meet the demand than two years ago, in part 
due to the drop in the number of preschool age children.  Ms. Escobedo stated that preschool 
programs are meeting the needs of four out of every five children and that is with respect to all 
spaces, inclusive of LAUP.  The question was asked whether the data includes the numbers of 
children enrolled in Transitional Kindergarten (TK).  Ms. Escobedo thought that the overlap 
would likely be small, however no work has been done to sort out the impact of TK on demand 
and availability.  Another issue raised is the potential impact that charging parent fees for the 
part-day State Preschool program might have on demand.  The California Department of 
Education (CDE) has been conducting a study to learn about the impact; among the findings to 
date is that there has been a tremendous amount of turnover.   
 
Ms. Escobedo commented that the numbers reflect all children eligible to participate in a 
preschool enrichment program, subsidized as well as unsubsidized.  Overall, preschool is only 
serving 50 percent of three and four year old children.  Ms. Escobedo added that some families 
secure enrichment opportunities through other sources for which they pay.  Many families earn 
incomes on the border – high enough that they are not eligible for subsidized services, but low 
enough that they cannot afford to pay.  
 
In answer to a question regarding choices providers might make with respect to serving children 
from birth to three years old, Ms. Escobedo replied that center and family child care homes are 
predominantly used by families with two and three year old children.  Ms. Nina Sorkin asked 
about the status of children under 14 years old and with disabilities and other special needs 
accessing child care and development services, including specialized programs.  She 
specifically expressed her interest in whether there is a count of this sub-population of the 
children participating in licensed child care programs.  To date, no effort has been made to 
break out the numbers by special or sub-populations.  The notion is that early intervention has a 
beneficial impact on children the younger they are enrolled in such programs.  Dr. Sam Chan 
commented that many school districts have scaled down resources for children formerly served 
through AB 3632 programs (now referred to as ERMHS - Education-Related Mental Health 
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Services).  It was suggested that this issue be added as an agenda item for a future meeting 
with the idea of expanding it to address early childhood mental health.” 
   
Ms. Escobedo, addressing the needs of working families, highlighted a 65 percent shortfall in 
spaces for infants and toddlers, less than projected in 2011.  Similarly for preschool age 
children, the shortfall dropped to 16 percent.  On the other hand, the shortfall for school age 
children increased to 71 percent, due mostly to school districts not fully utilizing the available 
funding as opposed to funding cuts.  Ms. Escobedo explained that most of the funding for 
school age children is not intended for child care, however many working families use it as such, 
particularly since the programs are free.  Furthermore most of the funding for school age does 
not provide for operation during school breaks.    
 
Next, Ms. Escobedo talked about setting priorities for expansion as more funding becomes 
available.  The CDE requires the local planning councils in each county to set priorities for 
funding allocations based on the needs of the communities.  Priority zip codes are ranked on a 
scale of one to three, with one identified as highest need.  Priorities are established based on 
family income and the ages of eligible children by spaces and number of children served.  
Spaces are counted for center-based, school age, State Preschool, Family Child Care Home 
Education Networks and Alternative Payment Programs.  The CDE is only interested in 
benchmarks for all children from birth to 12 years old; that is, priorities are not provided based 
on age groupings.  While data is reported to the CDE in the aggregate, the Office of Child Care 
maintains data that can be used for more targeted discussions on future funding allocations.   
 
The needs assessment data and priority listings will be posted on the Office of Child Care 
website at www.childcare.lacounty.gov in the near future.   
 
III. CALIFORNIA BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ISSUES 
 

A. May Revise and Child Care and Development Issues 
 
Mr. Sonenshein directed members and guests to their meeting packets for the matrix 
summarizing the Governor’s May revisions to the child care and development budget items 
contained in his proposed budget package for 2013-14, the response of the Assembly and 
Senate budget subcommittees, and the actions of the Conference Committee to resolve the 
differences.  Overall, the Conference Committee accepted the Department of Finance’s more 
conservative budget forecast over the Legislative Analyst Office’s (LAO) projections that 
suggested additional revenue of $3.2 billion.  The budget agreement also includes $1.1 billion 
in reserves.  The compromise includes an opening for the legislature to revisit the budget in 
January 2014 to review whether the LAO’s predictions have been realized, thus possibly 
allowing for restoration of some funding priorities. 
 
In summary, only modest increases in State Preschool and other child care and development 
programs were approved by the Conference Committee.  Other agreements included no 
shifting of child care and development programs to Proposition 98, maintaining parent fees for 
part-day State Preschool, simplifying the family fee schedule to monthly rather than daily fees 
and establishing flat rates, developing a California Preschool Plan (without funding), and 
funding CalWORKs Child Care Stages 2 and 3 based on estimated caseloads.  (See matrix for 
further detail).    
 
Mr. Sonenshein added that the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) was approved by the 
Conference Committee.  He suggested advocating with districts on allocating some of their 

http://www.childcare.lacounty.gov/
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funds to early care and education.  Exploration will be needed to determine if districts could 
partner with local providers or whether funding would be limited to programs operating on the 
school campus. 
 
As a final note on the budget, Mr. Sonenshein stated that the approved Conference 
Committee budget items resulted from agreements made over the weekend between the 
Governor and the Legislature.  The Governor, however, still has the authority to blue pencil 
items.  Given the upswing of the economy and the agreements, it is less likely that the 
Governor will make any significant changes with his blue pencil. 
 

B. Bills Related to Child Care and Development Services  
  
 AB 274 (Bonilla):   Child Care and Development Services 
 
The bill analysis and recommended position of support adopted by the Roundtable at its May 
meeting was forwarded to the Chief Executive Office’s Intergovernmental Relations and 
External Affairs (IGEA) on June 4th, 2013.  Next steps include IGEA’s review for consistency 
with the County’s State Legislative Agenda and vetting with other County department’s as 
needed.  Based on the review, it should be included as a Pursuit of Position in a Sacramento 
Update to the Board of Supervisors.  Once the Board receives the memo, the Office of Child 
Care on behalf of the Roundtable will prepare letters to Committee Chairs and the author as the 
bill continues to proceed through the legislature.  The bill analysis was included in the meeting 
packet. 
 
 SB 192 (Liu):  Early Learning and Educational Support Act 
 
The bill analysis with recommended position of support adopted by the Roundtable at its May 
meeting was forwarded to IGEA on June 10th, 2013.  The CDE has been working closely with 
local stakeholders on drafting language to amend the provision of the bill relating to using 
Academic Performance Index (API) rankings of 1 to 3 to determine the allocation of expansion 
funds.  The amendments would require the local planning councils to consider the API rankings 
as well as existing methodology to determine priorities for the distribution of expansion funds as 
they become available.  The bill analysis was included in the meeting packet. 

 
 AB 1152 (Ammiano):  California School-Age Families Education (Cal-SAFE) Program 
 
The Roundtable approved a recommended position of support on this bill, which would remove 
the Cal-SAFE program from the list of categorical programs and maintain it as a specific line 
item in the State budget.  Unfortunately, the bill did not pass out of the Assembly Committee on 
Appropriations.  Regardless, statewide groups are continuing to advocate on behalf of the Cal-
SAFE program, urging legislators to amend the proposed LCFF in order to ensure a dedicated 
funding stream for this program that serves pregnant and parenting teens with academic 
supports and their children with quality child care and development services. 
 
 SB 528 (Yee):  Parenting and Pregnant Youth in Foster Care 
 
The County has identified three bills relating to child care and development as legislation of 
interest.  SB 528 was brought to the attention of IGEA by the Department of Children and 
Family Services (DCFS).  Of particular concern to the County is the provision that would require 
foster youth to receive medical health information, including their rights to access certain 
services such as reproductive health care.  At issue is the source of the information and 
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ensuring that it is accurate and unbiased.  The Office of Child Care was asked to weigh in on 
the child care and development provision; the bill analysis was included in the meeting packet.  
The County has not taken a position on this bill.   
 
 AB 641(Rendon): Family Child Care Collective Bargaining 
 
This bill also has been identified as legislation of County interest as have similar bills in previous 
years.  Historically, the County has not taken a position on bills of this nature. 

 
 AB 1187 (Mansoor): Title IV-E and Subsidized Child Care    
 
AB 1187 has drawn some attention as well as confusion as some have interpreted it as an 
opportunity to draw down additional Title IV-E funds if used for child care and development 
services.  There are counties that do not draw down their full allocation of Title IV-E funds due 
to the matching funds requirement.  A proposed solution identified in this bill is to allow 
counties to use their subsidized child care and development and After School Education and 
Safety (ASES) program funds as the match.  Based on a cursory examination of the bill, Ms. 
Patricia Carbajal of IGEA relayed in an e-mail to Ms. Michele Sartell that the bill may not apply 
to Los Angeles County as it participates in the CAP waiver program under a capped funding 
allocation, making it ineligible to draw down additional funds.  Nevertheless, AB 1187 did not 
pass out of the Assembly Committee on Human Services.  It could become a two-year bill; at 
that time the Roundtable could identify it as a bill of interest, which would cause some further 
research into its applicability to Los Angeles County. 
 

C. Federal Initiative 
 
 Proposal to Strengthen Regulations for the Child Care and Development Fund 
 
Mr. Sonenshein directed members and guests to their meeting packets for the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services announcement of proposed new regulations to strengthen 
standards to better promote the health, safety and school readiness of children participating in 
child care and development programs receiving federal Child Care and Development Fund 
(CCDF) money.  The new regulations would apply also to license-exempt (with some 
exemptions for relative caregivers) serving children subsidized with CCDF funds. 
 
Mr. Sonenshein suggested that the Roundtable examine the regulations given the consistency 
with its Public Policy Platform, which addresses the need for a more robust licensing system 
and supports the development and implementation of a quality rating and improvement system.  
Comments are due by August 5, 2013. 
 
Mr. Dennis asked that a fiscal analysis be prepared in time for the July retreat.  He is particularly 
interested in the impact on individual providers.  He noted that the focus on quality improvement 
is likely to result in fewer children in care, which could be significant for California.  Ms. Malaske-
Samu pointed out that the state is talking about a reduction in quality dollars.  The discussion at 
the retreat will be an opportunity to identify potentially competing trends.  STEP and RTT-ELC 
can be helpful in looking at the costs. 
 
IV. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

• The Roundtable Annual Retreat is scheduled for Wednesday, July 10, 2013 from 9:00 
a.m. to 3:00 p.m. at Eaton Canyon Nature Center.  The retreat is an opportunity to 
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engage in longer conversations and go deeper into issues.  Members may be tapped 
to help with the conversations.  Among items that will impact the discussions are the 
better economic outlook, pending work in the next iteration of the Policy Framework, 
expansion of the Steps to Excellence Program (STEP) and implementation of the Race 
to the Top-Early Learning Challenge (RTT-ELC).  Mr. Sam Chan suggested 
capitalizing on the work of the Strengthening Families Learning Community to look at 
the bigger picture and how work can be done in concert with other networks.   
 

V. CALL TO ADJOURN 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:47 p.m. 
 
Commissioners Present: 
Ms. Maria Calix 
Dr. Sam Chan 
Mr. Duane Dennis 
Dr. Robert Gilchick 
Ms. Karla Howell 
Ms. Dora Jacildo 

Dr. Sharoni Little 
Ms. Kathy Malaske-Samu    
Dr. Jacquelyn McCroskey 
Mr. Adam Sonenshein 
Ms. Nina Sorkin 
 

 
48 percent of members were in attendance 
 
Guests:  
Ms. Cristina Alvarado, Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles 
Ms. Debi Anderson, Los Angeles County Office of Education 
Mr. Robert Beck, Department of Public Social Services/Child Care Program 
Ms. Patricia Carbajal, Intergovernmental Relations and External Affairs/Chief Executive Office 
Ms. Nora Garcia-Rosales, Department of Public Social Services/Child Care Program 
Ms. Jennifer Hottenroth, Department of Children and Family Services 
Ms. Jennifer Quinn, Childhelp Foster Care 
Ms. Kate Sachnoff, AdvoKate 
  
Staff:  
Ms. Laura Escobedo 
Ms. Michele Sartell 
 
PRCC_Minutes_June 12, 2013 
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GOVERNOR SIGNS 2013-14 STATE BUDGET 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  
 
Overview 

On June 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed the budget package for 2013-14, which 
reflects a multiyear balanced plan, continues to spend down budgetary debt and maintains a 
$1.1 billion reserve.  The budget is comprised of a $96.3 state spending plan with an emphasis 
on restructuring K-12 education finance, reinvesting in state universities, and expanding Medi-
Cal coverage under federal health care reform.  Additionally, the budget package demonstrates 
modest efforts at re-investing in safety net programs, which have experienced cumulative 
reductions over the past four years.1 
 
The remainder of this policy brief summarizes the 2013-14 state budget plan as it pertains to 
child care and development services. 
 
Child Care and Development Budget Items 

Overall, the budget for 2013-14 begins to restore funding for child care and development 
services.  According to Early Edge California, the budget reflects a $50.8 million reinvestment - 
$15.8 million to backfill sequestration reductions, $25 million increase in State Preschool, and 
$10 million to expand non-CalWORKs child care.2  Specifically, the budget package: 
 
 Backfills an estimated $15.8 million of federal sequestration reductions with a like amount of 

General Fund as follows:  $11.1 million for General Child Development programs, $4.2 
million for Alternative Payment (AP) programs and $0.6 million for Migrant Day Care.3 
 

 Allows for shifting any unspent CalWORKs Stage 2 funds to CalWORKs Stage 3 if funding is 
insufficient to support the estimated caseload.4 

 
 Re-appropriates $10 million in unspent child care program funds from 2012-13 to 2013-14 to 

establish additional slots in the following programs:  $7 million for General Child 
Development programs, $2.6 million for AP programs, and $0.4 million for Migrant Day 
Care.5 

 
The Governor exercised his line item veto authority by: 

 
 Eliminating the appropriation that would have required the California Department of 

Education to develop a preschool plan based on a federal proposal for universal preschool.  
In part, the Governor’s veto message declared “The state does not have sufficient funds to 
support a universal preschool, and the federal government has not adopted funding for 
implementation of a universal preschool program involving states.”6 
 

 Reducing the budget for State Preschool by $5 million from $511.9 million to $506.9 million.  
The Governor’s veto message stated “With this reduction, funding will be $25 million higher 
in the budget year, providing for increased preschool slots consistent with the $25 million 
augmentation I sustained for increased child care slots.  While I am sustaining this 
augmentation for the preschool program, I am doing so on a one-time basis.  Providing this 
increase on an ongoing basis would reduce future resources available for K-14 programs.”7 
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Table 1 provides budget detail for items relating to child care and development services. 
 

Table 1.  Comparison between 2012-13 Budget and Budget Act of 2013 

Programs 
2012-13 

Budget
8
,
9
 

Budget Act of 
2013

10
 

Variance 

Proposition 98 General Fund 

State Preschool $481,003,000 $506,965,000 $25,962,000
11

 

Non-Proposition 98 General Fund 

General Child Development $464,913,000 476,938,000 $12,025,000 

Migrant Child Care $26,056,000 26,742,000 $686,000 

Alternative Payment (AP) Program $174,031,000 $178,501,000 $4,470,000 

CalWORKs Stage 2 (AP) $419,286,000 $357,797,000 ($61,489,000) 

CalWORKs Stage 3 (AP) $148,425,000 $197,526,000 $49,101,000 

Resource and Referral Programs $18,688,000 $18,687,000 ($1,000) 

Handicap Allowance $1,452,000 $1,457,000 $5,000 

CA Child Care Initiative $225,000 $225,000 No change 

Quality Improvement  $49,490,000 $48,063,000 ($1,427,000) 

Local Planning Councils $3,319,000 $3,319,000 No change 

Accounts Payable $4,000,000 $4,000,000 No change 

Non-Proposition 98 Sub-total $1,309,885,000 $1,313,255,000 $3,370,000 

Child Care Facilities Revolving Fund $5,000,000 $5,000,000 No change 

Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) $0 $0 No change 

Growth $0   

Proposition 98 and non-Proposition 98 Sub-total $1,795,888,000 $1,825,220,000 $29,332,000 

Department of Social Services
12

 

CalWORKs Stage 1 $408,579,000 $332,800,000 ($75,779,000) 

Learning Supports 

After School and Education Safety Program $547,025,000 $546,965,000 ($60,000) 

21
st
 Century Community Learning Centers $143,949,000

13
 $132,395,000

14
 ($11,554,000) 

Cal-SAFE Child Care $24,778,000 Among categorical programs eliminated 
due to education finance reform. 

Pregnant Minor Program $13,327,000 

Learning Supports Totals $729,079,000  ($11,614,000) 

California Community Colleges
15

,
16

 

Cal-WORKs Child Care – Community Colleges $9,188,000 $9,188,000  

Campus Child Care Tax Bailout $3,350,000 $3,350,000
17

  

  

State Advisory Council on Early Childhood Development $162,000
18

   

Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge Fund $11,913,000
19

 $11,339,000
20

 -$365,000 

 
Funding for Quality Activities 

The budget also reflects a $1.4 million decrease in funding for quality improvement activities.  
Budget language indicates that funding will be “allocated to meet the federal requirements to 
improve quality of child care and be used in accordance with the approved California plan for 
the federal Child Care and Development Fund.”21  The current plan for federal fiscal year 2012-
13 lists 26 quality-funded activities.22  The California Department of Education/Child 
Development Division expects to complete recommended revisions to the plan in the near 
future, which will then be submitted for approval to the Department of Finance before funds are 
expended as required by law. 
 
State Medi-Cal Expansion and Programmatic Shifts 

The budget adopts a state-based approach for expanding Medi-Cal under the federal Affordable 
Care Act without any realignment of human service programs (such as child care and 
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development) to counties.  The California State Budget 2013-14 Summary notes the “costs, 
risks and uncertainties” associated with increasing health coverage and improving access to 
certain services such as mental health care and substance abuse treatment.  As such, funding 
currently allocated to counties for indigent populations may shift to human service programs 
based on a county by county formula as the state assumes more responsibility for meeting their 
health care needs.23  
 
For More Information on 2013-14 Budget Bills:  Impact on Children and Families 

A number of organizations have developed overviews and analyses of the 2013-14 Budget as it 
impacts health and human services for children and families, including child care and 
development as follows: 
 

California Budget Project www.cbp.org 

California Child Care Resource and Referral Network www.rrnetwork.org  

Child Development Policy Institute www.cdpi.net  

Early Edge California www.earlyedgecalifornia.org  

Legislative Analyst’s Office www.lao.ca.gov 

ZERO TO THREE – Western Office www.zerotothree.org/about-us/western-office.html  

 
 
 
Questions or comments relating to this policy brief may be referred to Michele Sartell, Los Angeles County Office of 
Child Care within the Service Integration Branch of the Chief Executive Office, by e-mail at 
msartell@ceo.lacounty.gov or by telephone at (213) 974-5187. 

 
Endnotes: 

                                                 
1
 Brown, Jr. E.G.  California State Budget 2013-14.  State of California, June 27, 2013. 

2
 Information retrieved on July 2, 2013 from Early Edge California website at 

http://www.earlyedgecalifornia.org/our-issues/budget/.  
3
 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; item 6110-194-0890, Provision 5. 

4
 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; item 6110-194-0001, Provision 

8(f). 
5
 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; item 6110-490. 

6
 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; see line item veto for 6110-001—

0001(9) with respect to Provision 21. 
7
 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; see line item veto for 6110-196-

001. 
8
 AB 1464, Chapter 21:  2012-13 Budget, Approved:  June 27, 2012; 6110-196-0001.   

9
 AB 1497, Chapter 29:  Budget Act of 2012, Approved:  June 27, 2012; 6110-194-0001. 

10
 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; items 6110-194-0001, 6110-196-

0001. 
11

 Expected to provide an additional 6,200 new slots for preschool age children in part-day programs.  Of 
this amount, up to $5,000,000 is available for the family literacy supplemental grant provided to California 
State Preschool Programs pursuant to Education Code Section 8238.4. 
12

 California Child Care Programs Local Assistance –All Funds – 2013-14 Governor’s Budget. 
13

 Of the funding allocation to 21
st
 Century Community Learning Centers (CLCs) in the 2012-13 budget, 

$22,382,000 was one-time carryover from prior years payable from the federal trust fund. 
14

 Of the funding allocation to the 21
st
 CLCs, $10,700,000 is provided in one-time carryover funds to 

support the existing program. 
15

 AB 1497, Chapter 29:  Budget Act of 2012, Approved:  June 27, 2012; 6870-101-0001(23). 

http://www.cbp.org/
http://www.rrnetwork.org/
http://www.cdpi.net/
http://www.earlyedgecalifornia.org/
http://www.lao.ca.gov/
http://www.zerotothree.org/about-us/western-office.html
mailto:msartell@ceo.lacounty.gov
http://www.earlyedgecalifornia.org/our-issues/budget/
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16

 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; 6870-101-0001(23). 
17

 Of the $332.8 million allocation to CalWORKs Child Care Stage 1. $53.9 million is for administration. 
18

 AB 1464, Chapter 21:  2012-13 Budget, Approved:  June 27, 2012; 6110-199-0890. 
19

 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013; Item 6110-200-0890.  This item is 
supported with American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. 
20

 Of the funding for RTT-ELC, $10,150,000 is available for allocation to the local regional leadership 
consortia to improve upon or develop quality rating improvement systems. 
21

 AB 110, Chapter 20:  Budget Act of 2013, Approved:  June 27, 2013;.  Item 6110-194-0001, Provision 
1. 
22

 Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Plan for State and Territory:  California – FFY 2012-13.  
Retrieved on February 4, 2013 from www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/documents/stateplan1213final.pdf.  
23

 Brown, Jr. E.G.  California State Budget 2013-14.  State of California, June 27, 2013. 
 

http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/documents/stateplan1213final.pdf
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Los Angeles County Child Care Policy Framework 2011- 2013 
Promoting Healthy Children, Strong Families and Vibrant Communities 

 
Executive Summary 

 

The Los Angeles County Child Care Policy Framework (Policy Framework) 2011-2013 reaffirms the 
commitment of the Board of Supervisors (Board), County departments and community stakeholders to 
close the gap between what we know and what we do to support the healthy development of young 
children, their families, and our communities. 
 
Despite significant budget challenges in the last few years, implementation of the original Child Care 
Policy Framework, adopted by the Board of Supervisors on January 6, 2009, resulted in significant 
accomplishments by several departments, a deeper understanding of ongoing challenges and a host 
of lessons learned; however, much work remains. The Child Care Policy Framework 2011-2013 builds 
on those successes, shared learning across departments, community-based agencies and clients, 
and seeks to engage new partners who share the vision of promoting healthy children, strong families, 
and vibrant communities. 
 

  

Goals for 2011-13 

Goal One: The quality of child development services for children birth to five years of age in Los 
Angeles County will be improved as the Steps to Excellence Project (STEP) is 
expanded and support services to STEP participants are intensified.  

 
Strategies:  Expand STEP to additional communities, grow STEP’s on-site coaching and link STEP participants 
to County resources to offer families “concrete supports in times of need”. 
 
Partners and Commitments:  Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), Los Angeles Universal Preschool 
(LAUP), Los Angeles County Department of Public Health  

 

Goal Two: Utilization of local, State, and Federal child development resources will be 
maximized. All available resources and policies will help strengthen the child 
development infrastructure and support the expansion of high quality child 
development programs that integrate family support, health, mental health and other 
relevant services.  

 
Strategies:  Continue efforts to enlist public and private sector partners to advocate for the maintenance and/or 
expansion of funding for high quality, comprehensive services that ensure the safety of children and promote 
school success, strong families and communities; and expand efforts to assure that all available resources are 
used to benefit families and children. 
 
Partners and Commitments:  Chief Executive Office Intergovernmental Relations and External Affairs Branch 
and external advocacy groups including but not limited to Advancement Project, First 5 LA, Los Angeles County 
Office of Education - Head Start (LACOE-HS), LAUP, LAUSD, and Preschool California 

 

Goal Three: County departments will work collaboratively with each other and community partners 
to maximize the utilization of available child development resources, support quality 
improvements and promote the delivery of integrated services for children and their 
families. 

 
Strategies:  Develop strategies to make the subsidized child development system more accessible to 
vulnerable children and families in Los Angeles County; convene a forum with after school community-based 
providers to identify opportunities to increase the enrollment of youth under the supervision of the Department of 
Children and Family Services (DCFS) and Probation in safe and educationally enriching activities during non-
school hours; convene Child Care Resource and Referral (R&R) Agencies and child development stakeholders 
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to explore possible collaborative efforts to include child development personnel in Team Decision Making 
conferences; launch a targeted outreach effort aimed at CalWORKs participants with young children who are 
experiencing homelessness; promote, among Children’s Services Workers, an understanding of the lifelong 
impacts of early brain development including cognitive, emotional and physical well-being. 

 
Partners and Commitments:  County departments (DCFS, Probation, Department of Public Social Services, 
Parks and Recreation, Library, Los Angeles County Office of Education/Head Start (LACOE/HS)), R&R 
agencies, LAUP, California Department of Education/Child Development Division (CDE/CDD)-contracted 
California State Preschool Programs, Long Beach Unified School District Head Start Programs, Regional 
Centers, Children Today, ICAN (Inter-agency Council on Child Abuse and Neglect) Task Force on Pregnant and 
Parenting Teens, DCFS Pregnant and Parenting Teens Work Group, Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles, 
University of Southern California-School of Social Work 

 
Goal Four: County departments will work collaboratively with the Los Angeles County Office of 

Education (LACOE), key school districts and community-based child development 
services to integrate services, thereby supporting effective: a) articulation between 
child development and kindergarten, including approaches to effectively engage 
parents in the education of their children; b) design of developmentally appropriate 
transitional kindergarten programs; and c) identification and/or utilization of new or 
nontraditional funding for child development services such as, but not limited to, 
Federal Title 1 funds, to serve special populations. 

 
Strategies:  Promote articulation between child development programs and grades K-3, and the establishment 
of developmentally appropriate transition kindergartens with effective parent engagement practices in school 
districts throughout the County; support the development of an Educare site in Los Angeles County and promote 
co-location of County and other family services at the site; engage the CDE/CDD in a dialogue regarding the 
potential long term impacts of child abuse and neglect and the role of high quality child development services to 
mitigate those impacts; explore regulatory or legislative remedies to facilitate access to high quality child 
development services for children determined to be at risk or who have experienced child abuse and/or neglect; 
and identify and/or access new or nontraditional funding for child development services to serve special 
populations. 

 
Partners and Commitments:  LACOE and other local school districts, LAUSD, R&Rs, Los Angeles County 
Department of Mental Health 

 

Goal Five: The Chief Executive Office (CEO) will facilitate County department efforts to work 
internally, across departments, and with community partners, to integrate the 
Strengthening Families Approach (SFA) and Protective Factors into their work with 
children, families and communities and engage families in high quality child 
development services. The CEO, with assistance from the Center for the Study of 
Social Policy and key local partners, will establish a multidisciplinary SFA learning 
community designed to support ongoing professional development and SFA projects 
that are underway or emerging in County departments. 

 
Strategies:  Promote the integration of the SFA into County department practices; facilitate collaborative 
partnerships among community stakeholders and County departments; support departments in accessing child 
development services for their clients; and work collaboratively to align countywide place-based effort in the 
promotion of the SFA. 
 
Partners and Commitments:  Center for the Study of Social Policy, First 5 LA, LAUP, Los Angeles Partnership 
for Early Childhood Investment, Education Coordinating Council, County Commissions, CEO Public Information, 
Cable and Telecommunications 

 
The Los Angeles County Child Care Policy Framework is available in full on the home page of the Office of 
Child Care website at www.childcare.lacounty.gov or a copy may be requested by telephone at (213) 974-4103. 

http://www.childcare.lacounty.gov/�
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So how big is Los Angeles County? 

Los Angeles County: 

 

◦ Encompasses 4,084 square miles 

 

◦ Is larger than 42 states 

 

◦ Is ranked as the 20th economy in the 

world 

 2 

Los Angeles County includes: 

 
◦   88 incorporated cities 
 
◦    80 K-12 school districts 
 
◦   13 community college districts 
 
◦   Estimated 32,000 nonprofit 
 organizations  

3 
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How big is the County “family”? 

Over 101,000 employees in 39 

departments 

 

2013-14 budget = $25.378 Billion 

 

4 

Some of the County services provided in 

2012-13 include: 

 Health Services treated 306,000 
trauma cases 

 

 Mental Health served 260,000 
clients 
 

 Public Health provided 584,845 
immunizations 

5 

Some of the County services provided in 

2012-13 include: 

 Children and Family Services 

responded to 89,458 allegations of 

abuse involving 181,827 children 

  

 Probation monitored  96,279 persons 

on probation  
 

 County jails housed 18,000 inmates 

6 
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 Who lives in LA County? 

 Total population:  9,962,789 
 

 Child population:   2,401,032 

  

◦ Birth to 5 years           657,544 
 

◦ Estimated poverty  

 rate for children   24.3% 

 

   

 

 

   

7 

  

 237,702.18  

 1,536,660.58  

 199,285.67  

 422,581.66  

Ethnic Distribution of LA County's  

Child Population  

Asian

Hispanic

Black

White

8 

Licensed Child Care and 

Development Facilities  
 

 Number of licensed family child care 

homes:     7,114 

 

 Number of licensed child care centers 

◦ Infant licenses     428 

◦ Preschool licenses  2,685 

◦ School-age licenses             461 

Child Care Planning Committee  

Needs Assessment 2013 

9 
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Status of Child Care Licensing  

Per Child Care Aware 2013 survey: 

 California ranks 50th out of 52* 

 Did not meet any of the oversight standards  

 Did not fully meet any of the program 
standards 

 

 

*Survey included 50 states, Dept. of Defense 

and Washington D.C.  

 

14 

What’s the opportunity? 

 We have so many opportunities to 

improve systems, change practice and 

provide children and families with quality 

services in a timely manner. 

 

 Let’s get to work! 

15 
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per 100,000

Children without  
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proficient in math
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proficient in reading
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Children living in  
households with a high  

housing cost burden
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and not working
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High school students  
not graduating on time

Teens who abuse  
alcohol or drugs

Teen births per 1,000
Children in families where  
the household head lacks  

a high school diploma 

Children in single-parent 
families

Children living in  
high-poverty areas

Child and teen deaths  
per 100,000

Children without  
health insurance

Low-birthweight babies

Eighth graders not  
proficient in math

Fourth graders not  
proficient in reading

Children not attending 
preschool

Children living in  
households with a high  

housing cost burden

Children whose parents  
lack secure employment

Children in poverty
Teens not in school  

and not working

N.A. Not Available.

Economic 
WEll- BEing

Education

HEaltH

Family and 
community

2011

23%
16,387,000 cHildrEn
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2005 19%

unitEd StatES

2009/10

22%
870,542 StudEntS

Improved

2005/06 27%

2010–11

7%
1,752,000 tEEnS

Improved

2005–06 8%

2010
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367,678 BirtHS

Improved

2005 40

2011

15%
11,131,000 cHildrEn

Improved

2005 16%

2011

35%
24,718,000 cHildrEn

Worsened

2005 32%

2007-11

12%
8,591,000 cHildrEn

Worsened

2000 9%

2010

26
20,482 dEatHS

Improved

2005 32

2011

7%
5,528,000 cHildrEn

Improved

2008 10%

2010

8.1%
325,563 BaBiES

Improved

2005 8.2%

2011

66%
n.A.

Improved

2005 72%

2011

68%
n.A.

Improved

2005 70%

2009–11

54%
4,325,000 cHildrEn

Improved

2005–07 56%

2011

40%
29,486,000 cHildrEn

Worsened

2005 37%

2011

32%
23,777,000 cHildrEn

Worsened

2008 27%

2011

8%
1,497,000 tEEnS

UnchAnged

2008 8%
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THE WHITE HOUSE	  
Office of the Press Secretary 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE	  
June 4, 2013	  

 
Increasing Access to High-Quality Early Childhood Education in 

California 
 

The President believes we need to equip every child with the skills and education they need to be on a clear 
path to a good job and the middle class.  That education has to start in the earliest possible years to prepare our 
children for later success in school and in life.  To ensure these opportunities are available to all, President 
Obama has put forward a comprehensive early learning proposal to build a strong foundation for success in 
the first five years of life.  These investments – made in partnership with States and fully paid for in the 
President’s budget – will help close America’s school readiness gap and ensure that America’s children enter 
kindergarten ready to succeed:  
 

• Providing High-Quality Preschool for All. In partnership with the States, President Obama’s Preschool 
for All proposal would provide every four-year-old child with access to high-quality preschool, while 
also incentivizing States to adopt full-day kindergarten policies. Providing a year of free, public 
preschool for every child is an important investment in our nation’s future, providing our children the 
best start in life while helping hard-working families save thousands each year in costs associated with 
early care and education.  This proposal would invest $75 billion over 10 years without adding a dime 
to the deficit.  
 
Under the President’s proposal, California is estimated to receive $334,300,000 in the first year it 
participates in the Preschool for All program. This funding, combined with an initial estimated state 
match of $33,400,000, would serve about 40,857 children from low- and moderate-income families in 
the first year of the program alone.* 
 

• Investing in High-Quality Infant and Toddler Care. In order to increase high-quality early learning 
opportunities in the years before preschool, a new $1.4 billion competitive Early Head Start-Child Care 
Partnership grant program would support communities that expand the availability of early learning 
opportunities with child care providers that meet high Early Head Start quality standards, growing the 
supply of high-quality child care for children from birth through age 3.  
  
About 39,400 children in California from birth to age three are currently served by the Child Care 
and Development Block Grant.  Through Early Head Start-Child Care Partnerships, more of these 
children will have access to high quality early care and education. 
 

• Expanding Effective Parent and Family Support.  Quality education begins at home as parents support 
their child’s learning and development.  As part of a comprehensive early learning agenda, the 
President proposes $15 billion over 10 years to extend and expand voluntary home visiting programs.  
These programs allow nurses, social workers, parent educators, and other professionals to connect 
families to services, supports, and tools that positively impact the health, development, and education 
of their children.  
 
Under the President’s proposal, California is estimated to receive $20,900,000 in the first year it 
participates in the expanded Home Visiting program.**  Each year, 138,337 low-income mothers in 
California give birth to a new baby and may benefit from these voluntary services. 

 _____________________ 
 
* These figures estimate the funds a State could receive in the first year if it chooses to participate in the Preschool for All program.  The 
estimate is based on the State’s current population of four-year-olds in families at or below the 200 percent federal poverty level.  
Estimates will vary based on the scope of the State’s preschool expansion and the cost of providing high-quality preschool services.  



This estimate assumes that States will expand to 20 percent of their eligible four-year-olds in the first year at a per child cost of $9,000 a 
year.  The federal share of the total cost is calculated at 90 percent, which is the regular match rate the State would receive in the first 
year. Please note that this estimate is designed to be illustrative only and does not attempt to represent how the Department of 
Education would determine actual first year awards.  
 
** This figure estimates the funds a State could receive in the first year of an expanded Home Visiting program.  The estimate assumes 
$15 billion of total funding over 10 years and assumes the same proportion of total funding is allocated for statutory set-asides, formula 
and competitive grants as in FY 2012 and States received an equal amount of competitive funding. Please note that this estimate is 
designed to be illustrative only and does not attempt to represent actual first year awards. The methodology and criteria for funding 
allocations beyond FY 2014 has not yet been determined. 



Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking  

May 2013 



Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) 
• CCDF is a $5 billion block grant program that provides funding 

to States, Territories, and Tribes. 

• Primary Federal funding source devoted to providing access 
to child care services and improving quality of child care. 

• Twin goals:  

– Promote self-sufficiency by making child care more 
affordable for low-income parents. 

– Foster healthy child development and school success by 
improving the quality of child care.  

 



Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 
• Reforms to strengthen accountability and better serve 

children and families in the CCDF program.  

• Part of President’s Plan for Early Education for All Americans. 

• Incorporates what we know from research on early brain 
development, and evidence showing the role early childhood 
programs can play in supporting children’s learning.  

• Reflects Office of Child Care’s ongoing dialogue with CCDF 
grantees and knowledge of best practices across the country.  

• Same vision for reform reflected in re-design of CCDF Plan. 

 



About the NPRM 
 NPRM is available on Federal Register website at: 

https://federalregister.gov/a/2013-11673 

 75-day comment period; submit comments at: 
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=HHS_FRDO
C_0001-0496 

 Comprehensive package of reforms – this presentation only 
highlights significant proposed changes.  

 User-friendly, “tracked changes” version of CCDF regulations 
under proposed rule available on Office of Child Care website:  
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/child-care-rule 

 All provisions applicable to Tribal CCDF grantees unless 
otherwise noted.  
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NPRM Process: How it Will Work 
• ACF will consider and respond to public comments as part of  

development of a Final Rule. 

• Provisions included in a Final Rule would become effective 30 
days from the date of publication of the Final Rule.  

• ACF expects provisions included in a Final Rule would be 
incorporated into review of FY 2016-2017 CCDF Plans that 
would become effective October 1, 2015.  

• ACF welcomes public comment on specific provisions included 
in the NPRM that may warrant a longer phase-in period (e.g., 
requires action of State legislature or rulemaking). 

 



NPRM  - Four Priority Areas 

 Improving health and safety in child care 

 Establishing family-friendly policies  

 Improving the quality of child care 

 Strengthening program integrity 

 



NPRM Changes: Health and Safety  
States would be required to ensure child care providers serving 
CCDF children meet the following: (45 CFR 98.41(a)) 

(Defining “building and physical premises safety”…) 

 Compliance with State and local fire, health, and building 
codes, including the capacity to evacuate children;  

 Comprehensive criminal background checks, including 
fingerprints; and 

 Emergency preparedness planning. 

NOTE: States already may exempt relatives from health and 
safety, monitoring provisions. The NPRM would also allow States 
to exempt in-home caregivers (in the child’s home).   

 



Health and Safety (cont…) 
States would be required to ensure child care providers serving 
CCDF children meet the following: 

(Defining “minimum health and safety training”…) 

 Pre-service/orientation training in: 
 First Aid & CPR    Preventing spread of infectious disease 

 Medication administration  Recognition of child abuse and neglect 

 Poison prevention   Emergency preparedness and response 

 Safe sleep  practices/SIDS  Management of common childhood 
illness 

 Shaken baby syndrome  Transportation and child passenger safety 

 Nutrition and physical activity Caring for children with special needs 

 Child development 

 



NPRM Changes: Monitoring 
States would be required to establish the following monitoring 
procedures for providers serving CCDF children: 

 Unannounced, on-site monitoring for compliance with health 
and safety requirements; 

 May not solely rely on self-certification by providers without 
documentation or other verification that requirements have 
been met.  

 

 

[45 CFR 98.41(d)] 

 



Monitoring (cont…) 

 Conduct unannounced visits in response to complaints; 
– NPRM also would require Lead Agencies to establish a 

hotline for parental complaints. (45 CFR 98.32) 
 Require providers serving CCDF children to report serious 

injuries or deaths of children occurring in child care. 
– NPRM also would require Lead Agencies to conduct an 

annual assessment of all injuries and deaths in child 
care. (45 CFR 98.16(v)); (Tribes-exempt) 

 



Health and Safety (seeking comment…) 
The NPRM specifically requests comment in the following areas: 

 

 Whether fire, health and building code compliance should be 
determined prior to serving CCDF children. 

 Whether background checks should be required of other 
personnel in centers or adults in family child care homes. 

 Appropriate phase-in period for providers already serving 
CCDF children to meet health and safety requirements.  

 Whether there should be a minimum number of hours 
required for pre-service and ongoing hours of training.  

 Recommendation that providers should receive initial 
monitoring visit and at least 1 unannounced visit annually. 

 



NPRM Changes: Family-Friendly Policies 
The NPRM would require States to implement family-friendly 
policies to promote employment stability for parents and 
continuity of care for children.   
 

 Establishing 12-month eligibility (seeking comment). 
 At option of Lead Agency, allowing child to remain eligible 

until the next re-determination.  
 Allowing for some period of job search for families 

receiving CCDF that lose employment. 
 Describe requirements for families to report changes in 

circumstances in the CCDF Plan.  
 

(45 CFR 98.20) 

 



Family-Friendly Policies (cont…) 

The NPRM would increase State flexibility to: 

 Establish criteria for waiving family co-pays (no longer limited 
to only families under 100% FPL). (45 CFR 98.42) 

 Broadly define “Protective Services” eligibility category to 
include vulnerable populations, such as homeless and migrant 
families (not limited to children involved in the child welfare 
system). (45 CFR 98.20) 

 Removes limitation that determination must be made – in 
consultation with a protective services worker. 

 



Child Development & Subsidy Policy 

 Changes would require States to consider the developmental 
needs of the child when authorizing child care services. 

 States may authorize hours to facilitate wrap-around 
with Head Start or extend hours to support child’s 
enrollment in high quality care.  

 States are not restricted to limiting authorized child 
care services based on the work, training or educational 
schedule of the parents. 

 

(45 CFR 98.20(d)) 

 



NPRM Changes: Improving Quality 
 Encourage, but not require, States to establish a framework 

for organizing and measuring quality activities. 

 1. Activities to ensure health and safety 

 2. Establishment of early learning guidelines 

 3. Implementation of quality improvement systems 

 4. Implementation of professional development systems 

 5. Implementation of infrastructure of support 

 6. Assessment and evaluation of quality activities 

 Require States to submit annual Quality Performance Report. 
(Tribes-exempt) 

 

(45 CFR  98.51) 

 



NPRM Changes: Improving Quality (cont...) 
 Payment rates: The proposed rule would require States to 

take into account the quality of child care when setting 
payment rates. (45 CFR 98.43) 

 Market Rate Survey → Market Price Study  

 Allow approval to use alternate methodology. 

 Seeking comment on innovative rate setting approaches to 
ensure payment rates provide access to high quality care.  

 Use of grants or contracts: The proposed rule would require 
States to use grants or contracts for direct services linked to 
the supply of high quality care. (45 CFR 98.50) 

 NPRM continues to require use of vouchers 

 



NPRM Changes: Consumer Education 

The proposed changes would require States to establish: 

 Website with provider-specific information about health & 
safety, licensing requirements, date of last inspection, 
licensing violations and compliance actions taken.   

–Include description of State regulatory requirements for 
child care providers and processes for background checks. 

–Tribes-exempt from website requirement 

 Consumer statement for parents receiving CCDF. 

 

(45 CFR 98.33) 

 



NPRM Changes: System of Quality 
Indicators 

• Proposed changes would require States to establish a  
transparent system of quality indicators, which must include: 
– Provider-specific info. about quality of care; 

– Standards used to assess the quality of child care providers; 

– Teaching staff qualifications and/or competencies, learning 
environment, and curricula and activities; and, 

– Disseminating provider-specific quality information to the public. 

• States have flexibility to decide which providers to include in 
the  quality indicators system. 

• Recommend, but not mandating, a quality rating 
improvement system be used to implement the requirement.  

 



NPRM Changes: Consumer Education  
(seeking comment) 

The NPRM specifically requests comment in the following areas: 

 Seeking feedback on what elements should be included on a 
consumer education website, and the categories we 
specified as part of a transparent system of quality 
indicators. 

 State, Territory, Tribe experiences collecting and sharing 
provider information, including what types of information 
from background checks are shared with parents seeking 
care. 

 



NPRM Changes: Program Integrity 
 States would be required to have processes for monitoring 

program implementation responsibilities undertaken by sub-
grantees; written agreements . (45 CFR 98.16) 

 New proposed section 45 CFR 98.68 – Program Integrity – 
would require State procedures for: 

 Internal controls, risk management; Identifying fraud; 
Documenting and verifying eligibility; and Investigating 
and recovering fraudulent payments.  

 Proposed increase in technical assistance set-aside to ½ of 1%. 
(45 CFR 98.60) 

 Error rate reviews – States with high improper payment rates 
must submit corrective action plans. (45 CFR 98.102) 

 



NPRM Changes: Tribal Provisions 

 Tribes must ensure that children receiving CCDF are age 
appropriately immunized.  (Previously this requirement 
only applied to States & Territories). 

 All Tribes (exempt and non-exempt) must spend at least 
4% on quality. 

 Smaller Tribes continue to be exempt from operating a 
certificate program.  ACF intends to raise the threshold for 
exempt Tribes from $500,000 to $700,000. 

 ACF intends to increase the base amount of funding from 
$20,000 to $30,000. 

 ACF Tribal Consultation (July 2013) 

 



Providing Public Comment 
•Submit comments to the Office of Child Care, 370 L’Enfant 
Promenade, SW., Washington, DC 20024, Attention: Cheryl 
Vincent, Office of Child Care, or electronically via the internet at 
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=HHS_FRDOC_
0001-0496.  
•Include your name and address, identify the docket number for 
this rulemaking (ACF-2013-0001), indicate the specific section of 
this document to which each comment applies, and give the 
reason for each comment 
 

•A copy of this Notice of Proposed Rulemaking may be 
downloaded from https://federalregister.gov/a/2013-11673 
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Further Outreach on the NPRM 

 We are planning additional webinars and listening sessions in 
the next few weeks that will cover the NPRM in more detail. 

 We plan to do more Tribal-specific outreach on the propose 
changes at the ACF Tribal Consultation, July 9-10. 

 NPRM information and resources available on Office of Child 
Care website: 

 https://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/child-care-rule 

 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/child-care-rule
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/child-care-rule
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/child-care-rule
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/child-care-rule
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/occ/child-care-rule


This page intentionally blank 



 
 

HOW THE CCDF PROPOSED RULE WOULD IMPACT 
CHILD CARE PROVIDERS 

 

BACKGROUND:  
The Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) is a federal program that provides approximately $5 billion to 
States, Territories, and Tribes to help low-income working families obtain child care and to improve the quality 
and supply of child care for all families. The program has far-reaching implications for America’s poorest children 
with approximately 1.6 million low-income children receiving child care subsidies per month.   

The Office of Child Care (OCC) has prepared a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) for the CCDF, which 
would provide the first comprehensive update of CCDF regulations since 1998. The changes have the twin goals 
of promoting families’ economic self-sufficiency by making child care more affordable, and fostering healthy 
child development and school success by improving the quality of child care.  

The majority of subsidized child care services are provided through vouchers/certificates, and these funds can 
be used for a full range of child care options including centers, family home providers, in-home and relative care, 
and faith-based providers.  For child care provided in faith-based settings, funds distributed through vouchers or 
certificates will continue to be available for any sectarian purpose or activity that is part of the child care 
services, including religious worship or instruction. 

We hope you find this overview helpful, but it is only intended to provide summary information on some key 
points. For complete context and understanding, we encourage everyone to read the entire NPRM which was 
published in the Federal Register on May 20, 20131

http://www.regulations.gov/
. Comments about the NPRM can be submitted to  

 during the public comment period, which is open until August 5, 2013.  

KEY PROVISIONS OF THE PROPOSED RULE:  
The proposed rule would change 4 key areas: (1) Improving Health and Safety in Child Care, (2) Improving the 
Quality of Child Care, (3) Establishing Family-Friendly Policies, and (4) Strengthening Program Integrity. This 
overview focuses on the first 3 areas, which may impact providers.   

1. Improving Health and Safety in Child Care:  
Many States have already taken steps to ensure health, safety, and quality of child care and to better prepare 
children to succeed in school.  However, State policies vary widely and critical gaps remain. And while all 
providers serving CCDF children are already subject to the CCDF health and safety requirements,2

Strengthening Minimum Standards: The proposed rule would require States to set minimum standards for all 
child care providers serving CCDF children (whether or not they are licensed by the State) to include:  

 too many 
children served by the CCDF program are in settings that don’t meet adequate health and safety standards. This 
proposed rule would set a floor for these standards by: 

                                                           
1 https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/05/20/2013-11673/child-care-and-development-fund-program 
2 States have the option of exempting relative care providers from these health and safety requirements, and the proposed 
rule would also allow exemptions for care provided in the child’s home. 

http://www.regulations.gov/�
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/05/20/2013-11673/child-care-and-development-fund-program�


 
 

• Comprehensive criminal background checks (including fingerprints);  

• Compliance with applicable state and local fire, health, and building codes, determined before serving 
children receiving subsidies;  

• Emergency preparedness and response planning; and  

• Minimum pre-service and orientation trainings (e.g. first aid, CPR, SIDS prevention, nutrition, etc.).  

The cost of meeting these proposed requirements would vary by State. States already have many of these 
provisions in place. For those requirements that would be new costs, States have flexibility on how they allocate 
expenses. Some Lead Agencies use CCDF funds to pay for all or part of the background check. States also have 
flexibility with training, as some offer free or subsidized training to minimize burden on providers. 

 

Strengthening Monitoring: The rule would require that all child care providers serving CCDF children be subject 
to on-site monitoring (including unannounced visits) by the State for compliance with minimum standards3

2. Improving the Quality of Child Care: 

. The 
proposed rule also says that States cannot rely solely on self-certification (e.g. a checklist filled out by the 
provider without documentation or other verification) to prove compliance with requirements.   

 CCDF invests $1 billion on improving the quality of child care, including investments in professional 
development for providers. However, the quality of child care across the country is uneven, and too often the 
quality is insufficient to promote children’s growth and development. The proposed rule addresses this issue by: 

 

Equipping Parents with Better Information: One of the pillars of CCDF is parental choice. OCC believes that in 
order for parents to make truly informed decisions, they need to have access to specific information on their 
provider options. This rule would require States to make information available to parents on any licensing or 
health and safety violations, including:   

• A user-friendly, easy-to-understand website containing provider-specific information about compliance 
with health and safety requirements; 

• A transparent system of quality indicators to provide parents with a way to differentiate the quality of 
child care providers available in their communities through a rating or other descriptive method.4

Linking Payment Rates to Quality: The proposed rule would require States to take into account the quality of 
child care when determining payment rates for child care providers. This provision may impact providers that 
provide higher quality care, which is often more expensive to provide. HHS is also seeking comment on 
innovative rate setting approaches and possible new federal requirements that would better ensure that subsidy 
rates provide equal access, as required by the statute. 

 The 
State would have the flexibility to develop a system based on its specific needs. Lead Agencies may 
develop a system that is voluntary for child care providers to participate in or could choose to exempt 
certain providers, such as faith-based providers.   

                                                           
3 States would be able to exempt care by relatives or in the child’s home and may also target based on a risk analysis. 
4 While the system is required to take into account staff qualifications and/or competencies, learning environment, 
curricula and activities, it does not mandate specific curricula, understanding that there are many choices available to 
providers. The aim of this requirement is to ensure that CCDF providers are intentional and responsive to the 
developmentally-appropriate needs of the children they serve.   



 
 

3. Implementing family-friendly Policies:  
Many CCDF families have difficulty accessing child care subsidies in a stable manner, often receiving assistance 
for a short period of time and frequently cycling on and off the program. This instability can negatively impact 
providers by causing them to have a high turnover in the number of children in their care. The proposed rule 
would address these issues by: 

Establishing a 12-month Eligibility Redetermination Period: The proposed rule would require that CCDF 
eligibility be redetermined no sooner than every 12 months, allowing for more stable enrollment for providers 
serving children receiving CCDF. 

Payment Practices: States would be required to provide a description of payment practices for child care 
services, including timely reimbursement for services, how payment practices support providers’ provision of 
high quality child care services, and practices to promote the participation of providers in the subsidy system. 

Grants/Contracts for Direct Services:  States would be required to use at least some grants or contracts to fund 
direct services in areas that lack supply of high-quality child care options. Grants or contracts can provide 
stability for providers which can lead to them making investments in quality improvements or in serving 
underserved populations. However, as is currently the case, child care certificates/vouchers will be made 
available to any parents offered CCDF child care services and can continue to be expended for any sectarian 
purpose or activity that is part of child care services, including worship or instruction.  



This page intentionally blank 



 

Prepared for the Policy Roundtable for Child Care Retreat 
June 27, 2013 

Page 1 

 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
Proposed Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Regulatory Changes – Cost Analysis Worksheet 

 
Code Section Existing  Proposed Additions Potential Cost 

Subpart A – Goals, Purposes and Definitions 

98.1 Goals and purposes 
 
(See page 3) 

Goals are to allow States flexibility in developing 
child care programs and policies that best meet 
needs of children and parents, promote parental 
choice, provide consumer education information to 
help parents make informed choices, provide child 
care to help parents achieve independence from 
public assistance, and implement health, safety, 
licensing, and registration standards. 
 
Purpose is to increase availability, affordability and 
quality of child care services.  Program offers 
Federal funding to States, etc. to: provide low-
income families with financial resources to find and 
afford quality child care, enhance the quality and 
increase the supply, provide parents with a range 
of child care options, strengthen the role of the 
family, and increase the availability of school age 
programs. 

Proposed changes expand upon purpose with respect to 
providing information to parents that expands upon high 
quality choices, minimizes disruption to children’s 
development and learning by promoting continuity of care, 
and engages families in their children’s development, 
education and health. 

No cost expanding goals and 
purpose 

Subpart B – General Application Procedures 

98.14 Plan process 
 
(See page 9) 

In development of plan, LEA to coordinate 
provision of services with other Federal, State and 
local child care and early childhood development 
programs, including public health and the agency 
responsible for immunizations, employment 
services/workforce development, and public 
education.  

Adds to list of State programs with which to coordinate as 
follows:  agencies responsible for pre-kindergarten 
services and educational services provided under Part B 
and C of IDEA; child care licensing; Head Start 
collaboration; State Advisory Council on Early Childhood 
Education and Care authorized by Head Start Act; and 
emergency management and response 

Potential (nominal) 
administrative costs at State 
level for expanding coordination 
with additional partners 

98.16 Plan provisions 
 
(See pages 11-13) 

Plan to specify duties and responsibilities of Lead 
Agency, definitions of terms for determining 
eligibility (e.g. special needs children, physical or 
mental incapacity, attending job training or 
education program, residing with, working, 
protective services), description of activities to 
provide comprehensive consumer education, 
description of health and safety requirements, 

- Description of processes that Lead Agency will use to 
monitor administrative and implementation 
responsibilities 

- Description of policies to promote continuity of care, 
including taking into account developmental needs of 
children 

- Description of unannounced on-site monitoring and 
enforcement, expanding upon the description of health 

No additional cost for adding to 
provisions of State Plan (see 
later sections for implementation 
costs) 



 

Prepared for the Policy Roundtable for Child Care Retreat 
June 27, 2013 

Page 2 

 

Code Section Existing  Proposed Additions Potential Cost 

payment rates, and licensing requirements. and safety requirements 
- Description of exemptions to licensing requirements 

and rationale for exemptions 
- Description of payment practices, including timely 

reimbursement for services, how payment practices 
support providers provision of high quality child care 
services, and practices to promote participation of 
providers in subsidy system 

- Annual quality performance report 

Subpart C – Eligibility  

98.20 Child’s eligibility 
 
(See pages 14-15) 

- Be under 13 
- Be under 19 and physically or mentally 

incapable of caring for self or under court 
supervision (optional) 

- Reside with family whose income does not 
exceed 85 percent of SMI for a family of the 
same size 

- Reside with parent(s) who are working or 
attending a job training or education program 

- Receive or need child protective services 

SMI used to determine eligibility threshold level must be 
based on the most recent State Median Income (SMI) data 
published by the Bureau of the Census.  
 
Re-determine child’s eligibility for child care no sooner than 
12 months following initial determination or most recent re-
determination. 
 

Budget implications for using 
most recent SMI; currently, CA 
income eligibility limits at 70% of 
SMI that was in use for 2007-08 
fiscal year adjusted for family 
size 
 
Seeking comment:  impact of 
change, particularly any benefits 
or burdens for families 

Subpart D – Program Operations, Parental Rights and Responsibilities 

98.3 Parental choice 
 
(See pages 15-17) 

Parent(s) of each eligible child offered services for 
which financial assistance provided under CCDF 
given option to 1) enroll child with eligible provider 
that has grant or contract to provide services; or 2) 
receive child care certificate, which is to be issued 
directly to the parents and may be used for 
services provided by an organization or in home 
provider. 

Parental choice not to be construed as prohibiting Lead 
Agency from providing parents with information and 
incentives that encourage selection of high quality child 
care. 

No additional cost 

98.32 Parental complaints 
 
(See page 17) 

Maintain record of parental complaints; complaint 
information to be made available to the public upon 
request, and Lead Agency to provide detailed 
description of how records maintained and made 
available. 

Establish hotline for parents to submit complaints about 
providers. 

Cost for creating and staffing 
hotline  
(Note – CA currently has 1-800  
phone line for parents, which 
provides assistance to them in their 
search for child care - $91,000 in 
quality dollars targeted to this item) 
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98.33 Consumer 
education 
 
(See pages 17-18) 

Lead Agency to certify will collect and disseminate 
to parents and general public consumer education 
information that promotes informed child care 
choices including information about the full range 
of providers. 

Information to be available through a user-friendly website 
and other means and to include: 

- Health and safety, licensing or regulatory requirements 
met by provider and date last inspected 

- Any history of violations and compliance actions taken 
- Description of health and safety requirements, including 

background check process for providers and other 
individuals in the setting and offenses that may 
preclude provider from serving children 

Consumer education activities include implementing 
transparent system of quality indicators appropriate to 
setting (i.e. QRIS or other system established by Lead 
Agency) 
- Provider specific information about quality of child care 
- Teaching staff qualifications and competencies, 

learning environment, curricula and activities 
- Make information, if available, via website 

Establishing and maintaining 
website 
 
Seeking comment:  areas to be 
included in the system 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Informed by Race to the Top-
Early Learning Challenge (RTT-
ELC) statewide collaboration – 
costs supported by RTT-ELC?? 

Subpart E – Program Operations (Child Care Services) Lead Agency and Provider Requirements 

98.40 Compliance with 
State and local regulatory 
requirements  
 
(See page 18) 

Certify have in effect licensing requirements 
applicable to child care services 

Any exemptions to licensing requirements and a rationale 
for such exemptions 

No additional costs – incorporate 
rationale in State Plan 
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98.41 Health and safety 
requirements 
 
(See pages 19-20) 

Prevention and control of infectious diseases - 
children have received immunizations (certain 
exemptions apply) with grace period to comply. 

- Comprehensive background checks, including 
fingerprinting for criminal history records, child abuse 
and neglect and sex offender clearances 

- Compliance with fire, health and building codes 
determined prior to serving children 

- Emergency preparedness and response planning 
- Minimum pre-service or orientation health and safety 

training appropriate to provider setting and ages of 
children served – first aid and CPR; medication 
administration, poison prevention and safety; safe 
sleep practices (i.e. SIDS); shaken baby syndrome and 
abusive head trauma; age appropriate nutrition, 
feeding, support for breastfeeding and physical activity; 
preventing spread of infectious diseases; recognition 
and reporting of suspected child abuse and neglect; 
emergency preparedness; management of common 
childhood illnesses; transportation and child passenger 
safety; care for children with special needs, mental 
health needs, and development disabilities (re ADA); 
child development, stages and milestones of 
developmental domains 

- Lead Agency to ensure compliance – must include 
unannounced on-site monitoring; may not rely on self-
certification of compliance; must require unannounced 
visit in response to complaints; must require providers 
to report any serious injuries or deaths of children 
occurring in child care 

- Child care providers, at the option of the Lead Agency, 
do not include in-home child care providers and 
grandparents, great grandparents, siblings (if providers 
live in a separate residence), aunts or uncles.  If Lead 
Agency excludes these providers, must provide a 
description and justification in CCDF Plan 

Significant costs for bolstering 
licensing oversight to include 
license-exempt (exclusive of 
some relative caregivers) 
providers; cost of extending fire, 
health and building code 
expansions before children 
served – inclusive of license-
exempt (except certain relatives); 
expansion of trainings to include 
additional topics 
 
States have flexibility in design 
and delivery of training and no 
requirement for format (i.e. in-
person or on-line) 
 
(See handouts – 2012 State of 
SFCCH in CA and 2013 State of 
Centers in CA) 
 
Seeking comments:   
 Whether to extend background 

criminal background checks to 
other personnel 

 Whether pre-inspections create 
additional barriers to parents 

  Appropriate phase-in period for 
providers already serving CCDF 
subsidized children 

 Minimum number of pre-service 
training hours and ongoing 
training in areas listed 

 Whether rule should specify 
format for training and whether 
should link to measures of 
accountability 

 Whether initial on-site 
monitoring be requirement and 
alternative frequency 
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98.43 Equal access 
 
(See page 21) 

Payment rates are to be sufficient to ensure equal 
access for eligible families in the area served by 
the Lead Agency to child care services comparable 
to those provided to families not eligible to receive 
CCDF assistance or child care assistance under 
other Federal, State or local programs.   
 
Lead Agency to provide a summary of facts relied 
on to determine that payment rates ensure equal 
access. 

Lead Agency shall take into account the quality of child 
care when determining payment rates 

Cost for establishing a tiered 
reimbursement system 
 
Seeking comment:  innovative 
rate setting approaches and 
possible new Federal 
requirements to ensure subsidy 
rates provide equal access 

Subpart F – Use of Child Care and Development Funds 

98.51 Activities to improve 
the quality of child care 
 
(see pages 23 – 25) 

No less than four percent of the aggregate funds 
expended by Lead Agency and including amounts 
expended in State shall be for quality activities, 
including those designed to provide comprehensive 
consumer information, increase parental choice 
and improve the quality and availability of child 
care. 
 
Proposed addition replaces existing items 
(proposed for deletion) relating to financial 
assistance to organizations for resource and 
referral, meeting health and safety standards, 
training and technical assistance, and improving 
salaries and compensation. 

… from each fiscal year’s allotment 
 
(Activities to improve the quality may include but are not 
limited to) implementation of a systemic framework for 
organizing, guiding, and measuring progress of quality 
improvement activities including the following components: 

- Health and safety through licensing and health and 
safety standards 

- Age-appropriate learning and development guidelines 
for children of all ages 

- Systems of quality improvement to evaluate, improve, 
and communicate the level of quality that may contain 
the following elements: 
٠ Program standards defining expectations for 

quality and indicators of different levels of quality 
appropriate to provider setting 

٠ Supports, training and technical assistance to 
help providers meet quality improvement 
standards 

٠ Financial incentives and monetary supports 
٠ Quality assurance and monitoring to measure 

quality over time 
٠ Strategies for outreach and consumer education 

 
- Professional development systems to ensure well-

qualified workforce that may contain the following 
elements: 

 
 
RTT-ELC collaborative work 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Build upon existing opportunities 
currently funded with quality 
dollars (i.e. AB 212, WestEd:  
PITC, CPIN, CCIP, CDTC, 
Desired Results Field Training, 
etc.) 
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٠ Core knowledge and competencies 
٠ Career pathways to define knowledge and 

sequence of qualifications and ongoing 
professional opportunities 

٠ Professional development assessments to build 
capacity of higher education systems and other 
training institutions to meet diverse needs of 
workforce and range of development and needs of 
children 

٠ Access to professional development  
٠ Rewards or financial support  
٠ Infrastructure of support to build capacity to 

promote health through wellness, physical activity 
and nutrition programs, to serve children with 
special needs, dual language learners and other 
vulnerable children, to implement family 
engagement strategies 

- Assessment and evaluation 
 
Activities for improving quality are not to be restricted to 
activities affecting children meeting eligibility requirements 
for which assistance is provided. 
 
Unless authorized by law, targeted funds for quality 
improvement and other activities included in appropriations 
law may not count towards meeting the four percent 
minimum requirement. 
 
Description of performance goals associated with 
expenditure of quality dollars to be included in Plan. 

98.52 Administrative costs 
 
(See pages 25-26) 

Not more than five percent of aggregate funds to 
be expended on administrative activities, including 
salaries and related costs, planning, development 
and designing CCDF program, developing 
agreements with contractors, monitoring 
compliance, coordinating audits and monitoring 
findings, travel and more.  Five percent limit 
applies to States and Territories. 

Following activities do not count towards five percent limit: 
- Establishment and maintenance of computerized child 

care information system 
- Establishing and operating certificate program 
- Eligibility determination 
- Preparation/participation in judicial hearings 
- Child care placement 
- Recruitment, licensing, inspection of providers 

No additional costs 
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- Training for Lead Agency or sub-recipient on billing and 
claims processes 

- Review and supervision of child care placements 
- Resource and referral services 
- Training for child care staff 

Subpart G – Financial Management 

98.65 Audits and financial 
reporting 
 
(See pages 34-35) 

Each Lead Agency to conduct audit after close of 
each program year by an agency independent of 
State, etc.  Lead Agency responsible for ensuring 
sub-grantees are audited.   

Specifies contents of quarterly reports to be submitted by 
Lead Agency, inclusive of information on expenditures 
under CCDF grant funds, including Discretionary, 
Mandatory and Matching funds as follows:  child care 
administration; quality activities excluding targeted funds; 
direct services; non-direct services; certificate program 
cost/eligibility determination; all other non-direct services; 
and other information as required by Secretary. 

No additional costs 

98.68 Program Integrity  
 
 
(See pages 36-37) 

(New section) Lead Agencies are to have effective controls in place to 
ensure integrity and accountability including processes to 
ensure sound fiscal management, processes to identify 
areas of risk, and regular evaluation of internal control 
activities.  In addition, processes to identify and handle to 
resolution fraud and other program violations, and 
procedures to document and verifying children receiving 
assistance are eligible. 

Administrative costs at state 
level 
(any costs passed on to local 
level?) 

Subpart K – Error Rate Reporting 

98.100 Error rate reporting 
 
(See pages 45-47) 

States, etc. required to calculate, prepare and 
submit report of errors occurring in administration 
of CCDF grant funds.  Report includes strategies 
for reducing errors. 

Lead Agencies with improper payment rate that exceeds 
threshold must submit for approval a comprehensive 
corrective action plan as well as subsequent reports 
describing progress in implementing plan.  Lists items to 
include in corrective action plan.  Failure to carry out 
actions in approved corrective action plan is grounds for a 
penalty or sanction. 

Administrative costs at state 
level 
(any costs passed on to local 
level?) 
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A Look into trAnsitionAL kindergArten
In transitional kindergarten, students get a head start so they can do better in 
school. Children learn through hands-on experience, nurturing new skills that will 
stay with them throughout their academic careers. What is unique about TK:

•	TK blends social and emotional experience with academic learning.
•	 In TK, students learn essential pre-literacy and pre-math skills through  
 creative, play-based learning and shorter lessons for younger children’s  
 attention spans. 
•	Students develop social and self-regulation skills needed to succeed in school, 
 such as interacting with teachers and peers in positive ways, solving problems with 
 increasing independence and focusing attention.
•	A typical TK classroom might include a dress-up area, puppet theater, play 
 kitchen and sand table  –  age-appropriate activities no longer in kindergarten 
 classrooms that enhance all cognitive, social and motor skills.
•	Teachers tailor lessons to help every child thrive, thoughtfully constructing 
 activities so each child is challenged at right level to succeed, persist through 
 difficulty with little frustration and get to next skill level.

Preparing California’s Children to Succeed in 
Kindergarten

trAnsitionAL 
kindergArten

Transitional kindergarten (TK) is a new grade for students born in the fall that provides the gift of time and builds a strong  
foundation for success in elementary school and beyond. The Kindergarten Readiness Act changed the kindergarten entry date 
so that children enter kindergarten at age 5, and created TK to serve younger students with birthdays between September and 
December. In TK, children learn from a curriculum designed to meet their needs that is aligned with kindergarten standards and 
taught by credentialed teachers from K-12.  



EarlyEdgeCalifornia.orgBay Area Office 
414 13th Street, Suite 500 
Oakland, CA 94612
T 510-271-0075 
F  510-271-0707 

Los Angeles Office 
5015 Eagle Rock Boulevard, Suite 209 
Los Angeles, CA 90041 
T  323-254-1411 
F  323-254-1440 

the VALue of tk in CALiforniA
Before TK, California children started kindergarten at a younger age than kids in 
almost any other state – often without the maturity, social skills and early academic 
skills they need to succeed in kindergarten and the later grades. At the same time, 
kindergarten standards and curriculum have changed over the years, and many of 
the skills children were once taught in first grade are now expected in kindergarten.

Transitional kindergarten is now being offered at no immediate additional cost to the 
state, because funding that would have been used to support young 5 year olds in 
kindergarten is being redirected to support them in TK. 

State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Torlakson hails TK as “one of the 
bright spots for education,” noting that it will “create a wave of success” in education.

trAnsitionAL kindergArten todAy
History is being made for California’s young learners. The creation of transitional 
kindergarten marks the launch of the first new grade since 1891. This fall marked 
the first year of statewide implementation, with more than 2,000 transitional  
kindergarten classrooms opening, serving about 40,000 students. Schools will  
continue to phase in transitional kindergarten by moving the kindergarten entry 
date one month a year until the final year of implementation in 2014. By then, more 
than 125,000 students – including more than 52,000 English language learners 
and about 79,000 who attend TitIe I schools – are expected to attend TK. 

Some districts across the state have offered TK and similar programs for years, and 
they have seen their students make dramatic progress, especially in language and 
literacy. TK graduates are entering kindergarten with confidence and a love of  
learning that will follow them throughout school and beyond. 

 
for more information on transitional kindergarten, please visit  
www.tkcalifornia.org.

transitional kindergarten:  
A Winning solution for  

California

TK is a smart early investment 
and pivotal first step towards  
college and career readiness.   
Research shows that children 
who participate in school  
readiness programs like  
transitional kindergarten are 
more likely to do well in school, 
attend college and earn higher 
wages.

Nobel Laureate James  
Heckman’s research shows that 
high-quality early education 
programs like TK offer one of 
the highest returns of any public 
investment. 

•	Children gain the skills and  
 confidence they need to thrive  
 in school, preparing them for  
 success.

•	families now have an  
 additional option to ensure  
 their children enter  
 kindergarten with the maturity,  
 confidence and skills they need  
 to excel.

•	schools benefit because  
 children will be better  
 prepared succeed  
 academically and less likely to  
 be placed in special education  
 or held back in later grades.

•	California’s economy will be  
 strengthened by a  
 well-educated, globally  
 competitive workforce. 

“transitional kindergarten gives California a tremendous  
opportunity to increase kindergarten readiness. it will lay the 

foundation for reading proficiency in the early elementary 
years and help our state build a more seamless education 

system for children birth to age 8.” 
                                

 - sacramento County superintendent of schools  
dave gordon
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Los Angeles County: 
 Parent Partnerships 
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∗ State of Child Care 
 
∗Access 
 
∗Affordability and Parent Choice 
 
∗Regulations, Standards, and Safety 

Parent Partnerships 



∗Total population:  9,962,789 
 

∗Child population:   2,401,032 
  
∗Birth to 5 years                657,544 
 

∗Estimated poverty  
 rate for children   24.3% 
 

LA County Child Population 
  

 
 
∗   



 

∗Number of licensed family  
   child care homes:   7,114 

 
∗Number of licensed child care centers 
∗ Infant licenses     428 
∗ Preschool licenses   2,685 
∗ School-age licenses      461 

Licensed Child Care and 
Development Facilities  

Child Care Planning Committee  
Needs Assessment 2013 
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Type of 
Care 

  
*Average 
Annual 
Cost of 
Care   

State Median 
Income (SMI)  

for a Single 
Mother 
Family 

Cost of Care 
as  % of SMI 

for Single 
Mother 
Family 

  
 

SMI for 
2-Parent 
Family 

  
Cost of Care 
as % of SMI 
for 2-Parent 

Family 

 Rank  
(Based on 

Percentage of 
SM for 2-Parent 

Family) 
Center              
• Infant  $11,823 $27,534 42.9% $80,796 14.6% 7 
• 4-yr. 

old 
$8,237 $27,534 29.9% $80,796 10.2% 19 

• School 
age 

$2,736 $27,534 9.9% $80,796 3% 43  

              
Family Child Care            
• Infant $7,187 $27,534 26% $80,796 9%   
• 4-yr 

old 
$6,916 $27,534 25% $80,796 8%   

• School 
age 

$3,015 $27,534 11% $80,796 4%   

Where California Fits: 2011 Ranking of 
Least Affordable Child Care 

As compiled by the National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies  

 



  
Type of 

Care 

*Average 
Annual Cost of 

Care  

 Public 
College 
Tuition  

 Annual 
Rent  

Payments 

 Annual 
Mortgage 

Costs 
Center    

  
$9,022 

  
  

$13,956 

  
  

$27,996 
• Infant  $11,823 
• 4-yr. old $8,237 
• School 

age 
$2,736 

Family Child Care  
• Infant $7,187 
• 4-yr old $6,916 
• School 

age 
$3,015 

Where California Fits: 2011 Ranking of 
Least Affordable Child Care 

As compiled by the National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies  

 

*2009 data adjusted for inflation 



Per Child Care Aware 2013 survey: 
 
 

∗ California ranks 50th out 52* 
 

∗Did not meet any of the oversight 
standards  
 

∗Did not fully meet any of the program 
standards 
 

 

*Survey included 50 states, Dept. of Defense and Washington D.C.  
 

Status of Child Care Licensing  



 
NACCRRA’s Oversight Standards  

VS. CA’s Child Care Licensing  
 ∗ NACCRRA 

∗ Centers are inspected at 
least 4 times per year 
including CCL, Health and 
Fire 
 

∗ Licensing staff have a BA 
degree in ECE or related field 
 

∗ Online inspection & 
complaint reports are 
available to parents via the 
internet 
 

∗ CA Licensing  
∗ CCL conducts onsite visit 

once every 5 yrs. 
 
 

∗ Background in ECE is not 
required. 

 
 

∗ Inspection and complaint 
info is only available if 
one goes to CCL office to 
review program file. 
 

 
 
 
 



California does not:  
∗Require BA of center directors 
 

∗ 24 hours annual training/professional 
development  

 

∗ Staff to child ratios are not compliant with 
NAEYC accreditation 

 

∗  Group sizes are not regulated  
 

CA Child Care Licensing Vs.  
NACCRRA Program Standard    



California Child Care Center Ratios 
Age of Children Child: Staff Ratio Max Group Size 

6 weeks 4:1 Not Regulated (NR) 

9 months 4:1 12 

18 months 6:1 12 

27 months 6:1 NR 

3 years 12:1 NR 

4 years 12:1 NR 

5 years 14:1 NR 

6 years 14:1 NR 

7 years  14:1 NR 

8-9 years  14:1 NR 

10 years and older 14:1 NR 



Age Range Small Family Child Care 

Total Number of Children Allowed: 2-6; Plus 2 School-Age Children (SAC) 
Maximum Number of Children to One 
Provider: 

8 

Provider's Own Children Counted: Yes; If under age 10 

Maximum Number of Infants/Toddlers 
to One Provider: 
 

*See note below 

CA Child Care Ratios for  
Family Child Care  

Age Range Large Family Child Care 

Total Number of Children Allowed: 7-12; Plus 2 SAC  

Ratio of Children to One Provider: 6:1; With no more than 4 infants 

Provider's Own Children Counted: 
 
Source: CA Child Care  Licensing, 2013 

Yes; If under age 10 
 
 



1. Relationships 
∗ Program Standard: The program promotes positive 

relationships among all children and adults to encourage 
each child’s sense of individual worth and belonging as 
part of a community and to foster each child’s ability to 
contribute as a responsible community member. 

 
 
 
© 2008. National Association for the Education of Young Children. 

NAEYC Early Childhood  
Program Standards 



2. Curriculum 
Program Standard: The program implements a curriculum that is 
consistent with its goals for children and promotes learning and 
development in each of the following areas: social, emotional, 
physical, language, and cognitive.  
 
3. Teaching 
Program Standard: The program uses developmentally, 
culturally, and linguistically appropriate and effective teaching 
approaches that enhance each child’s learning and development 
in the context of the program’s curriculum goals. 

NAEYC Early Childhood  
Program Standards 



 
4. Assessment of Child Progress  
 
Program Standard:  The program is informed by ongoing 
systematic, formal, and informal assessment approaches to 
provide information on children’s learning and development. 
These assessments occur within the context of reciprocal 
communications with families and with sensitivity to the cultural 
contexts in which children develop.  Assessment results are 
used to benefit children by informing sound decisions about 
children, teaching, and program improvement. 

NAEYC Early Childhood  
Program Standards 



5. Health 
Program Standard: The program promotes the nutrition and health of 
children and protects children and staff from illness and injury. 
 
6. Teachers 
Program Standard: The program employs and supports a teaching 
staff that has the educational qualifications, knowledge, and 
professional commitment necessary to promote children’s learning 
and development and to support families’ diverse needs and 
interests. 

NAEYC Early Childhood  
Program Standards 



 
7. Families 
Program Standard: The program establishes and maintains 
collaborative relationships with each child’s family to foster 
children’s development in all settings. These relationships are 
sensitive to family composition, language, and culture. 
 
8. Community Relationships 
Program Standard: The program establishes relationships with 
and uses the resources of the children’s communities to support 
the achievement of program goals. 

NAEYC Early Childhood  
Program Standards 



 
 
9. Physical Environment 
Program Standard: The program has a safe and healthful 
environment that provides appropriate and well-maintained 
indoor and outdoor physical environments. The environment 
includes facilities, equipment, and materials to facilitate child and 
staff learning and development. 
 
10. Leadership and Management 
Program Standard: The program effectively implements policies, 
procedures, and systems that support stable staff and strong 
personnel, fiscal, and program management so all children, 
families, and staff have high quality experiences. 

NAEYC Early Childhood  
Program Standards 



 

Teaching staff supervise children primarily by sight. Supervision for short intervals by 
sound is permissible, as long as teachers check frequently on children who are out of 
sight (e.g., those who can use the toilet independently, who are in a library area, or 
who are napping). 
 
∗ Preschool and kindergarten aged children: Teaching staff must be aware of where 

children are at all times. The 
∗ Structural design for any classroom, restroom or other program space must not interfere 

with teacher's ability to observe children according to criterion  
∗ Preschool aged children: Preschool children (defined as child enrolled in a group of 

children ages 30 months to 5 years) may be momentarily out of sight and sound (e.g., if a 
child leaves the playground to go into an adjoining classroom alone to get something)as 
long as the child is back in sight and sound within one minute. Note that it is permissible 
for staff members to supervise preschool children by sound for up to five minutes only 
before regaining both sight and sound observation. 

∗ Kindergarten aged children: Kindergarten aged children (defined as children enrolled in a 
public or private kindergarten group) may be out of sight and sound for no longer than 10 
minutes. 

∗ This is a required criterion. If a child is in immediate danger, assessors must immediately 
notify the program administrator and contact NAEYC.  

NAEYC Accreditation Standards: 
Evaluation Criterion 



Children and Families Deserve 
Better! 
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STEP QRIS 

Implementation Update 
 

 

 
Policy Roundtable for Child Care                                                                

Annual Retreat 
 

June 16, 2010 
 

Presenter: Helen E. Chavez, MSW 
 
 
  

 

 

 
 



QRIS 

STEP’s Implementation Partners 

Los Angeles County Office of Child Care 

UCLA CICCQ 
-Data Collectors 
-Reliability  
-Site Visits 

CCALA/R&Rs 
-Quality Improvement    
 Coaches 
-Outreach support 
 

Office of Child Care 
-Outreach 
-STEP Quality Standards 
-Prof. Development Coordination 
-Issue Grants & Ratings 
-Quality Improvement Trainings 
-Technical Assistance 

LAUP ECE 
Workforce 
Consortium 

F5LA 



Our Enhanced STEP Model 

Los Angeles County Office of Child Care 

Apply 

Complete 
Self-

Assessment 

Attend 
Trainings 

Prepare 
Portfolio 

Initial STEP 
Rating 

Receive 
Grant 

STEP 1.0 STEP 2.0 
Apply 

Complete 
Self-

Assessment 

Prepare 
Portfolio 

Initial STEP 
Rating 

Receive 
Grant 

CCLD Verif. CCLD Verif. 

Orientation 

Preliminary 
Rating Attend 

Cohort  
Trainings 

Registry  

Receive 
Coaching 
Support 

Renew 
STEP Rating 

CCLD Verif. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Coaching throughout (Fiona comments)Trainings = cohort



FY 2012-13 Accomplishments 
 QRIS Operational Component   Accomplishments  

 

1. Staffing                          -Expanded QRIS Team 
                                                                         Mariela Balam……..Outreach/TA Specialist¹ 
                                  Yecenia Cardenas….Outreach/TA Specialist 
                     Helia Castellon……..Outreach/TA Specialist**  
                                                                         Jodie Chin………..Intermediate Typist Clerk² 
                                                                         Tina Navarro………..Senior Admin. Clerk¹*                                                              
                                                                         Jocelyn Tucker………PD Coordinator*                 
                          
2. Expansion to Addtn’l               -Added 7 new STEP communities 
    Communities                                  -STEP is now in a total of 18 communities  
 
3. Outreach                           -Conducted 13 outreach meetings (150+ attendees)                                                                                                     

             -Currently there are  245 active*** programs in STEP                                                                                                    
                                               -Attrition rate for FY 2012-13 =  6%        

¹ Assigned to STEP as of FY 2011-12 
² Assigned to STEP as of FY 2007-08 
*Assigned to both STEP and RTT  
**Assigned to RTT only 
***Active is defined as having been rated by STEP as of FY 2011-12   



STEP Communities 
1. Altadena 
2. Boyle Heights* 
3. Florence/Firestone 
4. Granada Hills* 
5. Inglewood 
6. Lancaster* 
7. Long Beach 
8. Mission Hills* 
9. Pacoima/Arleta 
10. Palmdale 
11. Pasadena 
12. Pomona 
13. San Fernando (City)* 
14. San Pedro 
15. Santa Monica 
16. Torrance* 
17. Watts/Willowbrook* 
18. Wilmington 

*Cities marked with asterisk were newly added to STEP in FY 2012-13  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
7 new communities added in FY 12-13 RTT = systems recruitment approach (not community based)	Magnolia Place	Vermont Corridor	FCCHEN	LAUSD	VOANo expansion for either…..no more outreach



FY 2012-13 Accomplishments (Cont’d) 
 

QRIS Op. Component                Accomplishments  
 

4. Quality Ratings         -Completed 158 ratings (capacity to complete 200) 
                                                                             
                          
 
 
 
 

 
5. Quality Improvement             Awarded over 58  QI grants (5 Centers; 53 FCCs) 

     Grants                           Total amount distributed to programs: $286K 
 
6. Quality Improvement             -Conducted 51 trainings for ECE practitioners 

    Trainings                          -Attendance grand total: 758    

Type of Rating No. of Ratings 
Completed 

No. of Ratings 
Deferred 

Preliminary  124   32* 

Initial/Full   31   10** 

Renewal       3    

Totals: 158 42 

*Deferred per providers’ request; **Deferred due to funding restrictions 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Completed 48 RTT ratings b/w May – June 2013



STEP 1 
 

Beginning Quality Level 

STEP 2 
 

Intermediate Quality Level 

STEP 3 
 

Good Quality Level 

STEP 4 
 

Advanced Quality Level 

STEP 5 
 

Excellent Quality Level 

Los Angeles County Office of Child Care 

What STEP Quality Ratings Mean 



STEP Quality Rating Results FY 2012-13 

Los Angeles County Office of Child Care 

Chart 1. Year 5 Average Overall STEP Score and Domain Scores* (Full/Initial 
Review Sites Only – FCCs) 

(N = 81) 

*Analysis completed by UCLA CCICQ, as documented in Final Report on Year 5 Implementation STEP (June 28, 2013) 



STEP Quality Rating Results FY 2012-13 

Los Angeles County Office of Child Care 

Chart 2. Year 5 Frequency of Overall STEP Score and Domain Scores* (Full 
Review Sites Only- All FCCs) 

(N = 81) 

*Analysis completed by UCLA CCICQ, as documented in Final Report on Year 5 Implementation STEP (June 28, 2013) 



FY 2012-13 Accomplishments (Cont’d) 
 

QRIS Op. Component                  Accomplishments  
 

7. Quality Improvement             CCALA highlights 

    Coaching 
 

8. TA Strategies                             STEP PAL Program debut 
                                                                                   
                          
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1. STEP PAL orientation meeting on March 8, 2013 
(STEP PALs listed in order from left to right) 

Back row Amina Gedle, Catherine Scott 
Front row: Maria Esquivel, Shatoune Shepard, Sara Krikorian, and Morena Barrera 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Coaching: STEP has referred over 150 programs to Gateways (over 70 this year)



FY 2012-13 Accomplishments (Cont’d) 
 

Operational Op. Component      Accomplishments  
 

9. Evaluation                                  -STEP is recognized in American Institutes for                     
                                                               Research’s forthcoming Local Quality Improvement 
                                                               Efforts & Outcomes Descriptive Study as one of      
                                                               three¹ QRIS in California that had all six elements 
                                                               typical of a QRIS 
          
                                                               -Cheryl Wold & Associates Evaluation highlights: 
     -68% of survey respondents reported  

    that their overall experience with STEP was 
    “very positive” and 30% was “mostly positive”                                                                           
     

     -A majority of those surveyed reported that 
    STEP helped them prioritize improvement 
    goals and understand quality standards 

 

¹The other two QRIS cited in that study are in El Dorado and Nevada counties. 



FY 2012-13 Accomplishments (Cont’d) 
 

Operational Op. Component      Accomplishments  
 

9. Evaluation                                   -Cheryl Wold & Associates Evaluation highlights: 
    -STEP promotes professional growth  

• Child care program directors reported that 
STEP helped them set a higher bar for quality 
practices and measure performance against 
those standards.  

• FCC providers reported going back to school for 
credit and attending trainings as well as leading 
workshops in the community.  

-STEP promotes community 
• Providers reported interacting with other 

providers and cited the learning, support, and 
community benefit from doing so.  

         -88% met with other providers 
         -83% learned from other providers 
         -62% observed other programs 
-STEP programs want help marketing their 
ratings 
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Revised:  June 25, 2013 
 

Policy Roundtable for Child Care 

Meeting Schedule – 2013-14 

Meeting Date Time Location 

July 10, 2013 9:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. 
Annual Retreat 

Eaton Canyon Nature Center 
1750 North Altadena Drive 
Pasadena, CA  91107 

September 11, 2013 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

October 9, 2013 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

November 13, 2013 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

December 11, 2013 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

January 8, 2014 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

February 12, 2014 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

March 12, 2014 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

April 9, 2014 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

May 14, 2014 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

June 11, 2014 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.  
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
Room 743 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

** No meeting in August. 
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